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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a descriptive and analytical study of the complete works of
Michael Fullan as a scholar of educational change. Fullan is one of the foremost
individuals who have helped established the field of educational change and who
continues to push the field forward. This dissertation investigates, articulates and
interrogates the intellectual and strategic contributions of Fullan in the scholarly
field of educational change. This is a critical description and examination of the
historical events and trends that influenced his research and to which he was
responding. It provides insight into a significant area of practice and research in
educational administration by looking at the development of a field through the
intellectual contributions of one of its most important authorities. The main
purpose is to highlight the development and cogency of Fullan’s ideas in the field
of educational change through an examination and exploration of his intellectual
underpinnings.

This study was grounded in the qualitative research tradition, particularly
rooted in a conceptual framework of hermeneutics. The task was to search for an
understanding rather than explanation and for interpretation rather than prediction.
Thus, in this study the researcher was the primary instrument for data collection
and analysis. Data was using collected various artifacts, namely: books, journal
articles, scholarly papers, technical reports, conference papers, dissertations about

Fullan, web-site reports and/or papers, newspaper articles and publicity material.



More specifically, Fullan’s writings were primarily accessed through various
venues: the internet (especially his website: http://www.michaelfullan.ca/),
college libraries and professors who use his books. One person-to-person
interview was conducted to clarify. Data was critically analyzed and reported
thematically and chronologically in order to position Fullan’s works within those
historical periods and to identify the development and evolution of his theory of
change.

Findings indicate several periods of education reform: innovation and
diffusion, school effectiveness and school improvement, restructuring and
reculturing, large-scale reform and post-standardization. Fullan’s assessments of
each period revealed that he has been more influential in the large-scale reform
period than the others. Themes unfolding highlighted the importance of
stakeholders (students, teachers, principals, parents and community, district
administrators, consultants) and concepts (process, objective and subjective
assumptions, moral purpose, relationships, knowledge, sustainability,
complexity/chaos & evolutionary theories, systems, paradoxes, coherence and
theory of action. Connections to key thinkers in sociology, educational change
and mentors as well as Fullan’ unique approach to the change process among
various other change process models, definitions and perspectives were
highlighted. Development and evolution of Fullan’s theory of education is

underscored by the influence of early mentors in sociology as well as decades of



emphasis on certain critical issues within the literature: namely, the absence of the
implementation perspective (1970s), meaning-making (1980s), capacity-building
(1990s), systems-leading (2000s) and a more recent post-standardization era. Critical
and positive commentaries on particular Fullan’s works reveal multiple and often
opposing values, assumptions and purposes of education that characterize scholar’s
experiences and advocacy. The study concludes with a brief personal and critical
reflection on Fullan's educational change literature highlighting findings of the
interview as well as strengths, weaknesses and the future challenges for scholars in

the field.
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there is sure victory.
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Some Fragments of My Evolving Quest to Understand and Appreciate the
Purpose, Meaning, Hope and Ethics of Education, Learning, Teaching and

Leadership Practices in Changing Contexts

The task of the modern educator is not to cut down jungles but to irrigate deserts.'

The revolution we are in its first and foremost a revolution of the total situation. It
is not just new kinds of problems and opportunities that we are facing, but whole

new contexts within which these problems and opportunities reside.’

It seems to me that education has a two-fold function to perform in the life of man
and in society: the one is utility and the other is culture. Education must enable a
man to become more efficient, to achieve with increasing facility the legitimate
goals of his life. Education must also train one for quick, resolute, and effective
thinking. To think incisively and to think for one's self is very difficult. We are
prone to let our mental life become invaded by legions of half-truths, prejudices,
and propaganda. At this point, I often wonder whether or not education is
fulfilling its purpose. A great majority of the so-called educated people do not
think logically and scientifically. Even the press, the classroom, the platform, and

the pulpit in many instances do not give us objective and unbiased truths. To save

"' C.S. Lewis, The abolition of man.
? Peter Vaill, Managing as a performing art: New ideas for a world of chaotic change.



man from the morass of propaganda, in my opinion, is one of the chief aims of
education. Education must enable one to sift and weigh evidence, to discern the
true from the false, the real from the unreal, and the facts from the fiction. The
function of education, therefore, is to teach one to think intensively and to think
critically. But education which stops with efficiency may prove the greatest
menace to society. The most dangerous criminal may be the man gifted with
reason, but with no morals ... We must remember that intelligence is not enough.
Intelligence plus character--that is the goal of true education. The complete
education gives one not only power of concentration, but worthy objectives upon
which to concentrate. The broad education will, therefore, transmit to one not
only the accumulated knowledge of the race but also the accumulated experience

of social living.’

Human life touches on absoluteness in virtue of its dialogical character, for in
spite of his uniqueness man [sic] can never find, when he plunges to the depth of
his life, a being that is whole in itself and as such touches on the absolute. Man
can become whole not in virtue of a relation to himself but only in virtue of a
relation to another self. This other self may be just as limited and conditioned as

he is; in being together the unlimited and the unconditioned is experienced.*

3 Martin Luther King, Available:
http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/about king/major_kingFrame.htm.
* Martin Buber, Between Man and Man.
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El objetivo de la ensefianza es contribuir al desenvolvimiento de las fuerzas
intelectivas, poniendo a funcionar los 6rganos de la razon, segun la ley de la
razén, a medida que van manifestdndose y habitdndose a inducir, deducir y
sistematizar. En una palabra: se ensefianza para ejercitar la razon.’

Educar es ir revelando en la conciencia del discipulo el orden de la verdad e ir
formando esa conciencia en aquel orden. Educar es conducir: ‘es decir, que
educar es como conducir de dentro a fuera; en cierto modo, es como cultivar, vy,
empleando una comparacion, educar la razon es hacer lo que el buen cultivador
hace con las plantas que cultiva ... Educacién es la accion de conducir, guiar,
dirigir al individuo humano o la especia humana del estado de ignorancia al

. . . . 6
estado de conocimiento de si 0 si misma.

The fallacy of rationalism is the assumption that the social world can be altered by

logical argument. The problem, as George Bernard Shaw observed, is that

“reformers have the idea that change can be achieved by brute sanity”.’

* Eugenio Maria de Hostos, Memoria al Ministro de Instrucciéon Publica de Chile. Obras
completas, t. II. Available:

http://www.hostos.cuny.edu/library/Hostos%20Page/Works about/PDF/Hostos%20reformador%?2
0de%?201a%?20educacion.pdf.

® Eugenio Maria de Hostos, Nociones de ciencia de la pedagogia, OC XVIIL, p. 11. Available:
http://www.hostos.cuny.edu/library/Hostos%20Page/Works about/PDF/EL_SOL reforma de la
ensenanza.pdf.

" Michael Fullan & Susan Stiegelbauer, The new meaning of educational change.
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Practical men, who believe themselves to be quite exempt from any intellectual
influences, are usually the salves of some defunct economist ... It is ideas, not

vested interests that are dangerous for good or evil.®

Democracy cannot be achieved without understanding power itself, how it is

exerted, and where it lies.’

Responsibility is the readiness to face the absence of meaning, the non-being of
self. It requires that a self be formed, a meaning be instated, a policy adopted. The
crisis exists precisely because there is no priori decisive resolution of the
situation. Responsibility is the willingness to ‘leap into nothingness’. But it is

more than this: it is the willingness to accept ... the consequence of one’s act.

The solution is not to integrate them into the structure of oppression, but to

transform that structure so that they can become beings for themselves.'!

No one can be a great thinker who does not recognize, that as a thinker it is his
first duty to follow his intellect to whatever conclusions it may lead, Truth gains

more even by the errors of one who, with due study and preparation, thinks for

¥ John Maynard Keynes, The general theory of employment, interest, and money.

? Anthony Arblaster, Democracy.

' H. Fingarette, The self in transformation: Psychoanalysis, philosophy and the life of the spirit.
" Paul Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed.
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himself, than by the true opinions of those who only hold them because they do

not suffer themselves to think.'?

The new concept of schooling is in its romantic phase, in which the replacement
of “mechanical” by “natural” methods has become unhealthy exaggerated ...
Previously pupils at least acquired a certain baggage of concrete facts. Now there
will no longer be any baggage to put in order ... The most paradoxical aspect of it
all is that this new type of school is advocated as being democratic, while in fact it
is destined not merely to perpetuate social differences but crystallize them in

Chine complexities. "

We may reject knowledge of the past as the end of education and thereby only
emphasize its importance as a means. When we do that we have a problem that is
new in the story of education: How shall the young become acquainted with the
past in such a way that the acquaintance is a potent agent in appreciation of the

living present? '

2 John Stuart Mill, On Liberty.
13 Antonio Gramsci, Prison Notebooks, Quaderno XXIX.
' John Dewey, Experience and education.
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The simplest explanation is not always the right one, truth is very often not

simple. "’

A man, though wise, should be never be ashamed of learning more, and must

unbend his mind.'¢

That education should be regulated by law and should be an affair of state is not
to be denied, but what should be the character of this public education, and how

young persons should be educated, are questions which remain to be considered.'’

I have found over and over again that the acceptance of a new point of view ... has
much less to do with the validity of that point of view than with [one’s] readiness

to consider any alternatives whatsoever. '®

Like almost all other complex traditional social organizations, the schools will
accommodate in ways that require little or no change. This is not to say that the
accommodation is insincere or deliberately cosmetic but rather that the strength of
the status quo — its underlying axioms, its pattern of power relationships, its sense

of tradition and therefore what seems right, natural, and proper — almost

" Sigmund Freud, New Introductory Lectures on Psycho-Analysis.
' Sophocles, Antigone.

17 Aristotle, Politics.

'8 Edgar Schein, Process Consultation Volume II.



automatically rules out options for change in that status quo ... To create and
sustain for children the conditions for productive growth without those conditions

existing for educators is virtually impossible. "

The term “democracy,” as I have said again and again, does not contain enough
positive content to stand alone against the forces that you dislike—it can easily be

transformed by them.?

The pleasures arising from thinking and learning will make us think and learn all
the more.”’

Minds, nevertheless, are not conquered by arms, but by love and generosity.**

It is the ability of the leader to reach the souls of others in a fashion which raises

human consciousness, builds meanings, and inspires human intent that is the

23
source of power.

1 Seymour B. Sarason, The predictable failure of educational reform: Can we change course
before it’s too late?

2'TS. Eliot, Christianity and culture.

21 Aristotle, Ethics.

22 Spinoza, Ethics.

2 Warren Bennis, Transformative power and leadership.
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CHAPTER ONE: THE OMNIPRESENCE OF CHANGE

Overview

This dissertation presupposes the reality and inevitability of change in
society. Many recognize that our society has undergone tremendous change. One
way of describing the transformation of change in society is by recognizing the
radical transition from the modern to the postmodern era. The shortcomings of
modernity, the challenges of postmodernity and the information age have caused
many theorists and researchers to redefine public institutions as well as its
predominant strategies and practices (Foster, 1986; KcKenzie, 1992; Berquist,
1993; Hargreaves, 1994; Maxey, 1994; Castells, 1996, 1997, 1998; Starratt, 1996;
Elkind, 1997; Giddens, 1998, 2003; Bauman, 1998; Murphy & Louis, 1999;
Wheatley, 1999; Hargreaves, Earl, Moore & Manning, 2001; Hargreaves, 2003;
Hargreaves & Fullan, forthcoming).

This introductory chapter briefly reviews the guiding components of this
dissertation. A broad overview of change in society is presented as the rationale
and background of this study. A short biography of Fullan as a scholar of
educational change is described. This is followed by the research questions and
methods. The researcher then attempts to briefly provide the significance of this
study and its limitations. Finally, this chapter introduces the reader to the thesis by

presenting an overview of the study.



Background of the Study - A Broad Overview of Change in Society

Every few hundred years in Western history there occurs a sharp
transformation ... Within a few short decades, society rearranges itself — its
world view; its basic values; its social and political structures; its arts; its
key institutions. Fifty years later, there is a new world ... We are currently
living through such a transformation. '

Everybody has accepted by now that change is unavoidable. But that still
implies that change is like death and taxes — it should be postponed as
long as possible and no change would be vastly preferable. But in a period
of upheaval, such as the one we are living in, change is the norm.”

Change is all around us. Change is inevitable. Change defines our era.
Change gives significance, relevance and / or legitimacy to many of society’s
shaping institutions as well as to its individuals. One way societal change is
recognized is through the radical transition of a society from a modern to
postmodern era. Havel, former President of Czechoslovakia, in a conference at the
World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland brilliantly described the modern
era:

The modern era has been dominated by the culminating belief,
expressed in different forms, that the world — and being as such —
is a wholly knowable system governed by a finite number of
universal laws that man can grasp and rationally direct for his own
benefit. This era, beginning in the Renaissance and developing
from the Enlightenment to socialism, from positivism to scientism,
from the Industrial Revolution to the information revolution, was
characterized by rapid advances in rational, cognitive thinking.

'Drucker, P. (1997). Management challenges for the 21*' century. New York, NY: HarperCollins
Publishers, p. 1.
*Ibid., p. 73.



This, in turn, gave rise to the proud belief that man, as the pinnacle
of everything that exists, was capable of objectively describing,
explaining and controlling everything that exists, and of possessing
the one and only truth about the world. It was an era in which there
was a cult of depersonalized objectivity, an era in which objective
knowledge was amassed and technologically exploited, an era of
belief in automatic progress brokered by the scientific method. It
was an era of systems, institutions, mechanisms and statistical
averages. It was an era of ideologies, doctrines, interpretations of
reality, an era in which the goal was to find a universal theory of
the world, and thus a universal key to unlock its prosperity. (Havel,
1992, p. 15)

Elkind (1997) describes the modern era as one grounded in the tenets of
“progress, universality and regularity” (p. 27). Hargreaves (1994) states that the
“social and historical project of modernity was pursued chiefly in the name of
social emancipation as a way of lifting humanity out of the particularism,
paternalism and superstition of premodern times” (p. 25). However, Elkind and
Harvey (1989) argued that the project of modernity was doomed to failure
because of wars and resulting catastrophes. Elkind stated that “twentieth century
realities — two World Wars, the Holocaust, the atomic bomb, and the degradation
of the environment — have undermined faith in human progress and the belief that
society evolves in a positive direction so as to improve the lot of all individuals”
(pp. 26-27). In addition, referring to the optimism of the modernity project,

Harvey also admits that “the twentieth century — with its death camps and death



squads, its militarism and two world wars, its threat of nuclear annihilation and its
experience of Hiroshima and Nagasaki — has certainly shattered this optimism” (p.
13). As a result, the meaning of the modernity project is being associated with a
lack of meaning or ambiguity and with enshrining positive and negative
connotations alike (Hargreaves).

The modern era while promising to make the world more orderly,
knowable, reliable and predictable has brought upon a crisis of meaning and
legitimacy as well as the possibility of ultimate and absolute control by
bureaucratic and impersonal forces. Modernity has the capacity to improve the
human condition while it also carries the potential to worsen or destroy it.
Hargreaves (1994) clearly delineated these perils in a number of areas. For
example, economically modernity “has promised efficiency, productivity and
prosperity but, especially in its later stages, it has also created workplaces and
labor processes which separate management from workers, planning from
execution and head from hand” (p. 26). Politically, modernity “has seen the
consolidation of the nation state as a military force, and the creation of the welfare
state as a supposedly civilizing and elevating one” (p. 27). Organizationally, “the
politics and economics of modernity have had significant and systematic effects
on institutional life, including schooling” (p. 28). In the case of schools,
modernity’s legacy is one of schools that operate under modernistic assumptions

to the detriment of students and teachers who learn and teach in alienated and



impersonal places where there is a high degree of “bureaucratic inflexibility and
unresponsiveness to change” (p. 28). Finally, the modernity project affords
individuals in corporations a sense of “long-term security in exchange for
company loyalty and a clear sense of place in the wider structure” (pp. 28-29) at
the expense of the self.
Thus, the project of modernity presented inherent unsolvable dilemmas
that did not provide adequate and timely responses. There was a need for a
revolutionary approach that will deal with endless conflicting values and beliefs.
Realizing the pitfalls of the modernity project, Havel (1992) responds:
Everything would seem to suggest that this is not the way to go.
We cannot devise, within the traditional modern attitude to reality,
a system that will eliminate all the disastrous consequences of
previous systems. We cannot discover a law or theory whose
technical application will eliminate all the disastrous consequences
of the technical application of earlier laws and technologies.
What is needed is something different, something larger. Man's
attitude to the world must be radically changed. We have to
abandon the arrogant belief that the world is merely a puzzle to be
solved, a machine with instructions for use waiting to be
discovered, a body of information to be fed into a computer in the
hope that, sooner or later, it will spit out a universal solution.
(Havel, p. 15)
Havel advocates for a new approach. He blatantly admits that modernity
has failed and asks for change. The failures of the modernity era precipitated a

new era: postmodernity (Harvey, 1989; Lyotard, 1984). A distinction borrowed

from Hargreaves (1994) is made here between postmodernity and postmodernism.



Whereas postmodernity (the object of this section) is a social condition,
postmodernism refers to “an aesthetic, cultural and intellectual phenomenon” (p.
38). Elkind (1997) defines postmodernity as an era that “...stressed difference as
much as progress, particularity as opposed to universality, and irregularity in
contrast with regularity” (p. 28). Postmodernity has led to radical changes in
society (Bell, 1973; Toffler, 1980). These changes have been identified as the
inevitable effects of a society that undergoes a major transition from an agrarian
age to an industrial and then to the information age or knowledge society
(Castells, 1996; Drucker, 1993; Ritkin, 2000). The postmodern era has brought
globalization (Barber, 1995; Burbules & Torres, 2000; Friedman, 2000; &
Giddens, 2003) — a contradictory age full of major political, social, cultural,
religious, economic and educational challenges, threats, opportunities,
consequences (Bauman, 1998; Handy, 1991; Reich, 1992; Soros, 2002). The
collapse of modernistic assumptions and the paradoxical and globalized character
of the present postmodern era led many researchers, theorists and policy-makers
to call for the rethinking, reconceptualization and restructuring of public schools
(Conley, 1993; Elmore, 1990; Elmore, Peterson, McCarthey, 1996; Schlechty,
1990; Smylie & Perry, 1998).

For example, for more than two decades now major national K-12 reports
have been produced demanding educational reform (A Nation at Risk, 1983; A

Nation Prepared, 1986; Breaking Ranks: Changing an American Institution, 1996;



National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 1996). Similarly, others
like Bransford et al. (1999) and the National Research Council (1999) have called
for the application in classrooms of the groundbreaking implications of cognitive
science. However, despite these early and late efforts educational change has been
largely missing at the classroom level due to social, political and cultural factors
that have created the gap between policy and classroom practice (Apple, M. &
Jungck, S., 1992; Bailey, 2000; Elmore, 1997; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Gitlin &
Margonis, 1995; Goodlad et al., 1970; Huberman, 1992; Little, 1990; Lortie,
1975; McLaughlin, 1994; Sarason, 1971; Riseborough, 1984; Waller, 1932).

It is within this framework and background that this study seeks to
investigate and uncover the themes, influences, contradictions and objections that
contribute to and shape the intellectual underpinnings of the field of educational

change as seen through one of its leading authorities: Michael Fullan.

Michael Fullan as a Scholar of Educational Change

One scholar who has commented on the shortcomings and promises of
change efforts is Fullan.? The former dean of the Ontario Institute for Studies in
Education of the University of Toronto (OISE/UT) from 1996 to 2003, Fullan is
also a researcher, consultant, trainer and policy adviser on a wide range of

educational reform projects with national, state and schools systems as well as

3see Appendixes 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 2F, 2G & 2H.



research and development institutes, government and private agencies and teacher
unions in Canada, United States and internationally. Recently, Fullan has served
as an evaluator of England’s National Literacy and Numeracy Strategies project
as well as an advisor to the Premier and Minister of Education in Canada.
Presently, Fullan is Professor of Theory and Policy Studies at OISE/UT. He holds
master’s and doctorate degrees in sociology from the University of Toronto. He is
a professional sociologist of change and organizations. His work and advocacy on
education has been recognized through several outstanding distinctions, some of
which include honorary doctorates and principal’s council, teachers’ association
as well as educational research awards. Fullan also serves on the editorial board of
the following journals: Curriculum Inquiry, School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, Educational Administration Quarterly, Journal of Education Policy,
The Chinese University of Hong Journal of Primary Education and Teaching
Education.

Fullan’s most well-known work is The Meaning of Educational Change
which was first published in 1982 and subsequently re-written and updated in
1991, 2001 and 2007. His most recent works include Breakthrough (2006) and
Turnaround Leadership (2006). Other works include the What’s Worth Fighting
For series, the Change Forces trilogy and Leading in a Culture of Change (2001)
for which he was awarded the National Staff Development Council’s Book of the

Year Award in 2002. In addition to these and other publications, many graduate



students have theoretically grounded and written their doctoral dissertations on

Fullan’s concepts.4

Purpose of Study

This will be a study not of the life but of the scholarly work of Fullan.
This study attempts to understand the historical events and trends that influenced
his research and to which he responded in his writings. That is, this is an analysis
of Fullan’s contributions to the scholarly field of educational change as well as an
analysis of the how themes within his complete works unfold and evolve from
previous and past theoretical positions. In short, this paper will attempt to
highlight the development and cogency of Fullan’s ideas in the field of
educational change.

Fullan is one of the foremost individuals who have helped established the
field of educational change and who continues to push the field forward.” This
dissertation investigates, articulates and interrogates the intellectual and strategic
contributions of Fullan in the scholarly field of educational change. It provides
insight into a significant area of practice and research in educational
administration by looking at the development of a field through the intellectual

contributions of one of its most important authorities. By undertaking a study of

“see Appendix 21.
>see Appendixes 2A, 2C, 2D & 2E.



all of his published works, this dissertation addresses the prime question of what

are the intellectual underpinnings of change theorist Fullan.

Research Questions

The questions guiding this inquiry are:

1. What are Fullan’s major contributions to the scholarly field of
educational change?

2. What have been the prevailing themes found in Fullan’s work on
educational change?

3. What have been the most significant influences upon Fullan’s
work in terms of mentors as well as prevailing trends within
educational change and reform practice?

4. What are some major positive and critical commentaries on the

influence of Michael Fullan’s work?

Research Methods of the Study

This study will primarily involve an analysis of the historical context of
Fullan’s work and a critical reading of his published works. It may loosely be
considered to employ methods of hermeneutical research. It will follow the
research discipline of a 5 step process. The first step will conduct an extensive

literature review of the historical attempts to change schools for the better. This

10



literature is divided into various periods: innovation and diffusion, school
effectiveness and school improvement, restructuring and reculturing, large-scale
reform and post-standardization. Locating the contributions of Fullan within each
period will suggest his major connection to developments in the field. The second
step is to read Fullan’s published works (from 1982 to May of 2008) in order to
describe prevailing themes that unfold. Third, using a timeline of all the writings
of Fullan (scholarly articles, newspaper reports, technical reports, books etc.), I
will attempt to identify the main ideas within each decade of his scholarly life.
This analysis should point out the development and evolution of Fullan’s work. In
short, in this third section I will provide a map as well as a narrative of how
Fullan is moving toward richer theory. The fourth step is to select two major
commentaries on Fullan’s work, one positive and one critical. Finally, I will
consider and evaluate the strengths, weaknesses and future challenges of Fullan’s
ideas on educational change. I will point out what, in my view, is present and
missing in his works in addition to what I perceive and understand is its present
and future value. This section will include a report of an interview® with Fullan,
in which I have attempted to gain greater clarity on some questions and issues that

remained unresolved.

Ssee Chapter Seven as well as Appendixes 1D & 1E.
11



Significance of Study

I am setting out to present one study of the complete works of Fullan. The
significance of this study is that subsequent readers will be able to view a
coherent analysis of Fullan’s past and present theories as well as the significance
of his works within prevailing trends in the fields of educational change and

reform practice.

Limitations

While I am grounding my commentaries in the historical contexts as well
as on the published works themselves, this study will still involve interpretation
on the part of the researcher. I will attempt to counteract unwarranted personal
opinions by basing my commentary on citations of Fullan’s work, and by

interviewing Fullan in order to verify / clarify my interpretation.

Overview of the Study

This study is divided into seven chapters. The first chapter of this
dissertation describes the background of the study which includes a broad view of
change in society as well as in education. This chapter also includes the research
questions, a brief overview of the research design used and the limitations of the
study. The second chapter provides an extensive literature review of the historical

contexts of educational reform through several periods. The contributions of
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Fullan within each period will suggest his major connection to developments in
the field. The third chapter details the research design and methodology used.
This chapter also describes data collection and analysis. Chapter four classifies
and describes the content of all Fullan’s books in major themes. Chapter five
explores the development and evolution of Fullan’s theory of educational change
theory by using a timeline. Chapter six critically examines specific ideas of Fullan
on educational change by looking at compelling and persuasive positive and
negative commentaries. Finally, chapter seven presents the findings of an
interview conducted to Fullan as well as a personal and critical reflection of the
strengths, weaknesses and future challenges of Fullan’s theory of educational

change.
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CHAPTER TWO: HISTORICAL CONTEXTS OF EDUCATION

REFORM: A LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview

The history of efforts to change and better public schools has taken place
over several periods throughout the last five decades. This literature review
attempts to capture these periods of educational reform. It identifies, describes
and analyzes five periods: innovation and diffusion, school effectiveness and
school improvement, school restructuring and reculturing, large-scale reform and
a reflective comment on the unfolding period of post-standardization. These
periods often if not always overlap each other. As the history of the past 45 years
unfolds, it does so not in clearly delineated straight line yearly segments, but more
in a disjointed, canonical fashion. Through citing major studies, the origins, major
proponents, philosophical underpinnings and practical implications for reform and
theory are addressed. The end of each section is followed by a brief comment on

the contributions of noted scholar Fullan.

The Innovation and Diffusion Period
Since the early 1960s, efforts to improve public schools have generated
various approaches to bringing about educational change. Two of these

approaches concern school restructuring and reculturing. This section examines



the legacy of these two vehicles of school improvement. It first outlines the
antecedents of school restructuring. Then it explores the origins, meanings and
strategies of school restructuring as well as key studies. The following section
explicates school reculturing by investigating the origins and types of culture,
describing the advocates, meanings and models of school culture as well as
several of its key theoretical and empirical analyses and studies. Finally, Fullan’s
assessment of school restructuring and reculturing is explored in order to capture
his contribution within this period.

During the late 1950s, the Soviet Union successfully launched the world’s
first artificial satellite to orbit the earth. This launch ushered in numerous
technological, military, scientific and political developments. One of the reactions
in the United States was that the American education system “was not producing
enough scientists and perhaps more important, that its teaching techniques and
curricula were effectively extinguishing students’ interest in science and scientific
careers” (Sarason, 1996, p. 47). Thus, the United States federal governmental
initiated a number of large scale innovations and curriculum projects especially in
math and science (Elmore, 1995). Among the curriculum reform projects were the
Physical Sciences Study Committee high school physics curriculum, the
Biological Sciences Curriculum Study and Man: A Course of Study. Most of
these curriculum designs were intended to accomplish and deliver content

organized around key concepts that revealed the structure of the discipline of
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physics and biology in addition to pedagogical methodologies. These were
accompanied by reform initiatives in the organization of teaching that included
flexible scheduling, team teaching and open plan schools. These major change
efforts were driven by university scholars whose pedagogy was informed by the
theory that learning was a process in which students “discover not only
knowledge of the subjects, but also the thought processes and methods of inquiry
by which that knowledge is constructed” (Elmore, 1995, p. 11). Thus, these
scholars called for the redefinition of teacher and students roles so that teachers
became coaches while students were seen as active learners. While most
innovations embodied this progressive theory of education, the absence of a clear
and articulate theory of action of how to put these changes into practice, large
scale innovations were rarely implemented successfully.

During the 1960s, educational research and practice functioned and
operated as a technical process (Berman, 1981). Educational research on school
innovations exhibited The Guba and Clark model (cited in House, 1979), known
as the ‘Classification Schema of Processes Related to and Necessary for Change
in Education’. This consisted of four stages: Research — Development —
Diffusion — Adoption (R, D & D). In the research stage, knowledge was gathered
for development. In the development stage, a solution to the identified problem
was built. In the diffusion stage the innovation was introduced to the practitioners.

Finally, in the adoption stage the innovation was to be incorporated in the school.
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The major proponent of the R, D and D approach across disciplines was Rogers
(1983) who claimed that the diffusion of an innovation or reform was a sequential
process that followed an S-shaped curved. In addition, Havelock, 1971, noted the
assumptions of this R, D and D change model as having a ... rational sequence
in the evolution and application of an innovation; planning usually on a massive
scale; a division and coordination of labor; a more-or-less passive but rational
consumer who will accept and adopt the innovation ...” (p. 10). Berman (1981)
noted that this R, D and D rational approach functioned and was governed by the
technological-experimental (TE) paradigm where “educational change was a
problem amenable to technological solutions” and schooling could be improved if
tested and replicable products (technologies) were disseminated widely to
schools” (Berman, p. 257). Educational research and practice focused “on the
innovation itself; its characteristics and component parts and on how to produce
and introduce the innovation (House, 1981, p. 28). In short, educational reform
was predominantly seen as a technical, rational and linear process and imposed by
external experts in the scholarly disciplines.

Two key and now classic studies during the early 1970s confirmed the
assumptions that underpinned research and practice on school innovations and
their consequences. Both of these studies were concerned with organizational
innovations. Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971) investigated the

implementation of the catalytic model — a curricular innovation aimed at altering
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the teacher-pupil relationship. Smith and Keith (1971) studied the creation of
Kensington School — an organizational innovation rooted in the new and
progressive elementary education model.

In both of these cases, one of the factors that influenced the
implementation process of organizational or curricular innovations was that
teachers did not have clarity regarding the goals of the innovation and the means
to enact those goals. In their study on the adoption of the catalytic role model
(curricular innovation) at the Cambire school, Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein
(1971) noted that “teachers never obtained a clear understanding of the
innovation” (p. 123). The catalytic model was intended to target “the problems of
motivating lower-class children and of improving their academic achievement”
(p. 10). The catalytic model was designed to allow, encourage, ensure and help
children become intrinsic, self-motivated, responsible, competent learners in a
changing society. Given these objectives and assumptions, under the catalytic
model, the goal of the innovation was to redefine the teacher’s role as one who
“assisted children to learn according to their interests...”, “to emphasize the
process, not the content, of learning” .... [and to] “Function as a catalyst or guide”
(pp- 12-13). Despite these intentions, teachers did not have a clear picture of what

and how they were expected to implemented the catalytic model. When asked

about their understanding of the goal and the means of implementing the catalytic
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model in their respective classrooms, most teachers responded in terms of the new
types of behavior to be adopted and behavior to be abandoned.

For example, teachers mentioned that the catalytic model demanded that
they give children “freedom to choose activities, offer multiple activities, and
individual attention,” and “tolerate noise” (p. 124). On the other hand, teachers
mentioned that the catalytic model expected them to abandoned the teaching of
“formal lessons and group recitations” and “serving as authority figures” (p. 124).
Teachers faced enormous difficulties explaining and acting on the goal and means
of the catalytic model. While they could talk and show what pupils should be
doing; however, they could not talk about “specific behavioral requirements of the
catalytic model with respect to their performance” (p. 126). These findings
supported the fact that planning for the implementation of the catalytic role model
was inadequate, or worse, nonexistent.

In their study on innovation educational organization, Smith and Keith
(1971) also noted that although users had a well-described statement of goals,
they were not able to articulate its practical aspects. Within this organizational
innovation, a school in a lower class suburban school district in a large
metropolitan area in the Ohio River valley, contracted an architectural firm to
design a school that would represent and have embedded the “new elementary
education of team teaching, individualized instruction, and multi-age groups” (p.

v). The curriculum had an emphasis on “process development as opposed to
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content development. There was to be no one, central focus such as textbook-
centeredness, pupil-centeredness, or teacher-centeredness; instead, numerous
facets of the school were to shape the learning environment. Learning was viewed
as an interactive process that varied from individual to individual” (Smith &
Keith, 1971, p. 33). The Kensington innovative school also included the
redefinition of teacher-pupil roles. In order to socialize the faculty with its new
role, the teachers would meet for four weeks — the summer workshop — before the
start of the school. Organizationally, the Kensington School had three divisions:
Basic Skills, Transition and Independent Study (ISD). Each division had a
distinctive function, multiple and varied means of achieving that function, a basic
unit of organization, a specific organizational structure and differentiated means
for measuring pupil progress. On its institutional plan, the elementary school

99 ¢

sought to “assist pupils to become fully functioning mature human beings,” “meet
the needs of individual differences” and “provide skills ... which will enable
pupils to identify worthwhile goals for themselves, and to work independently ...”
(Smith & Keith, 1971, p. 32). Despite this statement of goals and structures, users
were not able to articulate the operational plans of the Kensington innovation due
to various conflicts. Users experienced a tension between the superintendent’s call

and view to ‘build a school,” the principal’s institutional plan, and their own

educational views.
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Another source of conflict was the highly formalized educational doctrine.
Due to its newness and to the perceived weaknesses of American education at the
time, the district leadership saw the need to define and codify the educational
doctrine at Kensington. The result of this action led to a doctrine that was abstract,
wide in scope, complicated, unique and too rigid. Staff conflict, difficulties in
procedures and incongruence with community were the outcomes. This all led to
a fagade or an image that the school used as “a cloak or screen covering the
realities of organizational practices” (p. 40). Goals were stated, however, the
means to achieve those goals were not provided. As the authors concluded,
“common guidelines that guided did not exist; the language of school
organization, teaching and goals for pupils remains metaphorical and literary but
neither practical nor scientific” (p. 53).

In addition to failure of clarity, a related factor that weakened the
implementation process in the innovation and diffusion era was the restricted
nature of the planning that preceded and the feedback that accompanied the
implementation. Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971), for example, noted that
teachers reported no specific differences in their conceptions of the catalytic role
model between November, when the innovation was announced, and January
when they were first asked to implement the model in their classrooms, a pattern

that largely persisted into April.
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Similarly in the case of the Kensington innovation, teachers were expected
to create and implement a curriculum rooted in individualized instruction, but
were not introduced to it until four weeks before the official opening of the
school. At this time, in a summer workshop teachers were trained by
representatives of the National Training Laboratory. This was a “unique kind of
learning experience in which a number of persons meet together and the activity
of the group develops out of the growing relationships among the members of the
group. The training was intended to make individuals more perceptive of group
processes and their own personal relationships within the group” (Smith & Keith,
1971, p. 58). However, these four weeks generated and crystallized several
conflicts. One of these had to do with ‘substantive’ versus ‘process’ staff
orientations (p. 62). In the training process, primary attention was given to
substantive concerns. The focus of planning became the institutional plan’s
mantra to help children become “fully functioning mature human beings” (p. 66).
During the four weeks of planning, curriculum subcommittees could not reconcile
the dilemma highlighted by the administration’s expectations to build a “totally
individualized child-selected curriculum as opposed to a structured and sequenced
set of experiences formulated by adults ...” (p. 70) and on the other hand the
administration’s discouraging and intolerant attitudes toward critical or different
points of view about the innovation among the staff. To illustrate, a staff member

of the ISD division was immediately removed when it was discovered that his
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views were different from the team and blocked the functioning of the team as
well. Instead of planning and providing an open space for the Kensington faculty
to have authentic dialogue about the practical implications of pupil autonomy and
individualized instruction in the classroom, the summer workshop highlighted the
assumptions of the implementers and blocked the development and nurturing of a
professional and collaborative educational climate.

In addition to problems of clarity and planning, both of these cases
highlighted how the characteristics of the user could present a significant barrier
to the implementation process during the innovation and diffusion period. Gross,
Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971) noted that at Cambire, teachers “did not possess
the capabilities needed to perform in accord with the new role model” (p. 129).
Teachers reported facing several problems at different times during their efforts to
implement the catalytic role model. Most teachers reported having serious
difficulties, lacking the help they needed to carry out their new roles, while
problems during the initial phase persisted.

Teachers also reported facing several other difficulties that arose during
their efforts. Some of these included discipline issues, minimal learning, low
interest and motivation of children, pupil misuse of materials and ineffective
interaction with colleagues. It was thus concluded that teachers at Cambire were
unable to develop and execute the competencies under the catalytic role model.

Smith and Keith (1971) noted that teachers at Kensington experienced great
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difficulties enacting their roles in the innovative teacher-pupil relationships,
especially in terms of defining and facilitating pupil responsibility in relation to
the scheduling of classes in a new building. Another crucial factor that
undermined implementation during the innovation and diffusion period was the
poor quality as well as absence of appropriate materials. Teachers at Cambire did
not have the required instructional materials. While, the director made very clear
that in order for teachers to act as catalysts, “they must make available to their
pupils curriculum materials that are highly motivating and self-instructional in
nature” (p. 136). Teachers indicated that available materials were inadequate:
“they hardly represent instructional materials that would permit a pupil to
progress very far in a meaningful way on his own ...” (p. 137). In short, at
Cambire it was not only deficiency in the quantity, but also the quality of
materials that undermined implementation of the catalytic model. Smith and Keith
(1971) also noted that the alternative of grandeur in the sense of simultaneous
whole school change that was employed at Kensington, placed heavy demands of
time and energy on teachers. The changing of multiple components and structures
at the same time led to an increase of unintended consequences, heightened
uncertainty and excessive demand on both internal and environmental resources.
The final factor that affected the implementation process in both of these
cases was leadership or management. Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971)

referred to “the failure of the administration to recognize or to resolve problems to
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which it exposed teachers when requested them to implement the innovation™ (p.
191). The implementation strategy of the Cambire director required the
explanation of the philosophy and objectives of the catalytic role model, the
granting of freedom to teachers to implement the innovation, the delegating of
responsibility and the availability of additional funds. Gross, Giacquinta and
Bernstein (1971) reported that this strategy failed because difficulties arose when
the innovation was initiated by teachers was not taken into account and no
mechanisms were made available to deal with unanticipated problems. Potential
obstacles were not identified. Feedback mechanisms and opportunities to voice
concerns and disagreements about the catalytic role model were largely
suppressed. The director’s assumptions regarding the operation and functioning of
the catalytic role model at Cambire negated the identification of issues and facts
that could have helped the director cope with the factors of implementation
mentioned above.

On the other hand, Smith and Keith (1971) noted that at Kensington the
upside-down authority structure negated the work of democratic school
administration. The traditional view of the district central office, the principal’s
inability to delegate responsibility, his role as a statesman and his hyper-
rationality in planning led to several consequences. Some of these included the
costs translated into staff conflict and hostility, changing personnel, new

organizational structures, confusion in handling pupils and pupil dissatisfaction.

31



In short, the management strategy employed at Kensington triggered problems
and issues that were counter to the egalitarian and democratic ethos that the
educational innovation was intended to observe in the first place.

The innovation and diffusion period introduced major curricular and
organizational innovations to schools. The general intended goal was to educate
children so they were able to compete in a world that was in a global and
competitive economy, technology, and scientific world. However, innovations
were only initially / partially adopted. Innovations were not fully implemented
because goals and the means to enact these, planning, roles, resources and
management were not articulated operationally or enacted culturally. The
organizational realities of the schools did not reflect the actual description of the
innovation. By the end of this era, it was becoming clear that the implementation

of educational change was a neglected process (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978).

Michael Fullan’s Assessment on the Innovation and Diffusion Period

One of the scholars who pointed to the massive failure of educational
innovations in early educational research and practice was Fullan. Fullan (1972)
noted that the R, D and D approach to educational change had certain problematic
assumptions regarding the role of the user. This model assumed that innovations
were developed and tested by experts; users were treated as passive receivers

“either accepting or rejecting packaged innovations” and that innovations “could
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readily be accepted into a user system” (p. 4). Change was viewed as a subject in
which certainty was measured by quantitative and experimental methods. Fullan
explained that the failure of the innovation and diffusion period stemmed from the
educational research assertion that “to measure school innovativeness was to ask
individuals how many specific innovations (from a predefined list) they had
adopted over a given time period” (p. 5). The focus was on the innovation, not the
user. Fullan claimed that “there was little awareness that innovations require
unlearning and relearning and create uncertainty and concerns about
competencies to perform these new roles” (p. 15).

Lack of attention to the complexities of using innovations in actual
practice was the missing link. To respond to the challenge of the neglected user in
the implementation process, Fullan (1972) offered the elements of effective
educational change processes at the user level model: user’s objectives —
adoption of sound innovations — user’s acceptance — user’s capabilities —
effective outcome.” The implications of this model called for close examination
of the role of teachers in the change process.

Fullan (1972) concluded that “radical change can come only through the
steady development of individual’s capacities to play active roles ...” (p. 218).
Teachers had to play an active role in the change process. Their capacity and skill

was crucial to the implementation of the change initiative. Unfortunately, teachers

’see Appendixes 5C, 5D & SE.
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were expected to implement the adopted change in exactly the same manner that
it was announced and prescribed. Worse, there were almost no mechanisms of
communication or feedback between those choosing the initiative and those called
to implement it in their corresponding classrooms.

In their major review of curriculum reforms, Fullan and Pomfret (1977)
also affirmed the importance of closely looking at implementation if one wants to
ensure that educational change has taken place. “We simply do not know what has
changed unless we attempt to conceptualize and measure it directly; to understand
some of the reasons why so many educational changes fail to become established;
failure to do so may result in implementation being ignored, or else being
confused with other aspects of the change process such as adoption (decision to
use an innovation), or even the confusing of the determinants of implementation
itself” (Fullan & Pomfret, pp. 337-338).

A distinction was also made between implementation studies that had a
fidelity perspective where the aim is to “determine the degree of implementation
of an innovation in terms of the extent to which actual use of the innovation
corresponds to intended or planned use” (p. 340) and those that had a mutual
adaptation which is “directed at analyzing the complexities of the change process
vis-a-vis how innovations become developed/changed ...” (p. 340). This major
review basically argued that the implementation process takes place along the

characteristics of the innovation strategies, characteristics of the adopting unit,
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and characteristics of macro sociopolitical units. Implementation is a process that
should take into account local agents and/or users. They are the ultimate decision-
makers. Thus, it is at the local level that implementation takes place.

Fullan and Pomfret (1977), however, clearly indicated that they are not
“suggesting that local users determine all innovation decisions” (p. 393). The
implementation process should be the focus and relationships must be re-defined.
“We are saying, however, that if implementation is to occur on a wider scale,
different aspects of the innovation process must be emphasized and a different
basis for central/local relationships and process must be developed” (Fullan &
Pomfret, p. 393). These claims sought to broaden the focus on innovation by
highlighting to policy-makers and researchers the complexities of the
implementation process. Implementation was looked at as a process in a social
system affected by relationships and users."

Large-scale innovation during the innovation and diffusion period faced
serious difficulties because of predominant technical assumptions.
Implementation® was expected to take place without attention to the user thus the
unraveling and logical unfolding and unanticipated consequences and
uncertainties. While Fullan’s scholarly commentary never led a change period, it
provided a perspective at the end of the period of why certain initiatives (within

the period) succeeded and others did not. Change was assumed and treated to be a

$see Appendix 5J.
’see Appendixes 5A & 5B.
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rational and linear process. The absence of a clear and articulate theory of action
implied that adoption equaled implementation. The gap between the statements
behind progressive practices and realities in the classroom documented by studies
in the 1970s led a series of reform movements whose source was predominantly

external and structural as the next section shows.

School Effectiveness and School Improvement

In an effort to respond to the alarming failure of large scale innovations
during the 1960s, educational researchers focused on finding what made schools
effective as well as how could they improve. While the predominant issue during
the 1960s was the innovativeness of educational reform driven by a response to
Sputnik and a desire for national superiority, the overriding strategy since the
1970s had been twofold: to identify the characteristics of effective schools and
their impact on pupil outcomes and to pinpoint the processes of change that
schools needed in order to become better. The former refers to the school
effectiveness knowledge base, while the latter refers to the school improvement
practice base.

This section briefly reviews the research traditions of school effectiveness
and school improvement. I will first outline their origins, aims, assumptions and
missions. I shall then explore their definitions and models and highlight Fullan’s

critical assessment of school effectiveness. Finally, the features of school
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effectiveness and school improvement are described in order to show the features
that can bring them together. Two action research projects that illustrate attempts
to link school effectiveness and school improvement are briefly described in order

to then capture some of the unresolved issues that characterize these paradigms.

Origins, Aims, Assumptions and Missions

The genesis of the school effectiveness movement in both the USA and
Britain can be traced back to significant evaluation and reports of failed
innovations during the late 1960s that claimed that home, family background and
socioeconomic status, not schools, determined student success (Coleman, 1966;
Plowden, 1967). It is critical here to acknowledge that the purpose of Coleman’s
report was to provide a basis for President Johnson’s policy on school
desegregation and for increasing support for schools serving high poverty
communities. Coleman did not start out to document the failure of prior
innovations in the early 1960s. He basically tried to identify inputs and outputs
and found that schools inputs of any kind made little or no statistical difference in
student outcomes.

In addition to these accounts, others similarly suggested that ‘education
cannot compensate for society’ (Bernstein, 1970); that hereditary reasons
explained academic achievement (Jensen, 1969) and that social inequalities were

at the root of underachievement (Bowles & Gintis, 1976). While all of these
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claims illustrated the different ways that schools did not make a difference, the
one thing that they held in common was that “they all vastly underestimated the
influence of school on pupil progress” (Hopkins, 2001, p. 43).

In the United States, the policy implications and practical consequences of
the claims in the Coleman report were so disturbing that the education community
started to raise significant questions regarding what schools actually could do to
make a difference in the lives of disadvantaged students. Lieberman (1998) noted
that “researchers now began to look inside the school trying to assess how new
curricular, pedagogical and organizational ideas were organized, how teachers
worked with students and with each other and what the role of leadership was” (p.
16). These questions led to optimism about the impact of schools on children and
to the birth of the school effectiveness movement. Inspired by the phrase “all
children can learn”, the school effectiveness movement (Edmonds, 1979) claimed
that schools made a difference in the lives of disadvantaged children when they
were characterized by five factors: strong administrative leadership, school
climate conducive to learning, high expectation of children’s achievement, clear
instructional objectives for monitoring student performance and emphasis on
basic skills instruction.

School effectiveness was defined as the ability of the school to raise
student outcomes beyond what their socioeconomic and family background

variables would have predicted. Thus, a suburban school serving predominantly
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privileged and stable families would be expected to produce high student
outcomes and would not therefore, according to the definition of effectiveness, be
considered effective unless these students performed significantly above what
would be expected. An urban school, however, with modest student test scores in
basic skills might be considered effective because its students would be seen as
achieving beyond what might have been expected given their socioeconomic
backgrounds.

On the other hand, the school improvement paradigm is a direct response
to the failure of top-down education reform in the 1960s. Top down education
reform was predominantly guided and governed by the technological paradigm
(Berman, 1981; Rogers, 1983). Educational innovations were brought by people
outside the schools, especially university professors and based on the paradigm of
expert knowledge in the academic disciplines at the high school level and child
development at the elementary level (Elmore, 1996). These curricular and
organizational innovations were primarily directed at student outcomes; focused
on the school more than the teacher and were grounded in a quantitative rather
than in a qualitative paradigm (Reynolds et al., 1993). The result of the
documented failure of this top-down technological view of educational reform led
to the birth of the school improvement paradigm. “The failure of ‘top-down’
approaches to educational change led to ‘bottom-up’ approaches that involved

practitioner rather than external knowledge. The focus shifted from the
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educational organization as a unit for change to changes in educational processes”
(Fink & Stoll, 1998, p. 305). In short, while the school effectiveness movement
was a challenge to the prevailing educational discourse that schools did not make
a difference, the birth of the school improvement paradigm was a reaction to an
education reform approach that lacked teacher ownership and treated educational
reform and change as an event, rather than as a process.

Thus, school effectiveness and school improvement not only represent
different responses to the failure of large-scale educational innovations in the
1960s, but also contrasting aims:

School effectiveness researchers have examined the quality and
equity of schooling in order to find out why some schools are more
effective than others in promoting positive outcomes, ... [while
running parallel] ... school improvement researchers have focused
their studies on the processes that schools go through to become
more successful and sustain this improvement ... (Stoll, 1996, p.
51)

These aims imply that school improvement rests on a set of different
assumptions from those of school effectiveness. According to Hopkins et al.
(1994) school improvement practice operates under the following assumptions:
the school as the center of change; a systematic approach to change; the internal
conditions of schools as a key focus for change; accomplishing educational goals
more effectively; a multi-level perspective; integrative implementation strategies

and the drive towards institutionalization. In contrast to school improvement,
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school effectiveness has been historically grounded on: “a pragmatic response to
policy initiatives; a commitment to quantitative methods; a concern with the
formal organization of schools rather than with their more informal process; a
focus upon outcomes which were accepted as being a ‘good’ that was not to be
questioned and a focus upon description of schools as static, steady-state
organizations generated by brief research study” (Hopkins, 2001, p. 57).
Consequently, school effectiveness and school improvement have
different missions (Creemers & Reezigt, 1997). School effectiveness is heavily
research-based on outcomes and school improvement is innovation-based. For
school effectiveness research “there are no time limits, while school improvement
is an answer to a question requiring immediate action” (Creemers & Reezigt, p.
399). School effectiveness is also focused on developing theories and research
results to gain quantifiable, objective knowledge about causes and effects, while
school improvement is focused on change and problem solving strategies in order
to gain subjective knowledge of how the individuals involved in reform manage
to accomplish educational goals. Yet another difference concerns its
methodology. School effectiveness researchers use rigorous statistical techniques
for data analysis, while school improvement researchers have a “more
developmental character; do not always begin with a well-phrased question and
do not always end with a clear answer to that question” (Creemers & Reezigt, p.

400). Finally, school effectiveness researchers mainly focus on change in pupil
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outcomes and classroom level processes, while school improvement researchers
expand their focus to include other factors and variables beyond the school level,
such as school context. A discussion of the models advocated by each movement
will provide an understanding of how these assumptions and missions have

impacted educational reform and change.

Models

In order to capture the theories and models that characterize school
effectiveness and school improvement, it is imperative to start by defining them.
In its basic and original form the school effectiveness knowledge base is
outcomes- and equity-oriented (Levine & Lezzotte, 1990) while school
improvement practice is process-oriented (Fullan, 1991; Hopkins 1994). That is,
the former seems to be concerned with identifying those correlates or predictors
of students’ academic achievement, the what of educational change, while the
latter represents a “systematic sustained effort aimed at change in learning
conditions and other related internal conditions in one or more schools, with the
ultimate aim of accomplishing educational goals more effectively” (van Velzen et
al., 1985, p. 48), the how of educational change. In short, school effectiveness is
about the ends and school improvement is about the means of educational change.

Although, this may be a rather simplistic way to characterize these two
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movements, it nonetheless provides a framework to start examining their
evolution as approaches to educational change.

As previously mentioned, the school effectiveness knowledge base began
with Edmonds’ (1979) five factor model. It was argued at the time that if schools
adopted these principles then educational goals would be accomplished. Despite
successfully challenging the ‘school makes no difference’ thesis and thus
highlighting the importance of equity in schools, this model had several
limitations. Edmond’s five factor model was limited due to “its emphasis on basic
skills, its assumption of causality based on correlational evidence, the
independence and locus of factors and the tautology of relating an emphasis on
basic skills to achievement in basic skills” (Stoll & Fink, 1996, p. 38). It is
important to point out that it was under Edmonds’ principalship that his school
produced the results in student outcomes. It is thus critical to recognize that
Edmonds did not set out with a 5 factor model. This model was developed by
studying what Edmonds did as a principal. Measures of basic skills were the
critical measure of effectiveness then. However, critics did not call for
abandoning basic skills, but for going beyond them.

In its place, the Edmonds’ (1979) five factor model was expanded and
replaced by two significant studies: Fifteen Thousand Hours (Rutter et al., 1979)
and School Matters (Mortimore et al., 1988). Fifteen Thousand Hours, a study of

12 secondary schools serving disadvantaged children in South London, aimed at
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answering if different schools have different effects on children’s progress and if
this was the case then to identify what makes some schools more successful than
others. The findings in this study revealed that schools showed considerable
differences in terms of delinquency rates, behavior patterns, attendance and
academic achievement. What was most striking about this study was that the
schools “most likely associated with positive outcomes had created a particular
ethos: a positive view of young people and of learning” (Mortimore, p. 88). This
implied that individual actions or means cold have been combined to create a
particular ethos or set of values and expectations that will characterize the school
as a whole.

On the other hand, School Matters, a longitudinal study of primary
schools, aimed at documenting the progress of a cohort of students from ages 7 to
11 to establish the reasons as to why some schools are more effective than others
and to find out differences in the progress of pupils having taken into account
variations in their intake characteristics. Similarly to Fifteen Thousand Hours, this
study revealed that primary schools were also uneven in their effects. Mortimore
et al. (1988) identified 12 key factors for effectiveness: purposeful leadership of
the staff by the head teacher; the involvement of the deputy head; the involvement
of teachers; consistency among teachers; structured sessions; intellectually

challenging teaching; work-centered environment; limited focus within lessons;
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maximum communication between teachers and pupils; record keeping; parent
involvement and positive climate (Mortimore et al., pp. 250-266).

Fifteen Thousand Hours and School Matters significantly supported and
deepened Edmonds’ (1979) thesis that ‘schools make a difference’ and expanded
his five factor model. They demonstrated that “most factors which emerged as
being strongly associated with positive outcomes fell within the control of
principals and teachers and few appeared to be determined from outside of the
school” (Mortimore, 1998, p. 88). In essence, what these studies accomplished
was to replace the simplistic input-output framework embodied by Edmonds’
original correlates of achievement which were the parameters established by
Coleman’s research, with a much more rich and complex context-input-process-
output model. Other attempts to expand this focus on context and process include
an explanation of situational and contextual variables using contingency theory
(Scheerens, 1992; Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993).

In addition to these studies, other researchers have sought to broaden the
contributors and variables and definitions of effectiveness. For example, Purkey
and Smith (1983) outlined what they deemed the most important organization-
structure variables for effective schools. These included: school-site management,
instructional leadership, staff stability, curriculum articulation and organization,
school-wide staff development, parental involvement and support, school wide

recognition of academic success, maximizing learning time and district support.

45



Furthermore, Sammons et al. (1995) also identified eleven factors for effective
schools: shared leadership, shared vision and goals, a learning environment, a
concentration on teaching and learning, high expectations, positive reinforcement,
monitoring progress, pupil rights and responsibilities and purposeful teaching. In
short, school effectiveness studies have grown from the simple five factor model
(Edmonds, 1979) into an extended and expanded list of variables and models.

In contrast to school effectiveness, school improvement researchers are
very reluctant to provide models. Rather, school improvement practice offers
perspectives, frameworks, guidelines and approaches (Ainscow et al., 1994;
Caldwell & Spinks, 1988; Fullan, 1991; Hopkins, 2001; House, 1981; Joyce,
1991). School improvement researchers advocate for these instead of models
because their aim is to demonstrate that educational change is a process, not an
event.

Two key studies that illustrate this process-based definition of educational
reform and change are Huberman and Miles (1984) and Louis and Miles (1990).
Huberman and Miles was multi-case study of 12 chosen sites within a large
sample of 146 sites or schools from suburban, rural, and urban settings. It aimed
to “develop explanations, a reasonable web of causal influences that help us
understand, not just that a school improvement effort worked or failed in the
special circumstances at the [chosen sites], but why it did” (p. 1). Using

ethnographic methods, researchers reported that the adoption of an innovation
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was heavily influenced by multiple motives that were strongly related to career
plans, the centrality of classroom life and the initial attitude toward the program
(Huberman & Miles, p. 44). The key finding of this study was that school
improvement requires confronting several dilemmas: (1) Fidelity versus
Adaptation; (2) Centralized versus Dispersed Influence; (3) Coordination versus
Flexibility; (4) Ambitiousness versus Practicality; (5) Change versus Stability
and, (6) Career Development versus Local Capacity (Huberman & Miles, pp. 278-
280).

On the other hand Louis and Miles (1990), an in-depth multi-case study of
five high schools located in major American metropolitan cities, was guided by
the argument “that creating more effective schools requires a significant change in
patterns of leadership and management at the school level” (Louis & Miles, p.

19). Researchers argued that school improvement required that the old model
(organizing for stability), a bureaucratic one due to its “clear division of labor
among people in different roles and to its clear hierarchy” (p. 22) needed to be
replaced by a more adaptive model, one that is predicated upon the “need for
constant learning and evolution to improve the basic functioning of the school”
(Louis & Miles, p. 26).

The key finding of this study was that there are certain action motifs that
successful and effective change leaders and agents must follow. Change leaders

must articulate a vision — “Effective school leaders are able to talk about what
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they want for the school” (p. 30) and “...help people develop images of ‘how to
get there’ which are process themes” (p. 31); get shared vision ownership —
“sharing responsibility and accountability” (p. 31) and, “...staff should be
rewarded for suggesting and trying new things, not only for succeeding” (p. 31);
use evolutionary planning — ““...not a hand-to-mouth approach, but coherent,
intelligent adaptation based on direct experience with what is working toward the
vision and what isn’t” (p. 32). On the other hand, change agents must negotiate
the school’s relationship and its environment. As environmental managers,
effective school agent requires that change agents “...being proactive by
grabbing, getting, and taking advantage of potential resources rather than waiting
for them to be provided; think constantly of assistance, training, and support as a
master resource that will help other staff; think very broadly about resources and
extend the traditional teacher-buffering activities of principals to include a more
active negotiating stance in relation to the district office” (p. 33). In addition,
change agents have coping skills. In order to obtain and achieve these skills,
change agents are called to “coordinate and orchestrate the evolution of the
program within the school” and be “deep copers” (p. 34) by having “enormous
persistence and tenacity” (p. 35) and to have a “high tolerance for complexity and
ambiguity” (p. 35). In sum, school improvement requires the adoption and
articulation of a shared vision and image, evolutionary planning, effective

relationships, resources, and coping skills.
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The findings of these two school improvement studies demonstrate that
there is no recipe or single solution that can help schools get better. Rather, school
improvement researchers provide evidence that the development of effective

schools and effective teaching is a process full of contradictions and dilemmas.

Coming Together: The Legacies of School Effectiveness and School Improvement

Despite having different intellectual orientations and missions, researchers
have pointed out that school effectiveness and school improvement need each
other’s approaches, perspectives and findings (Clark et al., 1984; Creemers &
Reezigt, 1997; Gray et al., 1996; Hopkins & Reynolds, 2001; Lezotte, 1989;
Mortimore, 1991; Reynolds et al., 1993). In fact, Stoll (1996) claims that school
effectiveness and school improvement not only complement each other, but also
that their corresponding shortcomings can be counterbalanced by their separate
strengths:

School effectiveness researchers can provide knowledge for school
improvers about factors within schools and classrooms that can be
changed to produce high-quality schooling, whereas school
improvement strategies provide the ultimate test for many of the
theories posited by school effectiveness researchers. (Stoll, 1996,

p. 55)

Building and sustaining links between school effectiveness and school

improvement demands an examination of their respective legacies. This section
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examines the possibilities of merging these two movements by listing their
contributions and the ways they complement each other.

According to Stoll (1996) the school effectiveness knowledge base has
made a number of significant contributions to the study of change in schools.
Researchers in school effectiveness focused on outcomes and equity. Historically,
the quality of education in the United States has been dependent on wealth and
socio-economic status (Murphy, 1992). As a result, educational achievement has
been directly associated with resources (input). School effectiveness researchers
have challenged this prevailing view by highlighting what schools can do to make
a difference in student outcomes (Mortimore et al., 1988; Rutter et al., 1979).
School effectiveness has also demonstrated that despite divergent socio-economic
backgrounds, all students can learn and achieve but not necessarily with equal
results (Edmonds, 1979; Nuttall et al., 1989; Teddlie & Stringfield, 1985).
Researchers of school effectiveness have redefined school success “not in
absolute success but as the valued added, beyond wealth and family background
influences, to what students brought to the educational process” and claimed that
“effectiveness depended on an equitable distribution of learning outcomes across
the entire population of the school” (Murphy, p. 95).

In contrast, school improvement researchers rarely focus on outcomes and
at times this focus on process often appears as a goal in itself (Fullan, 1991) and

neglects an impact on student learning by “underemphasizing the end of the
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chain” (Hopkins, et al., 1994, p. 39). In the age of accountability and multiple
innovations, school improvement researchers can use the characteristics of
effective schools to test their strategies for accomplishing educational goals.
School improvement researchers can be informed by the historical emphasis on
equity (Edmonds, 1979) of the school effectiveness movement. School
improvement researchers should also be “aware of the background of the student
population in a school before they assess the value added by the school’s change
effort over and above what the students might be expected to learn given their
background, prior knowledge and attitudes” (Stoll. 1996, p. 55).

In addition to a focus on outcomes and equity, researchers in school
effectiveness have embraced the use of data for decision-making and provided
knowledge of what is effective elsewhere (Stoll, 1996). Due to its outcomes-based
research and practice orientation, school effectiveness “offers a database to help
schools in their own planning” (Stoll, p. 56). School effectiveness helps schools
determine where they are by identifying their needs. The use of data can help
school improvement researchers to determine what strategies and approaches are
meeting the needs of different student population groups. In addition, the school
effectiveness knowledge base provides schools with a list of characteristics of
effective schools that has been evolving over the years and in which there is a
significant overlap (Edmonds, 1979; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Sammons et al.,

1995). Consistent findings of school effectiveness studies conducted over time
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can also guide school improvement researchers in the reaffirmation and
reformulation of frameworks, processes, strategies and approaches to educational
change (Lezotte, 1989).

Researchers in the school effectiveness movement have also emphasized
that the school is the focus of change (Stoll, 1996). Educational change should
have a school-based orientation. As it was mentioned earlier, top-down education
reform was unsuccessful because it treated educational change as a large technical
matter. It did not take into account the people that study and work in schools as
well as the unique contextual characteristics. School effectiveness researchers
stress that “individual schools need to take responsibility for their own change
efforts” (Stoll, p. 56). The school as a focus of change can inform school
improvement researchers of the need to appreciate and determine those strategies
and processes of change that may work in one context (secondary), but not in
another (elementary).

Researchers in the school improvement paradigm have also made a
number of significant contributions to the study of educational change (Stoll,
1996). School improvement researchers claim that educational change is a process
and that it is permeated by an orientation towards action and ongoing
development. School improvement researchers have focused on providing
assistance regarding the change process. Specifically, researchers within this

tradition have pointed to the phases of change: initiation, implementation and
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institutionalization (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Crandall et al., 1982; Fullan,
1991; Louis and Miles, 1990; Miles & Huberman, 1984; Sarason, 1971). Building
on these findings, school improvement researchers have argued that due to the
dynamic nature of schools as institutions, approaches to educational change
should not aim at imposing specific solutions. Schools are constantly changing,
therefore “only by studying this process of change and its impact can we really
understand schools” (Stoll, p. 57). School effectiveness researchers should take
into account that educational change is a process, not an event (Fullan) and that
teacher ownership is critical. Thus, researchers in school improvement can help
broaden effective school characteristics by adopting a process orientation that
encompass teacher outcomes (Rosenholtz, 1989) as well as a progress orientation
that include the evaluation of children across multiple outcomes (Stoll & Fink,
1996).

Another contribution of the school improvement movement to the study of
educational change includes an emphasis on school-selected priorities for
development. School improvement researchers point out that one of the major
reasons why early educational change efforts failed often was due to a lack of
ownership at the user level (Fullan, 1972; 1991). Therefore, school improvement
practice highlights the need of engagement on the part of teachers directly
responsible for implementing educational innovations at schools. Various school

improvement approaches such as school development planning (Hopkins, 1996);
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self-managed schools (Caldwell & Spinks, 1988) and the doors to school
improvement (Joyce, 1991) represent deliberate and practical actions and projects
that highlight the critical importance of involvement and ownership of the process
of change. Given its emphasis on school-selected priorities for development,
school improvement researchers’ expertise can be useful in the application and
translation of school effectiveness characteristics.

In addition to selected-school priorities, researchers in the school
improvement tradition have tried to get inside the black box of educational change
by examining the impact and role of the school culture (Fullan & Hargreaves,
1992; Rosenholtz, 1989; Siskin, 1994). Recently, school improvement researchers
have focused on the potential of the school culture to develop and nurture or
inhibit a climate of trust and collaboration that is conducive to continuous
learning (Hargreaves, 1995; Little, 1990; Stoll & Fink, 1996). A focus on culture
informs and guides school effectiveness researchers in their quest for relevance
and usefulness.

School improvement researchers can help school effectiveness researchers
broaden their definitions by adopting a multilevel perspective on characteristics.
On one side, school improvement researchers view the school as the centre of
change. This implies that education reform should be context-sensitive (Hopkins,
et al., 1994). One size does not fit all. On the other side, schools “cannot be

separated from the context around it” (Stoll, 1996, p. 58). Schools need to be part
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of a wider context under which they operate (Sirotnik, 1998). Schools need to
make connections to other schools and districts as well as universities, community
organizations and businesses.

The legacies of school effectiveness and school improvement feature a
series of components that can be used to make closer links between the two.
School improvers can be provided with the factors that build capacity to improve
instruction that, in turn, enhance student learning. School effectiveness
researchers can be provided with the strategies to field test effective
characteristics. One area of inquiry where these two paradigms have come

together is action research.

Combining School Effectiveness and School Improvement

Two action research projects that illustrate the linking of the school
effectiveness and school improvement paradigms are the Halton Effective School
Project (Stoll & Fink, 1996) and Improving the Quality of Educational for All
(IQEA). The Halton Effective School Project was an “attempt to bring the results
of school effectiveness research carried out within Britain (Mortimore et al.,
1988) into the schooling practices of Canada ...” (Stoll). However, due to the
difficulties found in the implementation of the project, a school improvement

approach was adopted to generate and inform change strategies.
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Essentially, top down mandates to schools to address the
characteristics of effectiveness failed because they did not
engender ownership and commitment, nor did they pay attention to
the process and impact of change on those who worked through it.
(Stoll, 1996, p.58)

Building on the school improvement literature, Halton was based on the
assumption that the school is center of change (Fullan, 1991). This meant that the
school was not viewed as an isolated entity, but as connected to the wider
community. Halton was also guided by a strategic plan in which the district
played a significant role. This strategic plan included a school growth planning
process consisting of four stages, namely assessment, planning, implementation
and evaluation (Reynolds et al., 1993); a focus on instruction, where the district
established student outcomes and the staff development. The purpose of this
strategic plan was to build a system that “provided a framework within which
growth planning could occur and offered support for success” (Stoll, 1996, p. 59).
This was the significant role of the district in Halton.

Halton’s model of school effectiveness was measured by the use of
questionnaires. Through these parents, students and teachers were able to offer an
assessment of where the school was in reference to clear indicators. In addition,
schools were also encouraged to examine curricula and instructional strategies

and education initiatives emanating from the Ontario Ministry of Education.
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Halton’s key finding was that school growth planning led to greater staff
involvement, a collaborative culture and the collective building of a vision among
teachers and principals. Researchers found that the “growth planning process
showed that the creation of an effective school depends on much more than the
knowledge of what has been successful and effective elsewhere” (Reynolds et al.,
1993, p. 48). In short, process strategies are shaped by the unique context of the
school.

The IQEA project, involving a number of schools belonging to the English
Local Education Authorities, aimed at “strengthening the school’s ability to
provide quality education for all its pupils by building upon good practice”
(Ainscow et al., 1994). Similarly to Halton, IQEA seeks to combine the school
improvement and school effectiveness paradigms. IQEA is “pupil orientated,
involves measurement of program success or failure at outcome level but is also
concerned with the within-school study of school processes from a qualitative
orientation” (Reynolds, et al., 1993). IQEA was based on the assumptions of
enhanced outcomes, the role of the school culture, school background and
organization as key factors, a clear and practical focus for development, a
simultaneous focus in the conditions as well as the curriculum and a strategy that
links priorities to the conditions.

The key finding of IQEA is that improvement strategies work best “when

a clear and practical focus for development is linked to simultaneous work on the
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internal conditions of the school” (Reynolds et al., 1993). In the IQEA project,
schools use the impetus of external reform to enhance student outcomes. Schools
identified priorities; created internal conditions and selected strategies. These
strategies included staff development, inquiry and reflection, leadership,
coordination and collaborative planning. What is significant about the IQEA
project is that it employs a holistic strategy (curriculum, conditions, strategies
etc.) to accelerate the achievement of students and the improvement of schools’
conditions.

The two projects briefly described above demonstrate that it is possible to
link the school effectiveness knowledge base and school improvement practice.
These two paradigms do not have to be mutually exclusive. They can complement
each other. A close examination of the legacies of these paradigms and
possibilities for a fruitful union are provided. The Halton and IQEA projects
represent two examples of this possible merger. School effectiveness can provide
the knowledge of those factors that can be manipulated by change strategies.
School improvement can provide the change strategies that can be used to test the
factors identified by school effectiveness. However, questions regarding the
relevance and implementation of characteristics of effective schools as well as the
measurement of improvement projects remain critical issues to be dealt with
before close links can be made between school effectiveness and school

improvement.
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The main task here is to combine school processes with student outcomes.
Some issues that remain unsolved in this task are whether the characteristics of
effective schools remain relevant today as well as whether they can be
implemented. The school effectiveness knowledge base runs the risk of becoming
irrelevant due to the fact that “key studies carried in the 1970s and 1980s ... are
largely based on what makes schools effective in the here and now, not what is
necessary in a fast changing world ...” (Fink & Stoll, 1998, p. 303). School
effectiveness studies can also become irrelevant due to the narrow and de-
contextualized measures of student outcomes employed and relied upon which
can perpetuate “instruments of social inequity and educational reductionism”
(Stoll & Fink, p. 303).

In terms of whether the characteristics of effective schools can be
implemented, the pressing issue is that schools deal with multiple innovations
(Fullan, 1991; Wallace, 1991) and represent “unique cultures, contexts, macro and
micro-politics” (Stoll & Fink, 1998, p.304). The message here is that there is a
strong need for “multidisciplinary, multi-leveled descriptions of schools and their
communities as complex, interrelated non-linear systems that can help inform
educational change efforts” (Stoll & Fink, p. 304).

One last issue to be attended in the merging of school processes and
student outcomes is how to measure the impact of school improvement projects

(Stoll, 1996). There are two issues here. One is how to measure the progress of a
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school towards a chosen focus. Another is how to measure the change process
itself. The former is about the attainment of student outcomes. The latter
concerned the evaluation and monitoring of specific school improvement
strategies. The challenge was how to ensure that student progress and outcomes
were reached without sacrificing school and teacher quality. This tension
highlights the potential contributions that a merging between the school
effectiveness and school improvement paradigms bring to the study of educational
change.

The failure of large-scale innovations in the 1960s was followed by the
birth of the school effectiveness and the school improvement movements. School
effectiveness began by challenging the thesis that schools do not make a
difference. School improvement represented a direct response to the top-down
education reform approach of the 1960s. The former aimed at identifying the
characteristics of effective schools and its impact on pupil outcomes while the
latter aimed at illuminating the processes schools undergo in order to become

better.

Fullan’s Assessment of School Effectiveness and School Improvement
Thus, school effectiveness and school improvement have historically
operated under different assumptions and been guided by distinct missions. In

fact, school effectiveness advocated for models that identified correlates for
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effective characteristics while school improvement researchers called for
guidelines and frameworks.

Fullan (1985, 1991) affirms that the impact of school effectiveness is
narrow and limited due to the neglect of process factors and variables. Fullan
(1991) states that school effectiveness “has mostly focused on narrow educational
goals, and the research itself tells us almost nothing about how an effective school
got that way and if it stayed effective” (p.22). Moreover, Fullan (1985) points out
that Purkey and Smith’s (1983) list of organization-structure variables is limited.
He argued for process variables as a mean to achieve organizational factors. That
is, organization-structure variables should be accompanied by process factors in
order to fuel the dynamics of interaction and development. These included:
leadership feel for the improvement process, the presence of an explicit
implemented value system, intense interaction and communication and
collaborative planning and implementation. The idea was that school
improvement is the result of the combination of organization-structure and
process factors. Fullan’s scholarly commentary does not lead the period, but
rather provided a perspective in the middle of the debate as to what school
effectiveness is lacking. In the middle of this period, Fullan presented himself as
an advocate of school improvement in addition to school effectiveness. In sum
according to Fullan, educational change is not only about effectiveness and

outcome factors, but also about improvement and process factors.
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The field of educational change has advanced as a result of the
development of the school effectiveness knowledge as well as the school
improvement practice bases. Clearly, the unresolved issue between efforts to
merge these two stemmed from the tension of outcomes and processes. The 1980s
dealt with this tension by calling for a reexamination of the schools in terms of
their structural and cultural issues. Thus, educational change now turned to

restructuring and reculturing.

Restructuring and Reculturing

Since the early 1980s, efforts to improve public schools have generated
various approaches to bringing about educational change. Two of these were
school restructuring and reculturing. This section examines the legacy of these
two vehicles of school improvement. It first outlines the antecedents of school
restructuring. Then it explores the origins, meanings and strategies of school
restructuring as well as key studies. Following school restructuring, this section
explicates school reculturing by investigating the origins and types of culture,
describing the advocates, meanings and models of school culture as well as
several of its key theoretical and empirical analyses and studies. Finally, Fullan’s
assessment of school restructuring and reculturing is explored in order to capture

his contribution within this period.
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Antecedents of School Restructuring

The antecedents of the current movement to restructure schools can be
traced back to controversial national commission reports and privately funded
studies during the early 1980s (Jacobson & Conway, 1990; Murphy, 1991). The
most influential of these was the report of the National Commission on
Excellence in Education (NCEE) A Nation at Risk (1983). This initiated what is
known as the first wave of reforms (1982 - 1985) and the beginning of the
excellence movement which operated under the assumption that problems in
education “were traceable to low standards for workers and low quality of
production tools” (Murphy, 1990, p. 22). Therefore, A Nation at Risk pointed to
the failure of the American education system and the risk that this posed to the
nation’s democratic and economic well-being. The NCEE supported these claims
by citing international comparisons of student achievement, high school and adult
illiteracy rates and SAT scores. In order to correct these deficiencies, A Nation at
Risk made five major recommendations: content, standards and expectations; the
expansion of time; new approaches on teaching and learning the basics; the
reconceptualization of leadership; and strengthening fiscal support. It was
recommended that high school students take a significant number of courses in
the five new basics: English, math, science, social studies and computing. It was
also recommended that K-12 and higher education institutions “adopt more

rigorous and measurable standards, and higher expectations, for academic
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performance and student conduct ...”'%; “significantly more time be devoted to

wll

learning the New Basics® "~ and that major steps be taken for the improvement of

“the preparation of teachers or to make teaching a more rewarding and respected
profession”. 2

Despite awakening millions of Americans to a ‘crisis’ in elementary and
secondary education, 4 Nation at Risk did not produce fundamental changes.
Jacobson and Conway (1990, p. 8) concluded that “recommendations were often
vague, only weakly linked to empirical knowledge about teaching and learning
and noncommittal to implementation”. For example, recommendations on
curricular content urged attainable goals, namely the increase in course
requirements in English, math, social studies, science and computer science;
however, little was proposed about “teaching students and teachers the skills they
must know to work effectively with academic content” (Jacobson & Conway, p.
9). Similarly, recommendations for higher standards for student performance
reasserted the value of traditional grades and standardized tests of achievement
while ignoring “the issue of grade inflation or the difficulty of developing

uniform, usable criteria for determining appropriate standards for grading”

(Jacobson & Conway, p. 9). In short, 4 Nation at Risk was written under the

' United States Department of Education. (n.d.). 1983 A Nation at Risk: The Impetus for
Educational Reform. Retrieved November 1%, 2005, www.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/risk.html.
"' United States Department of Education. (n.d.). 1983 A Nation at Risk: The Impetus for
Educational Reform. Retrieved November 1%, 2005, www.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/risk.html.
12 United States Department of Education. (n.d.). 1983 A Nation at Risk: The Impetus for
Educational Reform. Retrieved November 1%, 2005, www.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/risk.html.
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assumption that the existing system was basically sound, and that schools could
be improved by fine tuning and by simply doing more of what they already did.
The chief goal of these Wave I reforms was to restore excellence and quality by
fixing the system in a mechanical and standardized manner (Murphy, 1989, 1990;
Sedlak et al., 1986). The underlying common philosophy of wave I reforms was
“that the conditions of schooling contributing to poor student outcomes are
attributable to the poor quality of the workers and the inadequacy of their tools
and that they are subject to revision through mandated, top-down initiatives -
especially those from the state" (Murphy, 1991). The policy mechanisms used to
improve schools were simplification, prescription and performance measurement

(Hawley, 1998).

Origins, Meanings and Strategies of School Restructuring

The genesis of school restructuring was a result of the consensus among
the education and policy community that Wave I reforms measures were
insufficient (Boyd, 1987; Chubb, 1988; Elmore, 1987). According to Murphy
(1990), educational reformers concurred that there was a need for “a fundamental
revision in the way schools were organized and governed” (p. 25). For example,
the Carnegie Forum of Education and the Economy in their report 4 Nation
Prepared stated: “We do not believe the educational system needs repairing; we

believe it must be rebuilt to match the drastic change needed in our economy if

65



we are to prepare our children for productive lives in the 21* century” (cited in
Murphy, p. xx).

Known also as Wave II Reforms, school restructuring is guided by the
assumption that “problems are traceable to systems failure” (Murphy, 1990, p. 2)
School restructuring, therefore, implies a shift from the bureaucratic model of
control and compliance perceived to be rooted in centralized top-down mandates
to a radical change of governance and work structures through bottom-up
initiatives.

While there is no single meaning of restructuring, the central idea implies
some sort of fundamental change in the way that schools are organized and in the
way they operate (Conley, 1994; Hallinger, Murphy, & Hausman, 1992; Harvey
& Crandall, 1988; Woods, et al., 1997). According to Murphy (1991),
restructuring strategies include school-based management, choice, teacher
empowerment and teaching for understanding. For the Carnegie Forum on
Education and the Economy, restructuring entailed changes in teacher
professionalism, autonomy and career rewards and changes in the structure
towards placing decision-making authority near those at the schools. The National
Governors Association also proposed the redesigning of curriculum and
instruction to promote teaching for understanding; decentralizing of decision-
making to the local school; differentiating the roles of teachers and providing a

variety of accountability strategies (National Governors Association, 1989).
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Across the different dimensions of restructuring, all proposed strategies
encompass one or more of three specific models: the technical model that seeks
changes in the way teaching and learning occur, or in the core technology of
schooling; the professional model that seeks changes in the occupational situation
of educators, inclusive conditions of entry and licensure of teachers and
administrators along with changes in school structure, conditions of work, and
decision-making processes within schools; and the client model that seeks
changes in the distribution of power between schools and their clients or in the
governance structures within which schools operate (Elmore, 1990). Based on
these strategies and models, the educational and policy community designed and
enacted various restructuring initiatives or reforms at the local, district and
national levels (Berends & King, 1994; Datnow et al., 2002; Fullan, 2000;

Newmann & Associates, 1996; U.S. Department of Education, 2002).

Key School Restructuring Studies

Elmore et al. (1996) conducted a case study of restructuring experiments
in three urban elementary schools to investigate the idea that education and
policy-makers “can change how teachers teach and how students learn by
changing the ways schools are organized” (Elmore et al., p. 1). Researchers
provided case analyses of the literary, scientific and mathematical practices of

four individual teachers at each school.
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The researchers found that all three schools restructured successfully.
They changed the way students were grouped; provided time for teachers to meet
and share knowledge by working in teams; accessed new ideas through
professional development opportunities; enacted a common vision of student
learning and acquired greater responsibility on matters that had been decided in
the past by the district or the state. Schools also exhibited major differences. All
schools were different in the length of the change process, the district
environment, teaching practice and knowledge. The key finding of this study was
that changing teaching by changing the structure of the organization is a
relationship that is “weak, problematic and indirect” (Elmore et al., 1996, p. 237)
because “structural change often detracts from the more fundamental problems of
changing teaching practice” (Elmore et al., p. 237). No “single set of structural
changes that schools can make will lead predictably to a particular kind of
teaching practice” (Elmore et al., p. 238). Likewise “It is just as plausible for
changes in practice to lead to changes in structure as vice versa” (Elmore et al., p.
239). Elmore et al. concluded that changing teaching practice is “fundamentally a
problem of enhancing individual knowledge and skills” (Elmore et al.,p. 240). In
sum, this study affirmed the complexity of teaching and the importance of
recognizing that since good teaching practice involves addressing the nature of
learning explicitly, the structural conditions that can foster it are important but not

sufficient for educational change.
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A second study aimed at documenting the impact of restructuring
initiatives in schools and youth-serving community agencies on the life chances
of disadvantaged youth (Wehlage et al., 1992). This study claimed that “unless
restructuring is directed at the school’s core cultural beliefs and values affecting
the quality of students’ experiences and teachers’ work lives, the modification of
mere organizational structures will have little payoff in terms of better outcomes
for students” (p. 54). The study reported on the impact of various interventions in
several long-term structural reforms which included: site-based management and
teacher empowerment, extensive staff development training activities and ways of
collaborating and coordinating with other organizations and agencies” (p. 58).

Wehlage et al. (1992) concluded that long-term structural reforms were
not sufficient to stimulate the restructuring of schools. Interventions did not bring
about fundamental change, change the core of classroom activities, engender
greater faculty investment in their schools or fully develop the linkage needed
between stakeholders and schools to improve social relations. In sum, this study
indicated that structural changes in schools and youth-serving community
agencies were not successful because they represented supplemental programs
that left the basic experiences of students and teachers unchanged.

A third study reported on how restructuring efforts impact the quality of
instruction and achievement for all students. This synthesis of four studies was

conducted by the University of Wisconsin-Madison sponsored Center on
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Organization and Restructuring of Schools from 1990 through 1995. It focused on
a variety of restructuring strategies: site based management and shared decision
making; students and teachers organized in teams; multiyear instruction on
advisory groups of students; heterogeneous groupings of students in core subjects
and enrollment based on student and parental choice (Newmann & Wehlage,
1995). The scholars found that organizational changes in school did not
necessarily address the quality of student learning. “New administrative
arrangements and teaching techniques contribute to improved learning only if
they are carried out within a framework that focuses on learning of high
intellectual quality” (p. 51). This occurred when students were allowed and
encouraged to construct knowledge “through disciplined inquiry to produce
discourse, products and performances that have value beyond certifying success
in school” (p. 51). Three kinds of supports were crucial for this kind of student
learning: authentic pedagogy, school organizational capacity and external support
by agencies and parents.

These key studies demonstrate that structural reform does not necessarily
lead to change in teaching, institutional and student learning practices. Core
beliefs and values about the inner world of teaching and learning remain largely
untouched. At the same time, student as well as adult learning is inhibited by the
organizational context of teaching in terms of its traditional and outmoded

structures. Partly in response to these and other limits, the school improvement
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movement evolved from an emphasis on procedures and formal processes such as
school development planning to focus more on the study of school culture
(Fullan, 1993; Hargreaves, 1992, 1994, 1997) in terms of the role of beliefs,

relationships, commitments and motivations in change efforts.

Origins and Levels of the Concept of Culture

The concept of culture originates from anthropology, psychology,
sociology and corporate world theorists and researchers (Deal & Kennedy, 1982,
2000; Geertz, 1973; Van Maanen, 1979). In anthropology, culture represents a
historically transmitted pattern of meanings embodied in symbols (Geertz) while
in psychology culture is considered “a system of attitudes, actions, and artifacts
that endures over time and produces among its members a relatively unique
common psychology” (Vaill, 1989, p. 147). Schein (1985) claims that an
organization’s culture refers to “the deeper levels of basic assumptions and beliefs
that are shared by members of an organization, that operate unconsciously, and
that define in a basic ‘taken-for-granted’ fashion an organization’s view of itself
and its environment” (p. 6). Similarly, Deal and Peterson (1999b) viewed culture
as the “invisible, ‘taken-for-granted’ flow of beliefs and assumptions that gives
meaning to what people say and do; “shapes how they interpret hundred of daily
transactions...and is reflected and transmitted through symbolic language and

expressive action...consisting of the stable underlying social meanings that shape
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beliefs and behavior over time” (p. 3). Bolman and Deal (2003) deepened the
understanding of culture by defining it as “both a product and process”. As a
product, culture refers to the accumulated wisdom of the past. As a process, it
undergoes constant renewal and recreation as newcomers learn the old ways and
eventually become teachers themselves. Deal and Kennedy (1983) simply view
organizational culture as ‘the way we do things around here’. In sum, culture is
the sum total of assumptions, values, norms, beliefs and expectations that have
emerged and evolved over time in a specific organization or context.

According to Schein (2004), there are three levels of culture: artifacts,
values and basic assumptions. These measures depend exclusively on the degree
of visibility to the researcher. Artifacts refer to the physical and social
environment. Artifacts include the school’s physical space, its dress and language,
climate, stories, rituals, myths and ceremonies. At a more complex level are
espoused values and beliefs. According to Schein, as these problems develop,
they are solved. For example, when a faculty faces a problem the group decides
on a course of action or solution. Basically, a choice is made based on some sort
of assumption as to what will eventually work or not. When this course of action
or solution becomes, through repeated choices, an effective way to solve a
particular problem, then this converts into a shared value or belief that is often
taken for granted. These solutions then become the accepted norms and rules of

behavior that will dictate and predict the actions that make and end up in artifacts.
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The problem with these shared values and beliefs is that they often tend to be
forgotten with the passage of time and thus people continue to profess ideals they
do not practice; hence they are called ‘espoused’ values (Argyris, 1976). At an
ever deeper level than both artifacts and values are basic assumptions. These are
the most unconscious, implicit, invisible and invincible elements of culture.
Assumptions are harder to pinpoint than the artifacts that are highly observable
when one walks into schools. They are hardly confronted and thus almost
impossible to change. Facing the assumptions that govern actions demands the
reexaminations of beliefs that make up the conservative and stable configuration
of people’s cognitive structure. In short, culture can be best described by

understanding and exploring three levels: artifacts, values and basic assumptions.

Advocates, Meanings, Models of School Culture and Teacher Cultures

Partly in response to the limits inherent in restructuring as a sole strategy
of educational change, researchers and writers in the school improvement
tradition have shifted their focus towards the study of school culture (Fullan 1993;
Hargreaves, 1992, 1994, 1997). The complexity of school culture is underscored
by the multitude of ways it has been defined. For example, Purkey and Smith
(1982) defined school culture as “a structure, process, and a climate of values and
norms that channel staff and students in the direction of successful teaching and

learning” (p. 64). McBrien and Brandt (1997) viewed it as “the sum of the values,
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cultures, safety practices, and organizational structures within a school that cause
it to function and react in particular ways” (p. 89). Barth (2002) observed that
school culture is a “complex pattern of norms, attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, values,
ceremonies, traditions and myths that are deeply ingrained in the very core of the
organization” (p. 7). Hargreaves and Fullan (1996) describe it as the guiding
beliefs and expectations that are clearly evident in the way that the school
operates, particularly in the manner people relate to each other. Dufour and
Burnette (2002) claimed that school culture refer to “the assumption, habits,
expectations and beliefs of the staff” (p. 1). Goldring (2002) points out that
culture functions as “the connecting glue between people that informs members of
the group the way in which things are done” (p. 33). Senge (2000) describes
school culture as “being embedded in people’s attitudes, values, and skills, which
in turn stem from their personal backgrounds, from their life experiences, and the
communities they belong to” (pp. 325-326). In sum, while there is no single
universal meaning of school culture, the central approach is to examine and
uncover those less tangible, implicit and unspoken aspects that guide the beliefs
and relationships of students, teachers and principals within schools.

But what then is the role of school culture in school improvement? The
existence and critical role of school culture has been widely documented. Early
on, Waller (1932) affirmed and stressed the organizational culture of schools:

“Schools have a culture that is definitely their own. There are, in the school,
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complex rituals of personal relationships, a set of folk ways, mores, and irrational
sanctions, a moral code based upon them. There are games, which are sublimated
wars, teams, and an elaborate set of ceremonies concerning them. There are
traditions and traditionalists waging their old-world battle against innovations”
(Waller, p. 96). More recently, Rosenholtz (1989) highlights the necessity of
attending to the cultural dimensions of schooling when it was documented that
“student learning gains have been associated with a handful of school
characteristics without convincing rationales and empirical support for how it
affects the internal dynamics of schools” (p. 2). In short, research reveals the
existence of a school culture and of its critical role in student achievement,
teacher learning and school improvement (McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993; Sarason,
1991, 1996).

Researchers also point out different models of schools culture that can
help educators identify the degree to which their particular schools are developing
and improving. For example, Stoll and Fink (1996) claim that school culture is
expressed in four ways: moving, cruising, strolling and sinking schools. The
argument here is grounded on two dimensions, namely, effective, ineffective and
improving-declining. Moving schools are not only characterized as effective in
‘value added’ terms but consist of a staff that is able to respond to the changing
context and to further development. Cruising schools are described as effective

organizations by multiple stakeholders and through various standardized data.
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However, these schools reflect and reinforce the 1965 nostalgia and model of
education and therefore are unable to allocate time to prepare pupils for a rapidly
changing world. Strolling schools are neither effective nor ineffective. These are
governed by contradictory aims and goals that frustrate efforts at both
effectiveness and improvement. Struggling schools are considered ineffective but
improving in the sense that they may have the will but not the skill to change.
Networks and consultants can facilitate skills development in struggling schools.
Finally, sinking schools are both ineffective and unable to improve. These schools
are not only undermined by previous historical and cultural traditions, such as
isolation, self-reliance, blame, functions that inhibit improvement, but also by
lower SES characteristics and by a discourse that places school failure on families
and children.

Another model through which school culture can be examined embodies
one of two domains: instrumental and expressive (Hargreaves, 1995). The
instrumental domain is based on social control while the expressive domain
reflects social cohesion. Grounded in a high-low continuum, school cultures are
classified into five types: (1) traditional (low social cohesion, high social
control—custodial, formal, unapproachable; (2) welfarist (low social control, high
social cohesion—relaxed, caring, cozy; (3) hothouse (high social control, high
social cohesion—claustrophobic, pressured controlled, (4) anomic—Ilow social

cohesion, low social control—insecure, alienated, at risk) and (5) effective
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(optimal social cohesion, optimal social control—fairly high expectations, support
for achieving standards). The point of these models is not to locate a particular
solution within a specific model but to initiate a discussion to identify aspects that
are distinctive of school culture, especially aspects which affect student learning.
The models may suggest appropriate strategies teachers and principals can use to
shape school culture in the name of student learning and professional
development.

In addition to these two typologies of school culture, the educational
change literature has gone further to investigate the significance of teacher
cultures. Hargreaves (1992) distinguished between the content and the form of
teacher cultures. The content of teacher cultures “consists of the substantive
attitudes, values, beliefs, habits, assumptions and ways of doing things that are
shared within a particular teacher group, or among the wider teacher community,”
while the form of teacher cultures “consists of the characteristics patterns of
relationship and forms of association between members of those cultures” (p.
219). The form of teacher cultures may be individualization, balkanization,
collaboration and contrived collegiality. In the culture of individualism, teachers
work independently and in isolation from each other; teachers display Lortie’s
(1975) orientation of presentism, conservativism and individualism. In the culture
of balkanization, teachers are separated and united by the loyalties and identities

that they attach to particular groups of their colleagues. In a culture of
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collaboration, teachers work together and share ideas. “Collaborative cultures
require broad agreement on educational values, but they also tolerate
disagreement, and to some extent actively encourage it within those limits” (p.
226). Finally, cultures of contrived collegiality are characterized by mandated,
imposed and regulated initiatives. Some of these may include mentor coaching,
peer coaching, joint planning, and scheduled meetings. The significance of
teacher cultures is that these dictate where teachers learn to teach and influence
the kind of teacher they will become.

Models of school culture and teacher culture highlight the need for
educational research and practice in the name of student learning. Rather than
offering solutions, these can ignite a discussion as to what factors and challenges
educators and policy-makers face when striving to increase student achievement.
Those challenges may point to a concerted effort at reculturing the school. The

next section examines some of these issues.

Reculturing: Theoretical and Empirical Studies on School Culture

Based on various empirical and theoretical studies and analyses,
researchers and writers have argued for the reculturing as well as restructuring of
schools (Elmore, 2002; Fullan, 1993; Hargreaves 1992, 1997). One of the most
critical issues in the reculturing literature is the superficiality of change when the

effort is based on a vocabulary of crisis or reform employed by federal and state
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policy-makers. Cuban (1990) aims to explain the contradiction of long-term
stability amid constant change inherent in schooling improvement. He claims that
change does not necessarily imply or mean progress. There are two kinds of
planned change in school reform. One is first-order changes that will include, for
example, the recruitment of teachers and the raising of salaries. The other is
second-order changes that include open classrooms and teacher-run schools. The
distinction between these two changes explains the “durability that we find in the
governance, pedagogy and structure of schooling” (Cuban, p. 74). In short, this
analysis points out that attempts to reculture schools need to be reframed in
questions of depth and extent of intended school reform that place in the
foreground the goals of proposed changes as well as the history of previous
efforts.

Another significant question within the reculturing literature is whether
beliefs and relationships that shape reform are based on a bureaucratic view or
professional approach. Darling-Hammond (1990) convincingly argued that part of
the solution to the problems that plague public education stem from the
diminishing professionalization of teaching. The increasing centralization and
bureaucratization of education is dehumanizing and constraining. It focuses on
what is specific, measurable and predictable, and therefore reduces school’s
responsiveness to distinctive student needs. The professionalism of teaching

implies a more client-oriented and knowledge-based view for structuring schools
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and teaching practice. Attaining the conditions and benefits of professionalism
requires changes in the preparation for and structuring of practices, new models of
decision-making and the allocation of resources. Professionalization of teachers
develops responsibility and authority and accountability for student learning that
are grounded on a redefined and broadened view of teaching as a profession
characterized by continuous learning and reflection.

Similarly, Johnson (1990) documented the extent to which the
bureaucratic conditions of the workplace impact the quality of teaching. This
inductive and exploratory study consisted of interviews of exemplary teachers
nominated by their own principals from public, independent and church-related
schools. It aimed at gaining insight regarding how teachers experienced their
schools as workplaces, the particular features that supported or compromised their
best teaching and the changes they perceived were needed to help them become
better. One significant finding of this study revealed that the professional status of
teachers was circumvented. “Their special interests and expertise were
neutralized; they were expected to comply rather than invent. They doubted their
students’ needs were well met” (pp. 144-145). Unsuitable and large bureaucratic
structures included such elements as standardized testing, prescribed curricula,
block schedules and graduation requirements. In sum, Johnson (1990) concluded

that the reculturing of schools requires that policy-makers and administrators
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spend fewer resources on the formalization and standardization of education and
more on permitting and promoting flexibility and adaptation.

A third challenge surfaced by researchers in the reculturing literature is
how to cultivate and promote collaboration. Little (1990a) describes the
possibilities and limits of collegiality among teachers. She highlights how
collaboration during which teachers mutually examine teaching and learning is
rare. “Collaborative efforts run counter to historical precedent, tending to be
unstable, short-lived and secondary to other priorities” (p. 187). She also
underscores that collegiality has both benefits and risks associated with it. It can
be a mean for coherence and uniformity as well as an instrument that can crush
individual inventiveness and independent initiative. Institutional supports at all
levels of the school and system are thus a necessary condition. Similarly,
distinguishing between the form and the content of collegiality helps illuminate
the value and significance of collegiality to alter beliefs and commitments in
teaching as part of school reculturing efforts. Little (1990b) affirms that forms of
collegiality move from independent to interdependent points on a continuum as
the demands and changes for collective autonomy and teacher-to-teacher initiative
increase. Storytelling and scanning, aid and assistance, sharing and joint work
constitute such forms. The issue is to recognize that they militate against the

inherited traditions of non-interference and equal status. Thus, the motivation and
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reward to move from one form to another is found in the work of teaching and
“not in the absence of interdependent work-related interests” (p. 523).

The content or substance of collegiality is a result of the mutual influences
among teachers. In this way, collegiality is an effect of unspoken teachers’ values
and beliefs about children which can either “advance the prospects for students’
success” or intensify norms unfavorable to children” (p. 524). The intellectual
dispositions and capabilities of teachers can represent “the creative development
of well-informed choices or the mutual reinforcement of poorly informed habit”
(p. 525). Likewise, the commonalities held among teachers “may lead them to
pursue new courses of action and support one another in the attempt — or gain
together to preserve and reinforce the status quo” (p. 527). That is, an emphasis
on collegiality can promote either the potential benefit of allowing teachers to
revisit and reexamine questions of teaching and learning or the reassertion and
reinforcement of beliefs, norms and relationships that confirm traditional norms
of schooling. In short, Little’s (1990a, 1990b) analysis indicates that an emphasis
on collegiality to reculture schools does not automatically promote changes in
teaching and learning always.

Similarly, Hargreaves’ (1994) expands the value and significance of
collaborative structures for the reculturing of the teaching profession. This study
aimed at documenting the relationship between time, work and culture in

teaching. It was conducted in 12 elementary schools in two school boards in
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Ontario, Canada where elementary teachers shared a minimum of 120 minutes or
more of preparation time per week. The focus of this qualitative and exploratory
study was “to investigate the meanings that teachers and principals attached to
preparation time and other non-control time and the interpretations they put on its
use” (p. 121). The key question of this study was whether preparation time would
lead to collaboration and collegiality among teachers or whether the use of such a
time would be absorbed into the existing culture of individualism. Hargreaves
(1994) revealed that the safe simulation of contrived collegiality dominated
preparation time study. The properties and consequences of this pattern of teacher
collaboration clearly emerged during mandated preparation time use, consultation
with special education resource teachers and peer coaching. “In contrived
collegiality, collaboration among teachers was compulsory, not voluntary;
bounded and fixed in time and space; implementation- rather development-
oriented; and meant to be predictable rather than unpredictable in its outcomes”
(p- 208). The major consequences of contrived collegiality were inflexibility and
inefficiency. The former referred to the difficulty of programs to fit to the
purposes and practicalities of particular schools and classroom settings thereby
eroding teachers’ professionalism and discretionary judgment. The latter referred
to the reluctance and unwillingness of school and educational systems to delegate
to their teachers substantial responsibility for the development and

implementation of curricula. The unwillingness at the district, state and national
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levels to un-write curriculum guidelines to allow teachers greater flexibility in
their own work contributed to their inefficiency. This work highlights the fact that
restructuring and reculturing are both crucial. It also illustrates that restructuring
initiatives overshadow the reculturing of teaching which is often undermined and
inhibited by politics and the bureaucratization of teaching.

The complexity of reculturing schools also stems from the political and
normative dimensions of reforms. The study of the implementation of the
Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development Turning Points-reforms of middle-
grades schooling is a case in point (Oakes et al., 1998). This study sought to
problematize the change and policy environment of the reform mill and provide
educators with “legitimate avenues for questioning the values and politics that
drive much contemporary school reform” (p. xiv). In doing this, Oakes et al.
described and analyzed the experiences of sixteen schools in five states that were
trying to be more effective and embrace virtue through the creation of educative,
socially just, caring and participatory places for students grounded in the
American traditions and legacies of Jefferson, Lincoln, Adams, and King
respectively. Despite great efforts, Oakes et al. concluded that “reform is a very
fragile human process, not a technical one” (p. xxiii). The schools in this study
struggled with conventional policy implementation attitudes and norms steeped in
instrumental and technocratic means and ends that treated teachers as passive and

isolated consumers of knowledge and skills. As a result, new structures were
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adopted and enacted without giving attention to deeper beliefs and meanings. For
example, many teachers serve on teams without inquiring about their nature,
rationale and meaning. One teacher explained how “... everybody kind of jumps
on the bandwagon and does them without really thinking about the process of
change and how do we make that happen. Some people think that because they’ve
changed the structure, they’re there” (Oakes et al., p. 242). In short, Oakes et al.
concluded that reculturing schools is complex due to the fact that reform
strategies and structures are often hierarchical, impersonal, normative and seldom
redefined and reexamined by teachers in terms of their potential and implications
to change underlying beliefs and norms about teaching and learning.

One last critical issue within the reculturing literature is whether
successful reforms can be spread from one school or district to others. Elmore
(1995) addressed this issue when he commented that “ we can produce many
examples of how educational practice could look different, but we can produce
few, if any, examples of large numbers of teachers engaging in these practices in
large-scale institutions designed to deliver education to most children” (Elmore, p.
11). This is known as the sustainability of educational change (or whether what
matters spreads and lasts) (Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). Several key studies
document the difficulty of sustainability. For example, Datnow, Hubbard, and
Mehan’s (2002) study of the scaling up of comprehensive reform design models

documents that the failure to sustain reform is a result of the actions of reformers
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in distant locations that are insensitive to the culture of the schools or the
perplexities of the daily life of educators. Similarly, Stein, Hubbard and Mehan’s
(2004) comparison of reform strategies in New York and San Diego highlights
that the spreading of educational change depends on an appreciation of the
political dimensions of reform (Oakes, 1992, 1999); the learning demands of the
reform; the size and pace for reforms and the degree of alignment between
various cultural, organizational and political elements and the programs that are
advocated. In sum, reculturing schools is exceedingly difficult due to the fact that
transferability and sustainability (the breadth of reform in this case) is both a
function and effect of contextual variations.

To recap, researchers in the field of educational change have shifted their
focus towards the study of school culture. Known as reculturing, this is an attempt
to study the beliefs, norms and relationships that shape and guide the actions of
people and institutions in order to understand cultures’ influence on efforts to
improve schools. Theoretical as well as empirical evidence highlights the
complexity of reculturing schools. School reformers often fail to reculture schools
because of the superficiality of change embodied in the rhetorical discourse used
by top policy-makers, the increasing bureaucratization of teaching, the risks
associated with collegiality, the technical and hierarchical nature of reforms and

the lack of breadth of educational changes. But what then does Fullan says about
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the restructuring and reculturing of schools? The next section delves into his

contribution during this period.

Fullan’s Assessment on Restructuring and Reculturing

In terms of school restructuring, Fullan (1991) claimed that structural
strategies and reforms “do not struggle directly with existing cultures within
which new values and practices may be required” (p. 25). What is thus needed is
the opportunity and skill for teachers to question and change their beliefs and
habits. In his own scholarly reflection and analysis, Fullan (1998) points out that
this signals the need for change capacity. In other words, the problem of change is
how to make the educational system a learning organization. Fullan (1993) asserts
that moral purpose and change agentry is at the heart of a learning organization.
The moral purpose involves educators’ commitment “to make a difference in the
lives of students regardless of background and to help them produce citizens who
can live and work productively in increasingly dynamic complex societies” (p. 4).
The latter is to be “self-conscious about the nature of change and the change
process” (p. 12). Moral purpose is not only about personal caring and
interpersonal sharing, but also about broader social, moral and public
responsibilities and purposes. Change agentry requires personal vision-building,
inquiry, mastery and collaboration. Experiencing and thinking about the change

process demand the recognition of the normal nature of complexity, dynamism
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and unpredictability. A new paradigm of dynamic change is thus based and
predicated “on one’s ability to work with polar opposites” (p. 40). Finally, Fullan
concluded that the ultimate purpose was to change schools from bureaucratic
organizations into thriving communities of learners. This underscored the need for
schools to live interactively with the environment, the importance of teacher
education, and the role of inner and outer learning in helping teachers produce a
learning society.

On the other hand, Fullan argues that reculturing schools demands
attention to the elements that characterize the culture of teachers and schools, the
need to go deeper and wider and the need for leadership of the change process.
Fullan and Hargreaves (1996) claim that one of the challenges of reculturing is
the particular way teachers engage with each other as they work towards school
improvement. The way to promote teacher collegiality is to advocate for the
totality of the teacher. This refers to the purpose, person and context of the
teacher. In addition to the totality of the teacher, Fullan and Hargreaves further
argue for examining the totality of the schools. The guiding question is “what
kinds of work communities or school cultures are most supportive of teacher
growth and school improvement? (p. 37).

Moreover, Fullan and Hargreaves (1998) argued that reculturing depends
on building connections between purpose, passion, emotion, hope and structural

initiatives. This means going deeper. They also argue that there is a need to
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reframe relationships with the outside. In their own words, reculturing is
facilitated when connections are created and cultivated with parents and
communities, governments, technology, businesses and teacher education
institutions.

Reculturing schools requires new forms of leadership. At the school level,
Fullan (1997) highlights the non-rational and paradoxical world of the principal.
The world of the principal is a complex one full of conservative tendencies that
“inhibit sustained attention to change” (p. 3). He also urges principals to be
cognizant of the fact that the system is unreasonable and thus full uncertainties
and dilemmas. Thus, the role of the leader is to capitalize on and “foster a climate
where people are able to work with polar opposites; push for valued change while
allowing self learning to unfold; see problems as sources of creative solution;
have good ideas but not be blinded by them: and strive for internal cohesion as
they are externally oriented” (p. 16).

At the policy level, Fullan (2001) expands the concept of leadership for
reculturing. He argues that mobilizing educators to reconsider and reexamine the
beliefs and norms governing the delivery of instruction is not enough.
“Development of individuals is not sufficient” (p. 65). Fullan argues that
relationships are crucial for school improvement but only if they establish greater

program coherence and bring in resources. Thus, relationships are not ends in
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themselves. They can be positive or negative. In short, the role of leaders in
reculturing is to cause greater capacity and coherence.

To summarize, Fullan acknowledges the existence, value and necessity of
restructuring; however he insists that it does not lead to school improvement when
there is no space for teachers and principals to question their beliefs as well as the
values and norms that shape and guide their relationships. Thus, he claims that
reculturing requires attention to the culture of the schools as it affects its teaching
and leadership force.

So far, I have attempted to examine the legacy of restructuring and
reculturing as vehicles for school improvement. I have discussed the origins,
models, advocates and some of the strategies as they are shown in theoretical and
empirical analyses and studies. While restructuring has been advocated by state
and federal policy-makers, reculturing is fore grounded by several theorists and
researchers in fields such as the organizational psychology and corporate world.

As we have seen, restructuring reveals a lack of depth in school reform. It
hardly gets to core issues in teaching and learning. On the other hand, reculturing
underscores the lack of breadth of school reform. Reculturing is often undermined
by bureaucracy and historical/contextual factions many of which block the spread
of reform. That is, while restructuring indicates the rationality and technical
character of educational change, reculturing demonstrates the difficulties and

complexities of changing beliefs and norms that are inherent in the historical,
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social and political contexts of schooling. Fullan’s scholarly commentary never
led this change period, but was somehow part of it and provided a perspective, in
the middle of the school restructuring and reculturing period, that called attention
to the superficiality of restructuring efforts. Teaching and learning values and
practices remained largely intact. He advocated for the reculturing of schools. In
addition to restructuring, Fullan argued for ignited moral purpose, a focus on total

teachers and schools and new conceptions of leadership.

Large Scale Reforms

Partly in response to the lack of depth and breadth of educational change
in school restructuring and reculturing respectively, policy-makers and
researchers have adopted the systemic perspective (Smith & O’Day, 1990).
Beginning in the 1990s, governments across the world began instituting large
scale reforms (Fullan, 1999, 2000; Fullan & Earl, 2002; Leithwood et al., 1999,
2002; Levin, 2007a,b). Reformers turned their attention to improving the overall
system. Rather than focusing on a single subject, grade, department and school,
entire school districts as well as states and countries became the unit of change.
Large scale education reforms intended to go deeper and broader than previous
isolated and specific (noted earlier under restructuring and reculturing) initiatives.
That is, key issues in large scale reform constitute the conditions and action that

are necessary to ensure that reforms are embedded and sustained beyond the
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initial conception, adoption and implementation stages (McLaughlin & Mitra,
2001). The extent to which progress or regress is reached or compromised under
the current climate and orthodoxy of standards-based education reform and high
levels of consequential accountability remains to be seen (Earl, Watson & Katz,
2003; Hargreaves, Earl, Moore & Manning, 2001; Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006;
Hasser & Steiner, 2000).

To examine the factors that promote and inhibit large scale education
reform, this section highlights Fullan’s contributions. This section consists of four
parts. Large scale reform is defined. Examples of large scale education reforms at
the district and national levels are briefly described. Professional learning
communities as a key strategy to the embedding (deepening) and sustaining
(broadening) of large scale reform over time are described and analyzed. Finally,
Fullan’s writings on large scale education reform are highlighted in order to

ascertain his contribution within this period.

Definition and Models of Large Scale Education Reforms

Although there is no universal definition of what large scale education
reforms mean, Fullan (2000) defined it as initiatives focusing on an “entire system
where a minimum of 50 or so schools and some 20,000 or more students are
involved” (p. 8). Models of large scale education reform include the whole-school

reform designs, school district, state/provincial reform and national reform
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initiatives. Basically, large-scale reform is a system-wide strategy that attempts to
bring change by articulating a clear theory of action (Fullan, 2001, 2005).

Whole school reform designs are also known as comprehensive school
reform (CSR) models (American Institutes for Research, 1999; Berends et al.,
2002). Success for All (SFA) is one example of a CSR model. SFA was created
and established by Robert Slavin in 1987 and a team of researchers at John
Hopkins University. Thus, SFA is a research-based design that organizes
resources to focus on prevention and early intervention to ensure that students
succeed in reading throughout the elementary grades. SFA consists of three
programs: an Early Learning program for pre-kindergarten and kindergarten
students; Reading Roots, a beginning reading program; and Reading Wings, its
upper-elementary counterpart (Slavin et al., 1992). Major components of SFA are
90-minutes of daily reading instruction, eighth-week assessments; one-to-one
reading tutors; cooperative learning; family support team, local facilitators for
mentoring and counseling, staff supports for implementation and training and
technical assistance by SFA staff. SFA is guided by a theory of action derived
from organizational and staff changes, family and community support, supplies
and materials, a focus on curriculum and instruction and the assessment of student
progress and performance. In addition, Slavin and Madden (1998) point out that

SAF encourage districts and school staff to examine program materials and visit
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exemplary schools as well as require a vote of 80% of the faculty, a full-time

facilitator, a certified teacher tutor and a family support team to engage in SFA.

School District Reforms

Another example of large-scale reform is school district reform (Elmore &
Burney, 1999). New York City District 2 is one of 32 community school districts.
It has 22 elementary schools, 7 junior high schools and 17 Option schools, which
represent alternative schools organized around common themes. District 2 serves
a diverse student population. When in 1987 Alvarado became superintendent the
district ranked tenth in reading and fourth in mathematics out of a total of 32
community districts in NYC. In 1996, District 2 came in second place in both
reading and mathematics. This success was attributed to Alvarado’s strategy
which was a set of organizing principles and staff development models. This set
of organizing principles was accompanied by a system-wide strategy that
employed an embedded professional development theory of action model that
included a Professional Development Laboratory, instructional consulting
services, inter-visitations and peer networks, off-site training, oversight and
principal site-visits. District 2 considered professional development as something
administrators did rather than a specific and isolated task that was assigned to

particular experts or departments. In sum, “professional development is a
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management strategy rather than a specialized administrative function” (Elmore
& Burney, 1999, p. 272).

In addition to New York, the San Diego City Schools (SDCS) is another
example of attempted school district reform (Stein, Hubbard & Mehan, 2004).
SDCS is the eighth-largest school system in the United States. During 2001-2002,
it had 137,536 students. SDCS is a K-12 district with more than 150 schools. It
serves a diverse student population of which most are Hispanic and twice the
percentage of English language learners when compared to New York (28.4% in
SDCS while 13.9 in District 2). During the early 1990s, SDCS was characterized
as a decentralized, autonomous, reactive and competitive system (Earl, Watson &
Katz, 2003). This resulted in the inequitable distribution of resources, information
and capacity across district clusters managed by multiple area superintendents. In
the mid 1990s, the Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce’s Business
Roundtable focused on education reform through changing the district leadership.
As a result, in 1998, the Board appointed US attorney Bersin as superintendent
and Alvarado as chancellor of instruction. Similar to New York District 2, SDCS
reform was guided by a theory of action grounded in major organizational
changes focusing on instruction. SDCS was reorganized into seven clusters. Each
cluster consisted of 25 schools and was managed by area superintendents called
Instructional Leaders (ILs). These ILs received specific and specialized training

from the University of Pittsburgh’s Learning Research and Development Centre.
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ILs were trained to coach and evaluate principals and monitor student
performance.

In the spring of 2000, SDCS adopted a The Blueprint for Student Success.
This plan constituted a content-driven, centralized, comprehensive and fast-paced
reform. The focus was on literacy and mathematics. Central leadership initiated
major changes in operations, instruction and professional development. Reform
changes were mandated and expected in all schools.

ILs conducted monthly conferences with their cluster school principals
and in turn principals conducted monthly meetings with their teachers. A
partnership with the University of San Diego provided professional development
to the district and school leaders. Weekly visits to schools, videotaping of
principal conferences, walkthroughs, coaching and problem-solving sessions were
other mechanisms used at all levels of the systems.

Chicago Public Schools (CPS) is one more example of district reform
(Bryk et al., 1998). This is the third largest school system in the United States. It
has more than 500 schools serving communities with very diverse populations.
During the 1980s, a series of commission reports documented the decline of CPS
in terms of its dropout rates and student achievement in multiple standardized
tests. As a result, CPS adopted the Chicago Reform Act of 1989. This act was
grounded in the idea of democratic government. This meant a “shift from

centralized democratic control, exercised through a bureaucracy to expand local
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democratic control exercised through school councils” (p. 17). The theory of
action guiding CPs was one rooted in the principles of citizen participation,
community control and local flexibility. A complete reorganization of CPS shifted
power and responsibility to local school councils (LSCs) from the Central Board
of Education.

According to Bryk et al., 1998, CPS reform was based on six principles.
LSCs were established. Each LSCs consisted of 11 members. These included 6
elected parents, 2 elected community members, 2 teachers, the principal and 1
elected student member for high schools. LSCs were responsible for evaluating,
hiring and firing principals and developing and approving the school
improvement plan and budget. They also provided advice regarding school
curriculum, instruction and budget through the Professional Personnel Advisory
Committee. The principalship was reshaped in terms of its authority over school
staff and various incentives and sanctions. Principals were also able to recruit and
hire new teachers; remove incompetent teachers; had more control over physical
plant and ancillary personnel and more freedom regarding the use of discretionary
money. Teachers had a greater role and influence in school decision making.
Fiscal resources were redirected to the school level in order to generate equity
across the system. Central Office expenses had a cap; budgets were implemented
at the school level; funds were allocated in equitable ways to individual schools

and high percentages of low socioeconomic students who received larger
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discretionary revenues. Central office authority was decentralized and curtailed.
The authority of the Central Board of Education to appoint principals was
eliminated; their control over curriculum was restricted and line control over
regular school operations as eliminated. Finally, there was a centralized focus
towards improving student learning. This included the creation and establishment
of system-wide goals for student learning and school improvement; the
development and updating of three-year school improvement plans; annual report
of progress and a set of sanctions and external interventions intended to move

forward nonimproving schools.

National Reform Initiatives

A key example of large scale at the national level is England’s National
Literacy and Numeracy Strategy (NLNS) (Barber & Seba, 1999; Fullan, 2000;
Fullan & Earl, 2002; Fullan, Early, Leithwood & Watson, 1999); NLNS is both a
response to as well as a result of changes in government and policy (Earl, Watson
& Katz, 2003; Levin, 2001). From 1979 to 1996 a Conservative government came
into power and began to enact legislation that resulted in substantial changes in
educational policy. These included greater parental choice, local management of
schools at the expense of powers of local authorities, a national curriculum,
national assessment, a national system of school inspections (The Office or

Standards in Education), the repeal of Labour legislation signifying in part the

98



ending of collective bargaining for teachers and the creation of a teacher training
agency which was directly appointed by the Education Secretary.

In 1997, the Labour government defeated conservatives in the general
election. The NLNS thus began as an effort to establish literacy and numeracy as
first order priorities (Fullan & Earl, 2002). Using 1996 as the baseline (57% of
11-year olds achieved proficiency level in literacy and 54% in numeracy
respectively), policy makers announced 80% for literacy and 75% for numeracy
as targets. In order to move schools forward from their evidently underperforming
status, the English government based its reform in a High Challenge: High
Support model (Barber, 2001 cited in Fullan & Earl, 2002). Capacity-building
strategies were added and combined with the accountability mechanisms
established by the previous conservative government.

Whether at the school, district or national level, educational scholars claim
that large-scale education reform is possible and it makes a difference in student
learning, in teacher professionalism and in generating public support (Elmore,
2004; Fullan, 2007; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Hopkins, 2005; Levin, 2007a,b;
McLaughlin & Mitra, 2001).

The central lesson of large-scale educational change that is now
evident is: Large-scale, sustained improvement in student
outcomes requires a sustained effort to change school and
classroom practices, not just structures such as governance and
accountability. The heart of improvement lies in changing teaching
and learning practices in thousands of classrooms, and this requires
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focused and sustained effort by all parts of the education system
and its partners. (Levin, p. 323)

One way to view the challenging nature of large-scale reform is to
describe and question the pressing factors that facilitate both the embedding
(deepening) and sustaining (broadening) of reform over time. One key factor and
strategy advocated to deepen and embed large scale reform is the adoption and

implementation of professional learning communities (PLCs).

Background Prior to Professional Learning Communities (PLCs)

During the 1980s, attention shifted towards a focus on both the corporate
and public education worlds on how work settings influenced the quality of work
and workers themselves. Deal and Kennedy in Corporate Cultures (1982)
described and analyzed how business and private industry managers can pinpoint
those cultural factors that promoted and inhibited change. Moreover, Senge’s
(1990) The Fifth Discipline: The art and practice of the learning organization as
well as Block’s (1993) Stewardship: Choosing service over self-interest and
Whyte’s (1994) The Heart Aroused: Poetry and the preservation of the soul in
corporate America highlight the role of the learning organization. All of these
works sought to “emphasizes the importance of nurturing and celebrating the

work of each individual staff person and of supporting the collective engagement
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of staff in such activities as shared vision development, problem identification,

learning, and problem resolution” (Hord, 1997, p. 12).

Linking Large Scale Reforms to PLCs

One way to accomplish large-scale reforms and thus bring about
improvement in learning at the school and district levels is to build professional
learning communities. It is well documented that professional development
contributes to school capacity that is the provision of knowledge and skills
(Newman et al., 2000). However, this approach may be too individualistic and
thus lack organizational development. It is exceedingly complex because it is like
sending a changed agent into an unchanged institutional culture. Thus, school
capacity is about both individual and organizational development. School-wide
PLCs purports to seek ways to acknowledge and support how the environment
and relationships can lead to better student outcomes (Cochran-Smith & Lytle,
1999; Darling & Hammond, 1996; DuFour, 2005; DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Hord,
1997; Louis & Kruse, 1995; McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993; Scribner, Cockrell,
Cockrell & Valentine, 1999; Wenger, 1998;). A consistent focus on collaboration,
teaching and learning and assessment data can help accomplish large scale
reforms (Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995; Newmann, King,

& Youngs, 2000).
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According to DuFour and Eaker (1998), the concept of ‘Professional
Learning Communities’ (PLCs) consist of three foundational words.
‘Professional’ is someone that has received advanced training in his/her position
and is thus responsible for remaining up to date in the changing knowledge base
of that particular field (p. xi). ‘Learning’ points out the life-long commitment of
that individual to purpose, ongoing study, along with habits of questioning,
curiosity and inquiry. Finally, ‘Community’ refers to “a group linked by common
interests” (DuFour & Eaker, p. xiii).

Although there is no universal definition of PLCs, various researchers and
theorists have attempted to define what it means or implies. Astuto et al. (1993)
(cited in Hord, 1997, p. 6) proposed three related communities: (1) the
professional community of educators, (2) learning communities of teachers and
students (and among students) both within and outside the classroom, and (3) the
stakeholder community. Taylor (2002) defined a learning community as “schools
where the leaders have intentionally shaped the culture and acted to ensure that all
members, adults and students, are learners and that teachers and other community
members are addressing challenges and issues, particularly those related to
student learning” (p. 1). Huberman (2004) states that “a group is a learning
community when members share a common vision that learning is the primary
purpose for their association and the ultimate value to preserve in their workplace

and that learning outcomes are the primary criteria for evaluating the success of
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their work” (p. 4). Hargreaves (2003) insists that “if schools are to become real
knowledge communities for all students, then teaching must be made into a real
learning professionals for all teachers” (p. 161). Building on Astuto et al. (1993),
Hord (1997) states that PLCs are those which seek to “enhance their effectiveness
as professionals for the students’ benefit ... also termed as communities of
continuous inquiry and improvement” (p. 6). DuFour and Eaker (1998) claim that
a PLC “is the identification and pursuit of explicit goals that foster the
experimentation, results orientation, and commitment to continuous improvement
that characterize the professional learning community” (p. 100). DuFour (2005)
defines PLCs by reflecting on the core principles that undergird this concept.
PLCs operate under the assumption that the “core mission of formal education is
not simply to ensure that students are taught but to ensure that they learn”
(DuFour, p. 22). PLCs also function under the assumption that “educators ... must
work together to achieve their collective purpose of learning for all. Therefore,
they create structures to promote a collaborative culture” (DuFour, p. 36). Finally,
PLCs “judge their effectiveness on the basis of results” (DuFour, p. 39). The key
idea here is that PLCs are guided by the core principles of learning, collaboration
and results. DuFour, Eaker and DuFour (2005) define PLCs by the challenges that
educators face in developing them: developing and applying shared knowledge;

sustaining the hard work of change and transforming school culture.
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Moreover, based on their work and research, DuFour and Eaker (1998)
have developed six characteristics of PLCs: (1) shared mission, vision and values,
(2) collective inquiry, (3) collaborative teams, (4) action orientation and
experimentation, (5) continuous improvement and (6) results orientation. In
addition, in a major review Hord’s (1997) reports that PLCs make a positive
contribution to both staff and students in schools. PLCs results in the reduction of
isolation of teachers; increased commitment to the mission and goals of the school
and increased vigor in working to strengthen the mission; shared responsibility for
the total development of students and collective responsibility for students'
success; powerful learning that defines good teaching and classroom practice, that
creates new knowledge and beliefs about teaching and learners; increased
meaning and understanding of the content that teachers teach and the roles that
they play in helping all students achieve expectations; higher likelihood that
teachers will be well informed, professionally renewed, and inspired to inspire
students; more satisfaction and higher morale, and lower rates of absenteeism;
significant advances into making teaching adaptations for students, and changes
for learners made more quickly than in traditional schools; commitment to
making significant and lasting changes; higher likelihood of undertaking
fundamental, systemic change. PLCs are also beneficial for students (Hord). It has
also become evident that PLCs have the potential of benefiting students by

decreasing dropout rates; lowering rates of absenteeism; increasing learning that
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is distributed more equitably in the smaller high schools; resulting in larger
academic gains in math, science, history, and reading than in traditional schools;
and decreasing achievement gaps between students from different backgrounds
(Hord).
More specifically, various studies have documented the critical role of
PLCs in ensuring teacher quality, student learning and school improvement.
Rosenholtz’s (1989) study of 78 schools in eight districts in Tennessee, as it was
noted earlier, specifically addressed the importance of collaboration and its
relationship to continuous improvement. This study classified school in three
ways: ‘stuck,” ‘in-between,’ or ‘moving’. Stuck schools had little or no concern
for school wide goals. Teachers worked in isolation with limited teacher learning
and increasing degree of uncertainty about what and how to teach. Rosenholtz
described stuck schools as schools where:
Teachers seemed more concerned with their own identity than a
sense of shared community. Teachers learned about the nature of
their work randomly, not deliberately, tending to follow their
individual instincts. Without shared governance, particularly in
managing student conduct, the absolute number of students who
claimed teachers’ attention seemed greater ... teachers talked of
frustration, failure, tedium and managed to transfer those attributes
to the students about whom they complained. (Rosenholtz, 1989, p.
208)
Contrastingly, moving schools were characterized as learning enriched for

both students and teachers. These schools had four characteristics: shared purpose

and direction, teacher collaboration, teacher on the job learning and teacher
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efficacy. Teacher commitment and student learning were evident in the ‘moving’

schools. Rosenholtz (1989) describes how:
In the choreography of collaborative schools, norms of self-
reliance appeared to be selfish infractions against the school
community. With teaching defined as inherently difficult, many
minds tended to work better than a few. Here requests for and
offers of advice and assistance seemed like moral imperatives and
colleagues seldom acted without foresight and deliberate
calculation. Teacher leaders ... reached out to others with
encouragement, technical knowledge to solve classroom matters
and enthusiasm for learning new things. (Rosenholtz, p. 208)

This study concluded that “teachers who felt supported in their own
ongoing learning and classroom practice were more committed and effective that
those who did not. Support by means of teacher networks, cooperation among
colleagues, and expanded professional roles increased teacher efficacy for
meeting students’ needs ... teachers with a strong sense of their own efficacy
were more likely to adopt new classroom behaviors and that a strong sense of
efficacy encouraged teachers to stay in the profession” (Hord, 1997, p. 10).

McLaughlin and Talbert’s (2001) study of the role of professional learning
communities in 16 high schools in California and Michigan provides ample
evidence that a “collaborative community of practice in which teachers share

instructional resources and reflections in practice appears essential to their

persistence and success in innovating classroom practice” (p. 22).
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McLaughlin and Talbert (2001) claimed that there are three patterns of
teaching practice, namely: (1) enacting traditions of practice (the teaching of
traditional subjects and thus the learning of only traditional students); (2) the
lowering of expectations and standards (the watering down of subjects when
teachers encountered low-motivated students) and (3) attempting to innovate by
engaging learners (in which subjects and teaching are considered dynamic in
order to involve all students, which leads to greater learning by all). When
teachers lower expectations they tend to locate the problem in the students
whereas when innovating to engage students involved “teacher that move beyond
or outside established frames for instruction to find or develop content and
classroom strategies that will enable students to master core subject concepts ...”
(McLaughlin & Talbert, p. 17).

These patterns had clear effects on the way autonomy was defined,
perceived and practiced in two high school departments (English and Social
Studies). McLaughlin and Talbert (2001) found:

In the Social studies department, autonomy means isolation and
reinforces the norms of individualism and conservativism. In the
English department, professional autonomy and strong community
are mutually reinforcing, rather than oppositional. Here collegial
support and interaction enable individual teachers to reconsider
and revise their classroom practice confidently because department
norms are mutually negotiated and understood. (p. 55)

In addition, there were also striking differences in the motivation and

career commitment of teachers. For example, these became very evident in two
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high school departments (English and Social Studies). McLaughlin and Talbert

(2001) reported:
When teachers from the Oak Valley English and social studies
departments told us how they feel about their job, it was hard to
believe that they teach in the same school. Oak Valley English
teachers of all pedagogical persuasions express pride in their
department and pleasure in their workplace: ‘Not a day goes by
that someone doesn’t say how wonderful it is to work here,” said
one. In contrast, social studies teachers, weary of grappling alone
with classrooms tensions, verbalize bitterness and professional
disinvestment. (pp. 83-84)

Overall, McLaughlin and Talbert (2001) found that high schools had
strong and weak professional learning communities within and between school
and departments respectively. Most high schools were reported to lack a strong
culture of sharing and jointly agreed practices. In this sense, one can conclude that
weak communities were harmful for the students and the teachers. Comparatively,
high schools that functioned with strong culture of collaboration could have been
positive or negative. In a positive sense, teachers can collaborate to challenge and
expand each other’s assumptions, ideas and practice. In a negative sense, they can
also collaborate to merely reinforce each others’ false assumptions, bad habits and
ineffective practices.

Kruse, Louis and Bryk’s (1994) survey study of more than 900 teachers in
24 nationally selected restructuring elementary, middle and high schools

documents highlight the impact that professional communities can have on lasting

change:
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A school-based professional community can offer support and
motivation to teachers as they work to overcome the tight
resources, isolation, time constraints and other obstacles they
commonly encounter in today’s schools. Within a strong
professional community, for example, teachers can work
collectively to set and enforce standards of instruction and
learning. Instead of obeying bureaucratic rules, faculty members
act according to teachers’ norms of professional behavior and duty,
which have been shown to be far stronger social control
mechanisms. This also creates room within the school structure for
principled disagreement and discussion on different issues, which
can add to teachers’ professional growth. In schools where
professional community is strong, teachers work together more
effectively, and put more effort into creating and sustaining
opportunities for student learning. There must be support within
the school for teachers who want to take risks and try new
techniques and ideas. Otherwise, serious and lasting change cannot
be sustained. (Kruse, Louis & Bryk, 1994, p. 4)

Kruse, Louis and Bryk (1994) conclude that professional communities are
strong when they are guided by certain critical elements as well as when they
certain structural conditions and social and human resources are met. Critical
elements include reflective dialogue, de-privatization of practice, collective focus
on student learning, collaboration and shared norms and values. Structural
conditions include time to meet and talk, physical proximity, communications
structures, and teacher empowerment and school autonomy. Social and human
resources that appear to enhance professional communities include openness to

improvement, trust and respect, cognitive and skills base, supportive leadership

and socialization.
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These three studies underscore the critical importance and necessity of
professional learning communities and their connection to quality teaching and
improved academic achievement for all students. PLCs can serve as the
mechanism to accomplish large scale reform.

Nonetheless, the concept of learning organizations and PLCs is very
difficult to establish during large-scale education efforts and very hard to be
sustained in the face of standardized reform. This is especially the case at the
secondary level because of “a long legacy of departmentalization and even
balkanization of teachers’ secondary-school subject communities (Hargreaves,
2003). Giles and Hargreaves’ (2006) study of three innovative schools
demonstrates that although the implementation of these concepts helps prevent
schools from retreating to conventional processes, it paves the way for them to
return to conventional patterns. This project examined teacher and administrator
perceptions of change over time in a variety of suburban and urban settings. Giles
and Hargreaves’ report focuses on three innovative secondary schools that were
studied as part of an eight-school international research project in Ontario, Canada
and in New York State."? The key question of this study was whether these self-
consciously created and establish learning organizations and professional learning
communities can “sustain their early promise of success in the face of predictable

cycle of the ‘attrition of change’; of pressure and envy in the surrounding district,

13Hargreawes, A., & Goodson, 1. (2006). Educational change over time. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 42(1). Special Issue.
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profession and community; and of the historically specific and recent pressure of
standardized reform” (Giles & Hargreaves, p. 124). Conclusions show that
schools as learning organizations and professional learning communities were
able to offset two of these three forces of change mentioned above. Schools were
able to “renew[ing] their teacher cultures, distributing leadership and planning for
leadership succession” (p. 152) and be able to “manage their foreign relations
with the community, other schools, and the district by curbing their arrogance,
involving the community in decision making, and resisting the temptation to ask
for too many favors from the district” (p. 152). However, the greatest impediment
was the standardized reform agenda. It undermined the knowledge society-
oriented schools and particularly the efforts of teachers.

The question then is to what extent schools can embrace the concept of
PLCs in order to subvert and survive the pressures of standardization. Giles and
Hargreaves (2006) describe the irony of PLCs in the current educational climate
as well as its future:

The paradox of learning organizations and communities in
education is that they are being advocated most strongly just at the
point when standardized reform movements legislate the content
and micromanage the process of learning to such a degree that
there is little scope for teachers to learn in what little is left over.
Professional learning communities are postmodern organizational
forms struggling to survive in a modernistic, micromanaged and
politicized educational world. Where standardized reform practices
continue to tighten their grip, as is now the case in North America,
the future for schools as learning organizations and professional
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learning communities that will develop the creativity and
flexibility needed in the new knowledge economy does not look
promising. (p. 153)

This section reinforces the argument that there is explicit evidence of a
relationship between PLCs and school improvement and student performance
(Louis & Kruse, 1995; Merrissey, 2000; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995). Besides,
there is also evidence that intentional pursuits of PLCs as capacity-building
professional strategies and school cultures offer great promise for student
achievement results (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006; Newmann, King, & Youngs,
2000; Supovitz, 2006; Stoll, et al., 2006). However, PLCs can be powerfully
positive and / or negative (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001) and are difficult and hard
to establish given the conflictive and pervasive reality of standardized reform
(McNeil, 2000; Hargreaves, 2006).

Hargreaves’ (2008) powerful and reflective analysis on PLCs shed further
light on the possibilities and challenges. Basically, Hargreaves claims that PLCs
can be a positive or negative force.

Professional learning communities can improve student learning or
simply elevate scores on high-stakes tests, often at the expense of
learning. They can heighten the capacity for community reflection
that is at the heart of teacher professionalism, or they can enforce
collective compliance with prescribed programs and pacing guides
which demean that professionalism. The things that pass for
professional learning communities can broaden children’s learning,
in terms of their curiosity about and mastery of themselves and

their world, or they can narrow learning to an almost exclusive
focus on literacy, math, and standardized basics. The best writers
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on and advocates for professional learning communities
understand these distinctions and take a stand on them. But as
Charles Naylor (2005) points out, the worst proponents of PLCs
avoid such controversy and stick only to the generalities and
technicalities of specifying goals, defining a focus, examining data,
and establishing teams—in ways that give no offense to their
clients and that do not jeopardize their own commercial prospects.

(Hargreaves, 2008, p. 2)
As a result, Hargreaves (2008) identified and analyzed seven versions of
PLCs. These include communities of containment and control (the titular
community, the totalitarian training sect, the autistic surveillance system and the
speed dating agency) and communities of empowerment (the living and learning
community, the inclusive and responsive community and the activist and
empowered community). The point here is to highlight that just like any other
educational effort and/or concept, PLCs should be critically re-examined and
revised. Its original and noble principles and intentions can be distorted. It is
critical and essential to revisit what and how they are functioning so as to avoid
they “amount to a corruption of their fundamental principles and purposes—being
little more than a change in title, a hyperactive diversion, an autistic obsession
with numbers and targets, or a pretext for insisting on compliance and imposing
control” (Hargreaves, p. 22). In light of the advent of large-scale reforms and the
emerging importance of leadership as well as PLCs as concepts and mechanisms

that can facilitate its embedding and deepening, what and how does Fullan

assesses this period?
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Michael Fullan’s Assessment of Large-Scale Reform, Leadership and
Professional Learning Communities

In terms of large-scale reform, Fullan clearly identifies and expresses the
purpose of school reform, its main enemies and the need for capacity-building and
sustainability at the three levels — school, district and state.'* He emphasizes the
critical role of the principal; offers a framework'” for leadership in a culture of
change and comments on its significant relationship to student learning. Finally,
Fullan highlights the importance of relationships and seek to place PLCs in a
larger perspective (a system quality). He acknowledges that while PLCs are
difficult to establish. They should be rooted and guided by dignity and respect and
should not be treated as the implementation of another innovation. For Fullan, it is
not about PLCs but about professional learning which will lead to system
transformation. Let us briefly review his major points.

In a paper about the promises and perils of whole school reform models,
Fullan (2001b) states that the “primary purpose of school reform is not to adopt or
even internalize a valuable external model. The primary goal is to alter the
capacity of the school to engage in improvement” (Fullan, p. 5) through working
with whole systems. This calls for both an accountability pillar and a capacity-

building pillar. Fullan explains:

“see Appendixes 4P & 6A.
Bsee Appendix 6B.
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The former refers to standards of performance, transparency of
results, monitoring of progress, and consequential action.
Capacity-building concerns training, resources (time, expertise &
materials) and incentive-based compensation as well as recognition
for accomplishments. These pressure and support pillars must act
in concert in order to produce large-scale reform. (Fullan, 2001b,

p.11)

Fullan (2001b) acknowledges that educators face tensions and dilemmas
and that it is critical to make a distinction between the forces for accountability
and capacity-building. In fact, he recognizes (2000b) that the main enemies of
large-scale reform are overload and extreme fragmentation. The reasons large-
scale reforms have failed is that there is a lack of understanding “that both local
school development and the quality of the surrounding infrastructure are critical
for lasting success” (p. 2). This is what he calls the ‘the three stories of reform’.
The inside story refers to the internal dynamics of school change. The key here is
to focus on reculturing in addition to restructuring. The ‘inside-outside’ story
highlights the external forces that impact schools. The point here is that schools
cannot do it alone and the implication is that teachers and principals must reframe
their roles in relationship to the outside environment. The ‘outside-in story’ refers
to the agencies that are external to the school. The key here is that effective
schools collaborate with powerful external forces such as parents and community,
technology, corporate connections, government policy and the wider teaching

profession (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1998).
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Sustainability is crucial for large-scale reform. After underscoring the
resurgence of large-scale reform and briefly reviewing the failure of previous
educational reform attempts particularly in the U.S., Fullan (2000a) outlines eight
factors that are crucial not only for its establishment, but most importantly for its
sustainability. The system context should be upgraded. "No large-scale reform
will happen or be sustained in the absence of a strong teaching profession and
corresponding infrastructure” (p. 21). Coherence is the main task. In order to be
effective, schools and schools systems need to be “selective, integrative and
focused. “Large-scale reform will require units to make connections and
synergize activities around common priorities” (p. 21). There is also a need for
the establishment of cross-over structures. These are “the variety of agencies,
offices, and institutions that play a role in implementation” (p. 22). The primary
issue here is “to conceive of initial implementation structures as mobilizing
commitment and capacity (will and skill, if you like)” (p. 22). Allocate resources
to increase the capacity of people to make improvements (downward investment /
upward identity). Invest in quality materials. “To achieve large-scale reform you
cannot depend on people's capacity to bring about substantial change in the short
run, so you need to propel the process with high quality teaching and training
materials (print, video, electronic)” (p. 23). Integrate pressure and support. Lateral
accountability as well as support is critical. Educators need to get out of

implementing someone else’s agenda. Fullan (2000a) urges that “reform will
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never occur on a large scale until teachers and others get out of the mindset that
they are always implementing someone else's reform agenda” and to “practice the
‘positive politics’ of defining their own legitimate reform agenda in the context of
state policy” (p. 25). Finally, educators are advised to work with systems which
means “conceptualizing strategies with whole systems in mind” ... not to work
with schools in isolation ... but to “figure out how to work with the district as a
system” ... and not to “focus on state policy as autonomous components, but
work at alignment and connections” (p. 25).

Fullan (2001a) also argues that to the key to large scale reform is to
establish and develop capacity-building and accountability at three levels: the
schools, the district, and the state.'® At the school level, what is needed is
Newmann'’s et al school capacity'’, namely: teachers’ knowledge, skills and
dispositions, professional community, program coherence, technical resources and
principal leadership. Fullan points out that school capacity was hard to attain due
to difficulties in parents’ and communities’ participation, assessment literacy
efforts, resources, staff turnover, the reconciling of district initiatives and
sustaining success. At the district level, Fullan indicates improving the capacity of
the district. This implies that the “infrastructure counts. It can lead the way or it
can actually undercut efforts of individual schools on the move, while neglecting

other schools that are persistently failing” (p. 16). Moreover, Fullan et al. (2004)

"%see Appendix 6A.
see Appendix 9A.
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suggests that the success of large-scale systemic improvement for districts
depends on how they are the following 10 components:

(1) A compelling conceptualization: meaning that the terms of
reform - professional learning community, capacity building, and
assessment for learning - travel easily, but the underlying
conceptualization does not;

(2) Collective moral purpose: making explicit the goal of raising
the bar and closing the gap for all individuals and schools. That
moral imperative applies to adults as well as to students. We
cannot advance the cause of students without attending to the cause
of teachers and administrators;

(3) The right bus: making sure that the organization has the right
bus in the first place — that is, the right structure for getting the job
done;

(4) Capacity building: the main mark of successful leaders is not
their impact on student learning at the end of their tenure, but
rather the number of good leaders they leave behind who can go
even further;

(5) Lateral capacity building: connecting schools within a district —
and even more broadly — to develop new ideas, skills, and practices
that increase the ability of individuals and organizations to bring
about improvements;

(6) Ongoing learning: Knowing whether students and adults are
growing and learning is an important part of this disciplined
inquiry. We must ask key questions about assessing student
learning: How should we gather student performance data? How
should we evaluate disaggregated data? How can we link data to
instructional improvements? We also need to know whether
teachers, administrators, and other staff members are growing
professionally; whether learning communities within and across
schools are evolving; whether district staff and the system are
pursuing ways to better serve the needs of schools and the area;
and whether students and parents are satisfied,;
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(7) Productive conflict:  As district leaders get better at
implementing reform, they learn how to distinguish good conflict
from bad, and the built-in checks and balances in the system help
sort out productive conflict from the dysfunctional kind.
Successful organizations explicitly value differences and do not
panic when things go wrong;

(8) A demanding culture: Organizations with a high level of trust
among participants combine respect, personal regard, integrity, and
competence — yes, competence;

(9) External partners: All improving districts that we know about
have active external partners — such as business groups,
foundations, community-based organizations, or universities — that
help build the district's professional capacity;

(10) Focused financial investments: We have learned that
governments, the public, foundations, and businesses are willing to
put more money into public education — not just because of the
need, but rather because they perceive that the investment pays off.
(Fullan et al., pp. 43-44)

Finally, at the state level, the key is to “establish a sophisticated blend of

pressure and support. This refers to both a specific and generic infrastructure.

Using Barber’s (2001) description and analysis of England’s National Literacy

and Numeracy Strategy, specific infrastructure refers to the literacy and numeracy

components and their main implementation elements. Generic infrastructure

refers to the “policies related to the overall quality of the teaching profession” (p.

17). Fullan (2001a) concludes by saying that “policy makers need to turn their

attention to developing capacities and interactions across the three levels ...” (p.

21). There is a need for “a set of policies on accountability and capacity-

building” that will “take into account all three levels and their interrelationships”
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(p. 21); acknowledge the “limitations of a tightly orchestrated tri-level strategy”
(p. 21); to be aware of the “quality, morale and internal commitment of the
teaching profession qua profession” (p. 22); to broaden “the curriculum beyond
literacy and numeracy” (p. 23) and to understand that “change in complex society
will never be linear” (p. 23).

In addition to acknowledging the return of large-scale reform, its enemies,
and suggesting that it takes place at the school, district and state levels with
sustainability as the goal (Fullan, 2001; 2004; 2006; Fullan, 2003, 2005, 2006,
2007; Leithwood et al., 2004;) Fullan points to leadership and professional
learning communities as crucial factors.

The importance of leadership in education reform has been documented at
length (Bolman & Deal, 1997; Elmore, 2000; Fink & Resnick, 2001; Hargreaves
& Fink, 2005; Hord, 1992; Jossey-Bass Reader on Educational Leadership 2000;
Leithwood et al., 1999; Leithwood, 2004; Marzano et al., 2005; Méndez-Morse,
1992; Resnick & Glennan, 2002; Senge, 1996; Sergiovanni, 2000, 2002; Spillane
et al., 2001; Stoll & Fink, 2002; Waters et al., 2003; ). More specifically, the role
of system leadership is cited as a necessary ingredient and crucial variable for
large-scale reform (Hopkins, 2006). Fullan cites the role of the principal and its
relationship to student learning.

In an era of large-scale reform, Fullan (1998) starts by acknowledging that

the work of the principal has become increasingly complex and constrained.
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Simply stated, principals have become too dependent on context. “Dependency is
created by two interrelated conditions: overload and corresponding vulnerability
to packaged solutions” (p. 6). Principals find themselves receiving and responding
to multiple, fragmented and incoherent innovations. As a consequence, it is
understandable and expected that they may feel tempted by and vulnerable to the
latest recipe for success that appears. Fullan castigates this advice as damaging
and deceiving. He argues that there is “no definite answer to the ‘how’ question
(p. 8). Instead, principals are encouraged to give up the search for the silver bullet
in order to overcome dependency.

Instead of hoping that the latest technique will at last provide the
answer, we approach the situation differently. Leaders for change
get involved as learners in real reform situations. They craft their
own theories of change, consistently testing them against new
situations. They become critical consumers of management
theories, able to sort out promising ideas from empty ones. They
become less vulnerable to and less dependent on external answers.
They stop looking solutions in the wrong places. (p. 8)

Fullan (1998a) concludes by suggesting that principals follow guidelines
as published later in his own work: What’s Worth Fighting for Out There (Fullan).
Basically, he exhorts principals to learn from resistance and dissonance; to
advocate for community reform and become assessment-literate; to manage
emotionally and to be hopeful by fighting for lost causes. Fullan ends up by
arguing that the future and coming challenge in the minds of policy-makers is to
scale up. For this, it is necessary to realize that educational leaders of the 21%
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century should “look for answers close at hand and reaching out, knowing that
there is no clear solution” (p. 10).

Fullan (2004) underscores the role of leadership in large-scale reform as
the key driver.

Leadership is to this decade what standards were to the 1990s, if
you want large-scale, sustainable reform. You can get some
improvement by tightening standards, but only to a point, as we
have seen in England. In order to get deeper, you have to capture
the energy, ideas, and commitment of teachers and principals. It
takes leadership — a certain kind of leadership — to do this. (p. 16)

This assertion is based on the argument that effective leaders create
energizing environments. Particularly important here is Fullan’s (2001)
examination of leadership cases in business and education. The commonality of
leaderships across these sectors is that learning organizations in complex times
are characterized by: moral purpose, an understanding of the change process,
strong relationships, knowledge-sharing capacities and coherence- and
connectedness-making abilities. These are the components of the framework that
should guide principals that lead in a culture of change.

Besides leadership for learning organizations, in a 4-year evaluation report
of England’s NLNS, Leithwood et al., (2004), Fullan points out that ‘strategic’
and ‘distributed’ forms leadership are critical for large-scale initiatives. Evidence
clearly shows that strategic leadership is “widely distributed and enacted; it has

the flexibility to mature over time from relatively simple additive forms to more
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holistic forms in which relationships within and across levels of leadership
become highly interactive” (p. 75). The point here is to question and debunk the
three assumptions prevalent in contemporary leadership literature. These refer to
the assumption that “leadership needs to be transactional and managerial in
nature” (p. 75), when driving large-scale reform; that “transformational leadership
is typically, if not necessarily, provided by talented leaders” (p. 75) and that
“distributed and hierarchical forms of leadership are somehow incompatible and
that distributed forms are superior” (p. 75). The point here is that there is a need
for a greater and more complex orientation and application to leadership “than
much of the literature would suggest and one that seems prone to exaggerated
claims rooted in democratic ideology” (p. 76).

Finally, in terms of leadership, Fullan (2006) highlights the significant
relationship of the principal to student learning. In a paper presented to the Irish
Primary Principal’s Network, Fullan states that the key to success is the school
principal:

The principal is the nerve centre of school improvement. When
principal leadership is strong even the most challenged schools
thrive. When it is weak schools fail or badly underperform. But the
principal itself is not thriving. If anything it is reeling because of
heightened expectations and corresponding neglect of re-
examining and repositioning the role suitable to the needs of the
system in the twenty-first century. (p. 1)
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The principalship is not improving because of individual, collective and
more importantly systemic reasons. Fullan (2006) argues that the key to
improving the principalship is to get inside the black box of success, to identify
the barriers that block this sustained success and to how to go forward.
Responding to principals in Ireland, Fullan provides a series of recommendations
to those in government, to IPPN principals and to individual principals. The
underlying theme Fullan advocated by was to raise the bar for the principalship, to
improve the conditions under which they work and to challenge those who are not
performing well. The goal here is to “dramatically increase leadership across the
system” (pp. 18-19).

In addition to highlighting the importance of leadership, Fullan
underscored the necessity of relationships. Fullan (2001) stresses the importance
of developing relationships beyond individuals. “Development of individuals is
not sufficient. New relationships (as found in a professional learning community)
are crucial, but only if they work at the hard task of establishing greater program
coherence and the addition of resources” (p. 65). This is a system problem. Fullan
and St. German (2006) suggested a number of techniques and ideas for schools to
generate their own learning places.

Moreover, based on Campbell’s (2005) observations and examples of
teachers witnessing unethical behavior on the part of colleagues but not doing

anything about it, Fullan (2007) claims that dignity and respect should be at the
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core of PLCs. They should function as a source of motivation. It is about a
socially based solution where teachers come together to reflect and collaborate on
the ethical and moral dimensions of their work. Fullan argues that “fostering
PLCs should include forums for teachers to collectively reflect on and collaborate
on the ethical and moral dimensions of their work and behavior” (p. 50). In
addition to the individualistic bias and ethical implications of PLCs, Fullan asserts
that they “should not be confined to latest ideas and innovations. They should not
be places for well-meaning superficial exchanges” (p. 50). Fullan suggest caution
with PLCs. The depth of PLCs requires consistent reflection and problem-solving.
PLCs are not merely intra-school isolated phenomenon. It is about the fostering of
collaborative cultures across districts, cross-school learning or lateral capacity
building. In sum, intra- as well as inter-school learning is needed for system
transformation. In this sense, Fullan approach to PLCs as a capacity-building
strategy that takes hard work because of an institutional culture that does not
connect well to other levels of the system.

In fact, Fullan (2007) recognizes that PLCs are difficult to establish. A
lack of focus and investment on the part of policy-makers and the comfort of
privatization in teaching practices are some of the reasons for this. Fullan (2006)
acknowledges evidence that PLCs “are not making their way with any substance
and continuity inside the classroom” (p. 56). Getting at the core of improving

instructional practice and changing norms of autonomy and loyalty is hard
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(Campbell, 2005; Elmore, 2004a, 2004b; The Cross City Campaign for Urban
School Reform, 2005). Fullan claims that the answer is “deep engagement with
their colleagues and with mentors in exploring, refining, and improving their
practice as well as setting up an environment in which this not only can happen
but is encouraged, rewarded, and pressed to happen” (p. 57). The real challenge
here is to change the prevailing culture of administration and teaching in schools.
The danger of current reform strategies is the dramatic expectation of a
turnaround of a failing schools. These strategies are narrowly conceived, under
conceptualized, “too little and too late, work on only a small part of the problem,
and unwittingly establish conditions that actually guarantee unsustainability” (p.
20). In this sense, Fullan’s approach to PLCs sounds like an implementation
strategy. Its results may be superficial, narrowly conceived and therefore
temporary as he forcefully documents in the turnaround school phenomenon.
The real challenge then for PLCs is to place them in a larger, systemic
perspective. The argument is that “if we do not examine and improve the overall
system at three levels, we will never have more than temporary havens of
excellence that come and go. Without attention to the larger system, professional
learning communities will always be in the minority, never rising above 20% in
popularity in the nation, and will not last beyond the tenure of those fortunate
enough to have established temporary collaborative cultures” (Fullan, 2005, p.

210). The solution lies in the tri-level strategy that builds capacity across the three
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levels: school, district and state. “Tri-level development promotes professional
learning communities as a system quality. For Fullan, this implies: “the need to
address the problem of bias toward individualistic solutions; the radical need for
systems thinkers in action; the importance of learning from each other as we go
and the danger of waiting for others to act (p. 217). This is about “changing
cultures to create new contexts” (p. 218). This is also the key to sustainability as
stated by Hargreaves and Fink (2006). Sustainability is about changing and
developing the social environment. Professional learning communities at large are
not about the proliferation of single schools; they are about creating new
environments across the system through tri-level development” (p. 219).

It is exactly to this ‘systems’ remark mentioned above where Fullan
(2003) seeks to place moral purpose:

Moral purpose of the highest order is having a system where all
students learn, the gap between the high and low performance
becomes greatly reduced, and what people learn enables them to be
successful citizens and workers in a morally based knowledge
society. (Fullan, p. 29)

Linking large scale reforms to professional learning communities is the
moral imperative of leadership and breakthrough system transformation. Fullan
(2003) advanced the notion that the principal is strategically placed best to
accomplish the moral imperative of schools. “Leading schools ...requires

principals with the courage and capacity to build new cultures based on trusting

relationships and a culture of disciplined inquiry and action” (Fullan, , p. 45).
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These new cultures should be built not only at the individual and school but also
at the regional and societal level for large scale system transformation to occur.
On the other hand, it is essential to consider the starting point and continuum of
development of schools development principals find themselves in. Principals
should be able to recognize the instructional continuum their particular schools
are at. Hargreaves’s (2003) distinction between performance training sects and
professional learning communities is a good starting point.

However, whereas earlier Fullan (2003) argued that PLCs grounded on
informed prescription (Barber, 2002) are appropriate for schools and districts that
have low leader capacity, unprepared teachers and poor performance, later Fullan
et al., (2006) criticizes Hargreaves’ (2003) characterization of PLCs as
performance training sects as ‘crude’ putting advocates of prescription on the
defensive without giving them any convincing reasons to question their
approaches, [giving] it gives license to professional learning communities without
any detailed strategy for accomplishing change in classrooms on a large scale.
Fullan et al., claim that the problem is that these descriptions do not deal with
instructional transformation. “The greater precision does not mean greater
prescription. We don’t have to choose between loose professionalism and external
imposition.” (p. 12). Thus, Fullan outlines his strategy of breakthrough system
through personalization, precision and professional learning (Fullan).

Consequently, PLCs are narrowly conceived and defined. ‘It is not just a matter of
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teachers interacting; they must do so in relation to focused instruction ...; [they]
”PLCs can contribute mightily to altering school conditions, but by themselves,
they do not go deep enough into classroom practice, and they can even be
(unwittingly) counterproductive if their interactions reinforce teaching practices
that are ineffective” (p. 25). Instead, professional learning is what is needed. This
implies “focused, ongoing learning for each and every teacher” (p. 21). Moral
purpose in large scale reforms demands the reconceptualization and
transformation of leadership in school systems. Moral purpose in the creation,
building, nurturing and sustaining of professional learning communities in the
midst of an increasing standardized reform era is not only about individual, but
also organizational development (Fullan, 2008).

Contrary to previous periods, Fullan’s scholarly commentary seemed to be
leading large-scale reform period instead of just providing a perspective of why
certain initiatives succeeded and others did not. To summarize, Fullan
acknowledges the arrival, reality, need and complexity of large-scale reform.
Overload and fragmentation are its main enemies. Its solution is coherence
through a redefined and reframed social- and action-based systemic application of
leadership and professional learning. Capacity-building and sustainability efforts
are at the core of this equation. Professional learning communities can help
accomplish large-scale reform. Moral purpose demands a reconceptualization of

leadership and a clear realization of the continuum from individual to
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organizational development. In a nutshell, it is about integrating individual and

organizational development (Fullan, 2008).

Post-Standardization

Currently, noted researchers and theorists claim that the days of
standardized testing may be coming to an end (Hargreaves, 2008; Hargreaves &
Fink, 2006; Hargreaves & Fullan, in press;, Hargreaves & Shirley, 2007). The
claim here is that it is very probable that we are entering an age of post-
standardization. Hargreaves (forthcoming) explains:

We are entering an age of post-standardization. Having reached a
plateau of improvement in tested achievement, and a crisis of
demographic renewal in teaching and leadership, most Anglo-
Saxon and other developed countries are leaving behind policies
that force up standards and results at any price. England’s National
Literacy Strategy and Primary School Targets, the US’s grueling
process of Adequate Yearly Progress, Ontario’s strategy to reach
provincial tested targets within one electoral term that vary only by
one year and 5% from the English benchmark from which they
were borrowed, as well as Australia’s Federal literacy test that
takes the achievement and education agenda away from politically
more left of centre states — these are the dying embers of a reform
fire that is burning itself to a cinder. (Hargreaves, forthcoming, p.
2)

Hargreaves (in press) characterizes this age of post-standardization as a
third way that followed the first age of optimism and innovation, an interregnum

of complexity and contradiction. The second way of change was called
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standardization and marketization. The first way began during a period of
economic expansion and state investment in the ‘Great Society’ initiatives such as
America’s War on Poverty and “a golden age of education (where) there was
money and respect and all kinds of things happening” (Hargreaves). The first way
was also characterized by two teacher nostalgias, namely: “the freedom and
flexibility to develop curriculum and fit the varying needs of their students as part
of a mission to change the world that was captured by a social-justice-driven spirit
of the times in which social reform, women’s equality, anti-war protests and civil
rights were prominent ... [and] their lost professional autonomy ... to teach
academic subjects as they chose, in schools that were smaller, where unmotivated
students left early for employment, and the rest wanted to learn” (Hargreaves).
The second way was propelled by “an interregnum of complexity and
contradiction ... [during] the late 70s to the mid 90s ... [where] a declining
economy quelled the thirst for innovation while encouraging a focus on market-
driven competition among schools ... ‘[and where] common educational standards
and assessments (around which competition would be based) emerged as a way to
create more coherence across the system. This interregnum was often complex
and contradictory as there were initiatives such as outcomes-based education and
standards-based attempting to build common understandings while at the same
time there were the emergence portfolio assessments, standardized tests and

interdisciplinary initiatives alongside the adoption and implementation of subject-
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based standards and selective magnet schools. As a result, the second way was
one marked by standardization and market competition.

Here is where the imposition of prescriptive and punitive reforms guided
by various degrees of resources takes place across many Anglo-Saxon
governments. The second way was paradoxical in the sense “that while parent
consumers were free, professionals were subjected to greater control”
(Hargreaves) and characterized by “fear, force, prescription, competition and
intervention ...” (Hargreaves). The third way is post-standardization. The three
defining paths that define this third way are: autocracy, technocracy and
effervescence. The first one “acknowledges that new problems are emerging,
including the need for a more innovative school system and economy”
(Hargreaves); the second path “converts moral issues of inequality and social
justice that are a shared social responsibility, into technical calculations of
achievement gaps, for which teachers and schools are solely accountable”
(Hargreaves) and the third path “solves the motivation deficits created by top-
down standardization by stimulating and spreading increased professional
engagement and interaction” (Hargreaves).

In addition to Hargreaves’ characterizations, Shirley (in press) clarified
the meaning of post-standardization and the factors that were leading to it. Post-
standardization, in his own words, “does not mean the end of standards, but rather

moving beyond an emphasis upon standards as a leading edge change strategy.
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Post-standardization in this sense is related to the second concern articulated
above—that the proverbial NCLB genie is out of the bottle and that there is no
going back to pre-NCLB conditions with more relaxed accountability systems”
(Shirley). Factors leading to a new era of post-standardization include limitations
of standards and accountability strategies and trends that do not indicate a
nostalgic return to the conditions that existed prior to the issuance of the Nation at
Risk in 1983. More specifically, three limitations underscored by Shirley include:

In spite of a major federal initiative in the United States, test score
results of fourth graders, eighth graders, and fifteen-year olds on
the National Assessment of Student Progress (NAEP) and the
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) have
remained basically flat in recent years, thereby casting into doubt
the premises of the strategic emphasis upon standards, testing, and
accountability favored by NCLB. (Fuller et al, 2007; National
Center for Educational Statistics, 2007)

Even the most tenacious advocates of standards and accountability
are now expressing concerns about some aspects of the movement,
such as the tendency to narrow the curriculum, to teach to the test,
and to mandate prescriptive and unimaginative approaches to
teaching and learning. (New Commission on the Skills of the
American Workforce, 2007; Rennie Center, 2006; Rothstein, 2007)

Even when trends are positive and strong on the standardized tests
administered by states, enormous variability in definitions of
proficiency, fluctuations in the number and percentage of English
Language Learners and special education students assessed by the
test, and low or nonexistent correlations between pupil
achievement results on state tests and NAEP raise numerous
unsettling questions about test score inflation and the role of
districts and states as abettors in this to meet their “adequate yearly
progress”.(AYP) goals. (Center on Education Policy, 2007; Koretz,
2008)
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The approach of using accountability data to create an exogenous
shock that will propel educators to embark upon ambitious reforms
all too often sparks short-term gains that plateau after a few years
and that fail to build momentum and capacity for sustainable
learning over time. (Hopkins, 2007; Macbeath et al, 2007 all cited
in Shirley, in press)

In addition to the limitations of standards and accountability, Shirley (in
press) discarded a return to the nostalgic era and conditions prior to the issuance
of A Nation at Risk (1983). This is supported by:

Advocacy groups for traditionally disenfranchised students in the
US—such as the National Council of La Raza, the Citizens’
Commission on Civil Rights, and the National Center for Learning
Disabilities--all support strong federal leadership in regard to
testing and accountability as essential in promoting educational
equity and transparency about pupil achievement and have forged
links with business leaders from the Chamber of Commerce and
the Business Roundtable to advance their agenda.
(www.nclbworks.org)

High levels of public concern about education, the administration
of national and international tests, and their clockwork appearance
in paper and digital media throughout the year, indicate that policy
makers can ill afford to ignore slumps in achievement and that
those who do will be punished by voters. (Levin, 2008)

School districts have been working hard and making progress
transforming data into information that can be used by educators to
gain more precision in their instruction, and as districts transition
from status models comparing one cohort of students to another to
growth models tracing individual students’ learning gains over
time, educators’ opposition to accountability measures is likely to
decline. (Hoff, 2007)

Broader and apparently unstoppable social transformations in the
direction of greater transparency and technological advances about
all facets of social and institutional life have led publics to expect
easy access to information as part of the emergence of a new
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transnational “audit society.” (Power, 1997 as cited in Shirley, in
press)

Along the same lines of the limitations of standards and accountability
strategies, in the United States policy-makers have called for a major overhaul of
the testing industry. The main argument is that economic advantage and
leadership in our current global knowledge economy depends on creativity —
something for which our conventional testing curriculum does not prepare our
young people. In their influential report “Tough Choices or Tough Times” issued
by the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce, it is stated:

But that kind of leadership does not depend on technology alone. It
depends on a deep vein of creativity that is constantly renewing
itself. Now many students just slide through high school, because
they know that all they have to do is to get passes in their courses
or a satisfactory score on an 8" or 9"- grade-level literacy test to
go to college. (p. xviii)

The core problem is that our education and training systems were
built for another era. We can get where we must go only by
changing the system itself. (p. xix)

Hargreaves and Shirley (2007) argue that the United States is “making a
final surge with an old and largely ineffective theory of change that is being
sidestepped by more and more nations” (p. 1). The United States is compared to
Finland and Ontario’s recent policies to make the case as to why standardized and

market-driven school reform in the U.S. has fallen flat. Finland is “building their
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future by wedding education to economic development, without sacrificing
culture and creativity” (p. 2).

Finns view science and technology as high priorities, though not at
the expense of artistic creativity or social responsibility. Finnish
high school graduates rank teaching as the most highly desired
occupations, and only the nation’s top graduates are able to enter
the profession. Here they effectively lead Finns into their enviable
position as one of the world’s top learning societies ... They
promote a broad and enriching curriculum, rather than obsessing
only about literacy and math; they raise standards by lifting the
many, rather than pushing a privileged few. And they morally
inspire, rather than financially incentivize, a high-status profession.

(p-2)

In the province of Ontario, Canada, the government is “making the
curriculum more flexible again, moving closer to the Finnish and away from the
American model. The government has settled grievances with and secured
support from the unions, developed ways for strong schools to help their weaker
counterparts, and invested fresh financial resources to make all this happen. The
Canadian government has set out to implement a strategy that wedded “a
continuing commitment to educational accountability with a range of initiatives
that built capacity for improvement and provided professional support
(Hargreaves, forthcoming).

In addition to Finland and Ontario, researchers have also underscored the
critical role of “peer-supported, professionally validating and emotionally

uplifting strategies that make real differences to the measured attainment of the
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students that teachers teach in the here-an-now” in England (Hargreaves et al.,
2006 cited in Hargreaves forthcoming, p. 17). This evaluation of the Raising
Achievement / Transforming Learning project of the Specialists Schools and
Academies Trust, which supporting evidence shows that while “short-term
strategies are not about deeper transformation of teaching and learning, they do
give instant lifts in measured attainment — and in ways that largely avoided the
unethical manipulation of test-score improvement within regimes of
standardization” (Hargreaves, 2007, p. 16). Short-term strategies also served as
confidence-building levers. However, the limitations of these strategies are that
teachers were quickly attracted and almost addicted to them and thus they were
not encouraged to challenge existing teaching and learning practices. In addition,
limitations are also attributed to the wider national policy culture in England and
to its standardized nature. In this environment, there was no surprise to see the
persistence and even increase of presentism (Hargreaves). The point here is that
long-term and short-term strategies are complementary rather than competing
principles for improvement and change (Hargreaves, 2008). Thus, the future is
promising if high-trust networks, school-to-school collaboration and discretionary
budgeting as an alternative theory of action can be “separated from its overly-
standardized antecedents of bureaucratic accountability and wedded instead to
higher levels principles of accountability that can now be realized through

professional and peer-driven forms of it” (Hargreaves, forthcoming, p. 19).
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According to Hargreaves (forthcoming), Finland, Ontario and England"’
educational reforms represent weddings. To restate, Finland weds education to
economic development. Ontario weds accountability to capacity-building and
professional support strategies. England weds principles of accountability to
professional and peer-driven forms of it. In their words, this new theory “pays
more attention to developing teachers’ capacity to meet higher standards, rather
than emphasizing the paper standards themselves. It replaces imposed
standardization and privatization with networks and peer-driven improvement.
Assessment for summative quality assurance is replaced by assessment for
learning, where data are used to inform ongoing decisions to produce better
outcomes” (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2007, p. 2). The question remains what will the
United States do? Hargreaves (forthcoming) concurred with much of the
observations and conclusions reached by the New Commission on the Skills of
the American Force. In fact, Hargreaves (2003) highlighted the necessity of
creativity and ingenuity in contemporary knowledge economies. The problem,
according to Hargreaves (forthcoming) is that its solutions and theory-in-action
are “diametrically opposed” (Hargreaves, p. 26) to not only his preceding
proposals but also contrary to those adopted by the developed nations. The report
addresses “half the child and half the teacher — the half that suits the economy”
(Hargreaves, p. 27). The fact that this report does not mention recent educational

developments in Finland, China or even England could be an indication that the
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United States is likely to see another surge of regulations in curriculum and
assessments as well as performance-related pay strategies that may lead into a
funeral rather than a fourth wedding (Hargreaves).

It will be very interesting and intriguing to investigate where Fullan stands
on this theory of post-standardization. How does this recent movement impact or
shape his theory of action in educational change? What are some of the issues that
he can anticipate, if any, during post-standardization? Will Fullan lead this period,
resist it or just comment in the middle of it or at the end? Fullan’s assessment of
post-standardization will be presented in the last part of the descriptive and
analytical assessment of Fullan’s development and evolution of his theory of

educational change (chapter 5).

Summary

This chapter describes five historical periods of efforts to change and
better schools. I have attempted to describe its origins, major proponents and
practical implications for educational reform and theory. I have also explored and
examined the observations and commentaries of noted scholar Fullan in an
attempt to describe how he contributes to the past, present and future dialogue on
school reform and educational change.

As has been seen throughout this chapter, Fullan’s scholarly commentary

never led a change period, but rather provided a perspective of why certain

139



initiatives (within the period) succeeded and others did not. At the end of the
innovation and diffusion period, Fullan acknowledged the rational and linear
nature and process of educational reform as well as the absence of a clear and
articulate theory of action which implied that adoption equated implementation.
In the middle of the following period, Fullan presented himself as an advocate of
school improvement in addition to school effectiveness. Fullan argued in favor of
the importance of process factors in addition to outcomes. In both the middle and
at the end of the school restructuring and reculturing periods, Fullan
acknowledges and comments on the existence, value and necessity of
restructuring; however, he claims that school improvement is not likely if there is
no space for teachers and principals to question their beliefs as well as the values
and norms that shape and guide their relationships. In Fullan’s terms, reculturing
requires attention to the culture of the schools as it affects its teaching and
leadership force. Perhaps the exception to being in the middle and at the end of
the previous periods is Fullan’s participation in the current large-scale reform
period. His most recent work and involvement as a consultant and project
evaluator with countries and states (i.e., England, Ontario) may represent an
attempt to lead the change period (large-scale reform). Fullan briefly
acknowledges the arrival, reality, need and complexity of large-scale reform as
well as its main enemies, namely — overload and fragmentation — and his

advocacy for capacity-building and sustainability. Finally, it is not clearly known
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where Fullan stands on the theory of post-standardization. Fullan’s position on the
theory of post-standardization deserves investigation. Further and deeper
questions on the periods mentioned above as well as on his involvement in recent
large-scale reforms and the coming of post-standardization will be described and

addressed during chapter 5.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Overview

This is a distinctive study. Rather than examining a single change
initiative, subject, strategy, program, group of people (students, teachers etc.) and
cultural variables, this study closely examines and explores the intellectual
underpinnings of scholar of educational change Fullan. The researcher is
interested in uncovering and unpacking the themes, controversies and
contributions that distinguish Fullan as a scholar in the field of educational
change. This chapter briefly describes the instruments the researcher used to
accomplish his task. The rationale for this study is described first. Then the
researcher provides the conceptual framework under this study is grounded.
Research methodology employed for this study is discussed by the use of time-
lines and various artifacts. Negotiating access to the data is further described. This
included acquiring all of Fullan’s writings and conducting one interview. Finally,
the researcher describes how the data was analyzed and thus reported. A brief

summary seeks to capture the essence of this chapter.

Rationale
This study is grounded in the qualitative research tradition (Denzin, &

Lincoln, 2005; Glesne & Peshkin, 1992; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Huberman,



1994). Creswell (1998) points out that qualitative research is “an inquiry process
of understanding based on distinct methodological traditions of inquiry that
explore a social or human problem” (p. 15). “Qualitative research, as a set of
interpretive practices, privileges no single methodology over any other” (Denzin
& Lincoln, 1998, p.5). Denzin and Lincoln (1984) offers a comprehensive
definition of qualitative research:
Qualitative research is multi-method in focus, involving an
interpretive, naturalistic approach to its subject matter. This means
that qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings,
attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of
the meanings people bring to them. Qualitative research involves
the studied use and collection of a variety of empirical materials;
case study, personal experience, introspective, life story, interview,
observational, historical, interactions and visual text; the described
routine and problematic moments and meanings in individuals'
lives. (p.2)

These definitions mean that qualitative researchers search for
understanding rather than explanation and for interpretation rather than prediction.
Hull (1997) states that the “the purpose of qualitative research is to understand
human experience, to reveal both the processes by which people construct
meaning about their worlds and to report what those meanings are” (p. 14). The
purpose of this study is to uncover the intellectual underpinnings and scholarly

contributions of Fullan to the study of educational change through a descriptive

and analytical assessment of all of his published works.
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Conceptual Framework

This study is loosely rooted in a loosely conceptual framework of
hermeneutics. Basically, hermeneutics is the art of interpreting. The early
foundations of hermeneutics originated with German theologian and philosopher
Schleiermacher (1768-1834). In fact, the origins of hermeneutics'® can be traced
back to scriptural, biblical, religious as well as Greek roots:

The word hermeneutics is said to have had its origin in the name
Hermes, the Greek god who served as messenger for the gods,
transmitting and interpreting their communications to their
fortunate, or often unfortunate, recipients.

In its technical meaning, hermeneutics is often defined as the
science and art of biblical interpretation. Hermeneutics 1is
considered a science because it has rules and these rules can be
classified into an orderly system. It is considered an art because
communication is flexible, and therefore a mechanical and rigid
application of rules will sometimes distort the true meaning of a
communication. (Ramm, 1970, p. 16)

To be a good interpreter one must learn the rules of hermeneutics
as well as the art of applying those rules. Hermeneutical theory is
sometimes divided into two sub-categories--general and special
hermeneutics. General hermeneutics is the study of those rules that
govern interpretation of the entire biblical text. It includes topics of
historical-cultural, contextual, lexical-syntactical, and theological
analyses. Special hermeneutics is the study of those rules that
apply to specific genres, such as parables, allegories, types, and
prophecy. (Virkler, 2007, pp. 15-16)

'8 Hermeneutics. Available online: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hermeneutic#cite_note-0.
Retrieved on March 1%, 2008.
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While Schleiermacher proposed and used hermeneutics in the scared
writings, Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911) is known for applying it to the human
sciences. Ricoeur (1982) refers to hermeneutics as the theory of the operations of
understanding in their relation to the interpretation of texts” (p. 88). This study
applies hermeneutics in an attempt to understand the meaning of Fullan’s
published works. Its main concern with “knowing what the author wanted to
communicate; understanding intended meanings and placing documents in a
historical and cultural context” (Patton, 1990, p. 114). Using hermeneutics, this
study seeks to place Fullan’s work in a historical and cultural context, and to
interpret both the epistemological and academic influences on his work so as to
identify what the conditions were that occasioned his scholarly interpretation of
events and led to his theory of change.

Interpretation, in this hermeneutic inquiry and analysis is outlined under
four guiding principles:

(1) Understanding a human act or product, and hence all learning,
is like interpreting a text; (2) all interpretation occurs within
tradition; (3) interpretation involves opening myself to a text (or its
analogue) and questioning it and (4) interpreting a text in the light
of the researcher’s situation.” (Patton, 1990, p. 114-115)

This study assumes that its interpretations are not absolutely true. Rather,

the interpretation of meaning attempts to constitute a so-called hermeneutical
circle. This is consistent with Schleiermacher’s principles “that the constituent

parts of speech are only intelligible in terms of the whole, as the whole can only
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be understood through its constituent parts... (Rasmussen, 2002, p. 1). Crotty
(1998) refers to the hermeneutical cycle as the “understanding of the whole
through grasping its parts, and comprehending the meaning of the parts through
dividing the whole ...as an infinite process of reaching meaning that ends when a
coherent understanding, which is free of inner contradictions, is reached” (p. 115).
This is consistent with Schleiermacher’s principles “that the constituent parts of
speech are only intelligible in terms of the whole and the whole can only be
understood through its constituent parts... (Rasmussen, p. 1).

Three assumptions guide this hermeneutics inquiry. Based on Guba and
Lincoln (1998), these refer to ontology, epistemology and methodology. Ontology
refers to the nature of reality. Epistemology refers to the nature of the
relationships between the knower and what is known. Methodology refers to the
tools that are used to reach that which is known. Consistent with a loosely
hermeneutical perspective, this study assumes that realities are multiple, not
single, and that they are socially constructed (Berger & Luckman, 1966). This
study is positioned as constructive epistemology. This implies that reality is
shaped by social relations rather than defined by objective measures. That is, there
is no such thing as a value-free activity. Guba and Lincoln (1998) state that this
makes this research process one that is “transactional and subjectivist” (Guba &
Lincoln, 1998, p. 205). There is an assumption that “the investigator and the

investigated object are interactively linked, with the values of the investigator
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inevitably influencing the inquiry” (Guba & Lincoln, 1998, p. 206). In short, this
research process is “value mediated” (Guba & Lincoln, p. 206). Finally,
methodologically implies that this hermeneutic inquiry is dialogical and
dialectical. This means that the “transactional nature of inquiry requires a
dialogue between the investigator and the subjects of inquiry” (p. 205) which
leads to “informed consciousness” (Guba & Lincoln, p. 206). In this study, the
texts (Fullan’s writings) and the historical context (other change and education
reform literature) are in this constant dialectical and dialogical inquiry. The
objective of this hermeneutical study is to arrive at a coherent understanding of

the meaning behind Fullan’s published writings.

Research Methodology

This study acknowledges that the researcher is the “primary instrument for
data collection and analysis” (Merriam, 2001). Lincoln and Guba (1985) stated
that humans are the “instrument of choice” for naturalistic inquiry, because of
their abilities to interact with the situation, collect information at multiple levels
simultaneously, gather and process information immediately and provide
feedback and request verification of the data.

As a result, due to the subjective and interpretive nature of this study, it is
important that the researcher explicitly identify “his biases, values and personal

interests about their research topic and process” (Creswell, 1994, p. 184). In the
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last chapter, the researcher explicitly states his beliefs and positions by explaining
his background, unresolved issues and implications for further research and policy
practice in the fields of educational reform and practice.

This study also included an interview with Fullan. During the interview,
the researcher took notes which were added to the transcription of the audio tape
of the interview (Miles & Huberman, 1994). After the interview, I jotted down
notes about my impressions, doubts, emerging issues, second thoughts, reactions
and clarifications or elaborations needed. Since the purpose of this study is to
explore and describe the evolution and impact of Fullan professional experiences
in the intellectual fields of educational change and reform, something not easily
derived from observations or surveys, this interview was one primary data source.
Patton (1990) explains the importance of interviews:

We interview people to find out from them those things we cannot
directly observe ... We cannot observe feelings, thoughts, and
intentions. We cannot observe behaviors that took place at some
previous point in time. We cannot observe how people have
organized the world and the meanings they attach to what goes on
in the world. We have to ask people questions about those things.
The purpose of interviewing, then, is to allow us to enter into the
other person’s perspective. (p. 196)

Moreover, Goodson and Sikes (2001) supported the value of the
interview-conversation saying: “A one-to-one interview-conversation between
informant and researcher is perhaps the most commonly used strategy for
collecting life history data” (pp. 27-28). One-to-one interviews or face-to-face
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interviews allowed for the “emic, or insider’s perspective” rather than the “etic, or
9

outsider’s perspective” (Merriam, 2001, p. 7-8).

Time-lines

Due to the evolutionary nature of this project, time-lines were used when
interviewing Fullan. Time-lines can aid the researcher by serving as a “as a
structure for interviews, and to alert the researcher to experiences or phases of life
which it might be productive to explore. Time-lines can be developed and
expanded as the research progresses: alternatively they could just be used for their
prompting value” (Goodson & Sikes, 2001, p. 30). One time-line was employed
because it allowed the researcher to re-structure, re-focus and re-examine
questions related to the focus of the study. This was a researcher-constructed
time-line of all Fullan’s writings and in concordance with Fullan’s curriculum
vitae, his own website and research conducted in the web and at the library by the
researcher. This was especially helpful for the thematic analysis of all Fullan’s
writings. Although this study is based on Fullan’s published works only, all of his

works were included since his own dissertation in 1969 until April 2008.
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Artifacts
Documents included: books, journal articles, scholarly papers, technical
reports, conference papers, dissertations about Fullan, web-site reports and/or

papers, newspaper articles and publicity material.

Negotiating Access to Data
Michael Fullan’s Writings

Fullan’s writings were primarily accessed through various venues: the
internet (especially his website: http://www.michaelfullan.ca/), college libraries
and professors who use his books. In addition, I personally e-mailed Fullan and
asked him to send me other works that appeared in his books and articles but that
were not readily available through the venues mentioned above. Fullan kindly

provided his curriculum vitae.

Interview

Previous to starting this study, Fullan was sent a preliminary letter. The
purpose of this letter was to kindly ask Dr. Fullan to write a letter of agreement
that will be subject to a formal letter of consent. After receiving this letter, an
informed consent was sent. In order to schedule the interview, this informed
consent asked Dr. Fullan to provide a one year in advanced professional schedule.

In this way, the researcher was informed before hand where Fullan will be
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presenting and therefore plan for the interview. E-mail- and phone-based
conversations were an option left for the researcher to use in case of the need for

further clarification.

Data Analysis

Triangulation refers to the combined used of multiple data sources, points
of views, perspectives, research methods and informants or observers (Creswell,
1998; Denzin, 1989a; Mathison, 1988). The aim here is to triangulate events and
experiences so that “contradictions, irregularities and discontinuities can be
established” (Denzin, p. 50). Denzin (1989a) explains the place of triangulation
in permitting the analysis of varying definitions as they related to the same
experiential unit” (p. 184). The triangulation process for this hermeneutical study
was loosely derived from Fullan’s published works; major commentaries on
Fullan’s works and an interview.

This loosely thematic and hermeneutical study employs inductive, emic
and idiographic strategies. It is assumed that inductive analysis of documents and
the interview will lead to themes, codes and categories. “Emic investigations are
particularizing. They do not search for cross-cultural universals. They study
cultural meanings from inside. They are not generalizing, ... Emic research uses
thick descriptions, ...” (Denzin, 1989a, p. 200). This study aims at analyzing the

published writings and experiences of a particular individual within a specific
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domain and at a particular time: from the time of his beginning and to his latest
publication (1971-2008). Idiographic analysis is the intensive study of one case,
with the attempt being to formulate legitimate interpretations that pertain only to
that case. The rationale for it rests in the assumption that because no two lives are
the same, causal propositions will never be identical from case to case” (Denzin,
1989a, p. 200). In this sense, this study is unique and different.

Fullan’s published works were read and coded thematically and analyzed.
Key words, phrases and quotes were written for sections of book chapters,
articles, reports or scholarly studies to represent topics and patterns. Inductive
analysis of words and quotes led to the discovery of codes and themes. Codes
were given a brief definition and an abbreviation. These were written in separate
white index cards attached to copies of chapters, articles and interview
transcriptions etc. Attached to this index cards there was also a sheet that included
notes regarding how coding decisions were made and specific questions or issues
that surfaced throughout the process. Finally, these were then stored in a computer
file with the name of the code. Identification of codes was a combined product of
the researcher’s analysis. Bogdan and Biklen (1998) suggest that by looking at
emerging words, phrases and patterns, several codes can be obtained that will
further help the researcher sort out the data. Coding categories do not represent all

of the codes that will be used in this study. In this study, as data is collected, read
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and analyzed the researcher will make decisions on whether to use some or all of
these coding categories or invent/create new ones.

To ensure consistency and avoid repetition, codes and corresponding
definitions and/or themes derived from all published works were compared and
contrasted on repeated occasions. This process continued until saturation was
reached. After searching for regularities, patterns and interrelationships, final
codes were then merged to form categories for which files were created.
Categories were defined. Previously coded sections were placed under each
category. Finally, categories were then stored in a computer file with the name of
the category. These categories were then used to frame questions as well as to
review issues and supplement answers and gaps that surfaced during interviews.
Definitions of categories will be measured and judged according to the principles
of internal homogeneity and external homogeneity (Guba, 1978). Internal
homogeneity measures whether data (codes i.e.) identified under a single category
supports that category description or should be transferred to another one,
modified or deleted. External heterogeneity measures whether categories are
distinctly clear and different from other categories.

Because this study involved placing Fullan’s works against the historical
landscape of changes and attempted changes in the context and processes of
education in the United States, it required intensive reading of historical accounts

of major change efforts. It also required positioning Fullan’s works within those
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historical periods. In qualitative research, data is gathered through interviews. In
hermeneutical research, careful reading of texts is the analogous method of
gathering data as the research interviews, as it were, the text searching to
understand its argument, uncovering its point of view, probing its assumptions,
noting what is left out, etc. The research qualifies as qualitative research since it
seeks deep understanding rather than a cause-effect verification. While the
researcher is actively interpreting the meanings in the text, his or her
interpretations continually cite specific evidence in the text to legitimize that
interpretation. In summary, the criteria for interpreting texts commonly associated
with hermeneutical inquiry were followed. Those criteria were as follows:

Coherence

The interpretation must be coherent in itself; it must present a

unified picture and not contradict itself. This holds true even if the

work being interpreted has contradictions of its own. The
interpretative must make coherent sense of all the contradictions.

Comprehensive

This concerns the relation of the interpretation in itself to the work
as a whole. Interpreting texts one must take into account the
author’s thoughts as a whole and not ignore works which bear on
the issue.

Penetration
It should bring out a guiding or underlying intention in the text,
i.e., recognizing the author’s attempts to resolve a central

problematic.

Thoroughness
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A good interpretation should attempt to deal with all the questions
it poses to the interpreted texts.

Appropriate
Interpretations must be ones that the text itself raises and not an
occasion for dealing with one’s questions.

Contextuality
The author’s work must be seen in historical and cultural context.

Suggestiveness
A good understanding will be fertile in that it will raise questions
that stimulate further research and questions.

Agreement

The interpretation must agree with what the author actually says.
This is in contrast to reductive hermeneutics characteristic of
Marxism or Freudianism.

Potential
The interpretation is capable of being extended and continues to
unfold harmoniously.

Reporting Data

Reporting data in this study requires the researchers to pay attention to

overall as well as embedded rhetorical structures (Creswell, 1998). The overall

rhetorical structures refer to issues of interpretation, voice and meaning.

Interpretation demands the researcher to “discern the degree of objectivity to

subjectivity, perhaps better labeled the degree of intrusion of the author into the

manuscript” (Smith, 1994, p. 292).
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The researcher’s voice represents the second overall rhetorical structure
facing the researcher when reporting data. Voice can be represented in two ways.
In the first way, the researcher writes from the subject’s perspective. This
represents the interpretive model (Denzin, 1989c¢). In this study, the researcher’s
voice speaks with minimal interpretation and editing. The second aspect of voice
refers to the autobiography. This is not shaped by the researcher at all. Here an
‘instance of life’ is presented (Denzin, 1989c, p. 61). This is a subject-produced
biography. Voice in this study resonates with the interpretive model. Data is
organized, analyzed and edited with occasional and/or partial quotes from the
main subject (Michael Fullan) of this study as well as several scholars in the
theoretical and practical fields of educational reform and change.

Finally, meaning represents the third overall rhetorical structure facing the
researcher when reporting data. Here, the researcher will focus on the
development of meaningful interpretation of the change process as it unfolds in
Fullan’s works.

No single embedded rhetorical structure dominates the presentation of
data in this study. However, data in this study is primarily reported in a thematic
approach accompanied and sustained by the subject’s own published writings, key
educational historical reforms, scholars’ critiques as well as reactions by both

Fullan (an interview) and the researcher.
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Summary

A hermeneutical research method guides this study. Data was collected
from multiple sources. Time-lines, published works, educational reform literature,
researcher notes and an interview were part of the data. Reporting of data was
thematic and analytical. Themes, questions, unresolved issues as well as
comments by the study’ own subject as well as other scholars and the researcher

served to supplement the literature.
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CHAPTER FOUR: MAJOR THEMES IN MICHAEL FULLAN’S WORKS

Overview

This chapter summarizes the educational change themes that run
throughout the work of Fullan. This is not a critical analysis of his works. This is
merely descriptive in nature. It selects and examines these themes from his
sixteen published (authored and co-authored) books. These themes consist of:
stakeholders in education (students, teachers, principals, parents and community,
district administrators and consultants), process, dimensions (the objective
reality), assumptions (the subjective reality), moral purpose, relationships,
knowledge, sustainability, complexity/chaos and evolutionary theory, systems,
paradoxes, coherence and theory of action. Each theme is immediately followed
by a quote or two from one or two of the eleven books. It is important to note
three things. First, singling out these themes in no way confirms that these themes
are independent and/or unrelated from each other. Separating themes is a
deliberate and conscious attempt on my part to address and organize the key ideas
that describe Fullan’s work on educational change. These themes are
interdependent and feed on each other. Second, the descriptive nature of themes
provided here could be found or referenced in more than one book. Finally, these

themes are listed here in no particular order of preference and/or importance.



People (stakeholders)

Educational change is a process of coming to grips with the
multiple realities of people, who are the main participants in
implementing change.” Educational change, above all, is a
people-related phenomenon for each and every individual. ™

Students

Integral to the argument of this chapter is that treating students as
people comes very close to “living” the academic, personal, and
educational goals that are stated in most official policy documents.
But more than that, involving students in constructing their own
meaning and learning is fundamentally pedagogically essential—
they learn more, and are motivated to go even further.’’

Innovations often become ends in themselves. Students become the
means. For the most part, students are treated solely as the benefactors of
innovations. They are passive, not active, participants in the process of change.
The wedding of cognitive science and sociology may signal a renewed interest
about the active role of students in educational changes (Fullan, 2001b). It is
essential to provide students opportunities for cognitive as well as emotional
development. This provides the academic dimension plus the social dimension. It
is about both motivation and relationships. It is ultimately an excellence and

equity issue. A professional learning community is nurtured in ways that integrate

PFullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 96-97.

2Fyllan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 151.

'Fullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 162.
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the insights of those who seek to re-define schools and change the power relations
that sustain the student achievement gap (Fullan).

Most students report that teachers and principals do not understand their
point of view, appreciate their opinions or listen to them. Students appear to be
alienated. Many students are very passive in terms of the governance of the
classroom. Lots of them are not taken into account or listened to when the teacher
is making decisions about classroom management, planning, learning and
teaching. Students’ voice, insights and ideas needs to be tapped as a resource to
shape learning and teaching for productive educational change to take place
(Fullan, 2001b). An appropriate question here will be to ask Dr. Fullan if he has

taken student voice into consideration throughout his scholarly work.

22
Teachers

We don’t have a learning profession. Teachers and teacher
educators do not know enough about subject matter, they don’t
know enough about how to teach, and they don’t know enough
about how to understand and influence the conditions around
them. Above all, teacher education — from initial preparation to
the end of the career — is not geared towards continuous
learning.” Ultimately, what is important is the capacity of
teachers — individually and with others — to manage change
continuously. This means the ability to find meaning among an

2gee Appendix 4B.
SFullan, M. (1993). Change forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. London: Falmer,
pp. 108.
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array of innovative possibilities, and to become adept at knowing
when to seek change aggressively, and when to back off.**

Our society fails teachers because it gives students failing grades and it
does not improve their working conditions. The problem begins with teacher
preparations programs. These programs lack internal as well as external
coherence. There are not enough induction programs for beginning teachers. The
transitions of becoming a teacher coupled with their problems in the management
of instruction and feelings of loneliness and isolation are documented as other
sources in the poor preparation of teachers. Teaching in the inner city is one of the
most stressful occupations. Teaching is not a learning profession yet. It is not
geared toward continuous learning.

There is a strong need for teachers to change through a process of personal
development in a social context. There have been several attempts at trying to fix
this. These have proven to only scratch the surface. One of them was the Teacher
Corps and Trainers of Teacher Trainers programs (Fullan, 2001b). This social
change based-effort was described as merely a large-scale tinkering effort. It
failed because it was a vague, individualistic, non-systemic, knowledge-less and
only school-based program. Others included the strategies of the Education
Commission States, which were effective (Fullan, 2001b). However, in the long

term they were doomed to failure because they did not take into account

*Fullan, M. (1992). Successful school improvement. Buckingham: Open University Press, pp. 23.
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developing the capacity of the school or reculturing. Still, other efforts with an
explicit social reconstructionist agenda were also doomed to failure because they
were too ambitious. The issue here is that these attempts failed because they did
not change schools into learning organizations (Fullan).

Reforming teacher education requires the convergence of moral purpose
and knowledge and skills development. Moral purpose needs to be part of the
institutional objectives of teacher education. Teachers need to have the knowledge
and skills to change institutions as well as to contend with forces of change in
complex environments. There is also a strong need for developing an expanded
knowledge and skill base that will allow teachers to not only teach a variety of
individuals, but also influence their working conditions. This expansion of roles
and responsibilities mentioned here will not take place unless teacher knowledge
is substantially improved.

Understanding teacher development implies providing opportunities for
knowledge and skills development, self-understanding and ecological change
(Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992). Professional development of educators is about
developing habits of learning. The question here is what set of policies provide
teachers with opportunities to learn new ways for working while interacting with
each other. Purposeful and focused collaboration needs to take place. Reculturing
the entire profession means providing corresponding development mechanisms

that are grounded in standards of practice; providing strategies embedded in the
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workplace and identifying and strengthening leadership practices that focus
continuously on the previous two (Fullan, 2001).

Fullan and Hargreaves (1992) suggests the following guidelines for
teachers: “locate, listen to and articulate your inner voice; practice reflection in
action, on action and about action; develop an at-risk mentality; trust processes as
well as people; appreciate the total person in working with orders; commit to
working with colleagues; seek variety and avoid balkanization; redefine your role
to extend beyond the classroom; balance work and life; push and support
principals and other administrators to develop interactive professionalism; commit
to continuous improvement and perpetual learning and monitor and strengthen the

connection between your development and students’ development” (pp. 64-83).

525
Principals

To change schools we must change ourselves. More specifically,
we must undergo a huge paradigm shift from, as they say in the
university, being the dependent variable to becoming the
independent variable.*®

The conditions that govern the principalship demand radical change
(Fullan, 1997). First, the principalship appears to be not very attractive due to the

multiple demands of the job and to the overload that it fosters. Second,

Bsee Appendix 4C.
*Fullan, M. (1997). What's worth fighting for in the principalship? New York: Teachers College
Press, pp. vii.
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historically conservative tendencies in the principalship make matters worse.
Teachers are narrowly prepared for the principalship. Many are prey to the
undeniable pressures for maintaining and restoring stability. As a result, principals
do not engage resistance in constructive ways, but rather in silent opposition that
allows it to take root. Third, many principals operate under more self-imposed
conceptions of the systems than there really are. The ways in which a principal
views the system may exclude him or her from seeing a universe of alternatives
that may bring a myriad of possibilities. Finally, the rational model has
historically shaped and dominated the governance of institutions in the West. It is
problematic and creates a sense of dependency among principals because it is
based in the ‘if then-if only’ philosophy and operates under the assumption that
problems are easily explained and solved. This rational model compounds the
situation because school systems are guided by multiple and competing goals;
power is unequally distributed throughout the organization; decision-making is
inevitably a bargaining process to arrive at solutions that satisfy a number of
constituencies; the public influences school systems in major ways that are
unpredictable; and, the effectiveness of teaching practices is heavily contested.
Modern management techniques are therefore full of limitations (Fullan,
1997). First, principals must start admitting that there is no silver bullet out there.
Second, the leader must engage with the ideas in a real context in order to test

those management techniques and find out whether these help to solve the
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problems or exacerbate the situation. Third, principals’ work should be grounded
in an entrepreneurial spirit and positive political skills. The changing structure of
innovative organizations from tighter control to more flexible working conditions
predicts and demands that middle managers (principals) may help their own sense
of powerlessness by servicing, contributing to and creating a climate or culture
that helps those with whom they work. Principals’ actions should be balanced
between maintenance and greatness, caution and courage and dependency and
autonomy. Fourth, limited conceptions of leaders drive the system and are found
in society’s deep-seated notions of traditional leaders. The leader’s job is to
design a school culture or climate where people learn to deal with the issues that
they face; to listen to others to enhance the vision they bring and help synthesize
one’s own vision with others to get a deeper and richer perspective on
improvement and growth. This implies that the leader in a learning organization
must deal with or navigate through polar opposites. The leader is responsible for
acting on ways previously unknown. The changing role of principals in schools
suggests that they should suspend advocacy and legitimize dissent, combine
individual and collective effort with vision and welcome the presence of parents
and communities as an opportunity to shift power relations and arrangements.

Several guidelines for actions are provided for principals consistent with
the new conceptions of leadership. These include (1) “avoid ‘if only ...

statements”; (2) “start small, think big”; (3) “don’t over plan and over manage”;
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(4) “focus on fundamentals: curriculum, instruction, assessment, professional
culture”; (5) “practice fearlessness”; (6) “embrace diversity and resistance while
empowering others”; (7) “build a vision relevant to both goals and processes”; (8)
“decide what you are not going to do”; (9) “build allies”; (10) “know when to be
cautious” and (11) “give up the search for the silver bullet” (Fullan, 1997, p. 27).
Educational leaders can no longer operate under the old assumptions and/or
mindset. “The principal is the key to creating the conditions for the continuous
professional development of teachers and thus, of classroom and school

improvement (Fullan, 1992, p. 96).

Parents and the Community”’

Nowhere is the two-way street of learning more in disrepair and in

need of social reconstruction than with concerning the relationship

among parents, communities and their schools. Teachers and

principals need to reach out to parents and communities,

especially when the initial conditions do not support such efforts.”®
Given the fact that the boundaries of the schools and the outside

environment have become more blurry, it is therefore necessary that schools pay
close attention to parents and communities (Fullan, & Hargreaves, 1998).
Teachers, principals and schools can no longer remain isolated from their

immediate outside environments. Parental engagement in education leads to

7Tsee Appendix 4E.
%Fullan, M. (2001). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 198.
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increased academic achievement. Teachers and principals need lots of help in
connecting to parents and the community. However, parents and communities
also need help in the development of those skills that can help them make a good
contribution to their respective schools. Teachers, principals and schools need to
find and use parent involvement practices that will increase parents’
understanding and knowledge about their children’s instructional program.

The role of school boards should not be dismissed as unnecessary or
counterproductive. School boards can make a difference when there is clarity
about what is expected of them as well as the practices and programs that govern
their respective district. They can also make a difference when they establish
activities purposely designed to strength the capacity of their respective districts
based on district data and a set of common values. There is a strong need for a
learning school board.

Nonetheless, due to the excessive number of reform policies to be
implemented and the lack of attention that these have for effective
institutionalization, it is advisable that the starting point should be parental
engagement. A popular conception is that most parents are disengaged from their
children. Training and development offered in local communities and
neighborhoods for effective parents and school connections can help counter this
trend. This could be school or community initiated. While, it is true that in the

past, teachers and principals have either resisted making these connections or
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started connections that were superficial and did not last, parents are strongly
advised to change their thinking in regard to advocacy for schools. Parents can do:
“Press governments to create the kind of teachers you want; leave nostalgia
behind you; ask what you can do for your school as well as what your school can
do for you and to put praise before blame” (Fullan, 2001h, p. 214; Fullan &
Hargreaves, 1998k, pp. 124-125).

District Administrators”

It is possible for an individual school to become highly
collaborative despite the district it is in, but it is not likely that it
will stay collaborative. If the district does not foster professional
learning communities by design, it undermines them by default. We
now know that schools will not develop if left to their own
devices.™

The changing role of the school superintendent represents a huge shift
“away from the role of educational spokesperson and executive manager of a
relatively homogeneous system, toward one where negotiation and conflict
management of diverse interests and groups predominate” (Fullan, 2001b, p. 166).
District administrators are also viewed by the school as less than helpful.
Projectitis and its resulting debilitating effects in terms of both teacher and

principal skepticism about latest reforms efforts are pointed out as the cause. In

¥see Appendix 3E.
%Fullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 165.

209



addition, district administrators overlook the big picture thus creating an
inconsistent and disconnected approach of district policies with school realities
especially in the eyes of principals.

What school districts need to counteract these problems is reculturing with
an explicit and sustained focus on instruction, capacity, meaning and coherence.
District administrators have three tasks. First, the district administrator needs to
“recognize and unleash the power they have to do good” (Fullan, p. 179). Second,
he or she needs to “reculture toward interactive, accountable, inclusive
professional learning communities” (Fullan, p. 180). Finally, it is essential that the

district administrator needs to “model learning” (Fullan, p. 182).

Consultants

It is clear that consultants providing service and those using it
have a lot of learn. In general term, what is needed is that external
initiatives and those relating to them must base their work on both
a high quality theory of learning and a high quality theory of
action (or, if you like, a theory of pedagogy and a theory of
change, which constantly feed on each other). A theory of
pedagogy focuses on assumptions about learning, instruction, and
performance; a theory of action tends to local context such as the
conditions under which the model will work.”’

In the culture of change that describes our society and schools, the demand

for help is inevitable. Our schools are invaded by a stream of innovations in

'Fullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 187.
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collision with other innovations that may work in some, not all situations. School
reform models that focus on both pedagogy and context produce greater student
achievement. Promising models are guided by a strong theory-based change.
Developing the conditions implied in the theory of change and action is the big
challenge.

Consultancy represents a promise in relation to this challenge. External
consultants can build capacity (and thus conditions) through the use of good ideas
about learning and by relating the model (to be implemented) to the bigger picture
of the multiple of initiatives functioning around the district. External consultants
could replicate the conditions that lead to the success of other school reform
models when they focus on coherence and connectedness.

Principals and teachers considering using consultants should be careful
when employing consultants. They should assess the extent to which external
ideas or programs being presented have a theory of change that can address the
process of implementation. They should also assess whether that external idea or
program can be integrated with other ideas already put into action and closely
monitor to what extent this idea or program is able to increase the knowledge and

motivation of teachers.
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32
Process

Educational change is a process, not an event.”

Fullan (2001b) clearly states that the change process has three phases.
These are initiation, mobilization or adoption; implementation or initial use; and
continuation, incorporation, routinization or institutionalization. This is also
known as the Triple I model. Initiation ... consists of the process that leads up to
and includes a decision to adopt or proceed with a change” (Fullan, p. 50).
Implementation “... involves the first experiences of attempting to put an idea or
reform into practice” (Fullan, p. 50). Institutionalization “... refers to whether the
change gets built in as an ongoing part of the system or disappears by way of a
decision to discard or through attrition” (Fullan, 2001, p. 50). These three phases
are to be evaluated in terms of whether or not the outcomes of student learning
and the capacity of the school as an institution were attained and enhanced
respectively. The change process is complicated due to the presence of many
factors; its non-linear nature, the scope, the source of the change as well as
historical context.

Many factors operate at each phase.** According to Fullan (2001b), the
initiation phase is affected by: existence and quality of innovations, access to

innovations, advocacy from central administration, teacher advocacy, external

325ee Appendixes 5C, 5D & SE.

33Fullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 52.

¥see Appendixes 5F, 5G & SH.
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change agents, community pressure/ support/ apathy, federal, state and local
funding and problem-solving and bureaucratic orientations. The implementation
phase includes: characteristics of change (need, clarity, complexity and
quality/practicality); local characteristics (district, community, principal and
teacher); and external factors (government and other agencies). Factors crucial for
institutionalization include active leadership, professional development and the
support/neglect of the larger infrastructure. In addition, there are four problems
that interact with this Triple I model. These are the challenges of including lots of
people in the process; combining pressure and support; the changing of behavior
and beliefs (in which people experience an ‘implementation dip’*) and the role of
ownership.

Educational change is process, not an event. It is a process mediated by
more than one factor resulting in a number of problems that should be readily
anticipated and addressed by

reformers if the change process is to be successful.

Dimensions-The Objective

The difficulty is that educational change is not a single entity even

if we keep the analysis at the simplest level of an innovation in a

.. .. . 36
classroom. Innovation is multidimensional.

3see Appendixes 5A.
SFullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 39.
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The multidimensionality of educational change is characterized by three
components or dimensions. Fullan (2001b) describes these as: (1) “the possible
use of new or revised materials (instructional resources such as curriculum
materials or technologies), (2) the possible use of new teaching approaches (i.e.,
new teaching strategies or activities), and (3) the possible alteration of beliefs
(e.g., pedagogical assumptions and theories underlying particular new policies or
programs)” (Fullan, p. 39). The change attempted or initiated must take place in
practice along these three dimensions. However, it is possible that teacher’s work
touches upon one dimension while neglecting others.

This objective reality of change faces three difficulties (Fullan, 2001b).
The first one refers to the originating source of these dimensions or who says
what approaches, beliefs and materials are to be implemented, altered and used
respectively. The tension between the fidelity and mutual-adaptation or
evolutionary perspective is the second difficulty. The fidelity perspective is
“based on the assumption that an already developed innovation exists and the task
is to get individuals and groups of individuals to implement it faithfully in
practice ....” (Fullan, p. 40). On the other hand, the mutual-adaptation or
evolutionary perspective “stresses that change often is (and should be) a result of
adaptations and decisions made by users as they work with particular new policies

or programs, with the policy or program and the user’s situation mutually
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determining the outcome” (Fullan, p. 4). The third difficulty lies in the fact that it
is very hard to define what is to be changed because as an initiative is
implemented there is further transformation, modification and development.
However, at the same time it will be appropriate and valuable to attempt to define
what is to be changed due to the fact that there is an inherent need in knowing
whether things have changed.

The possibilities for real change along these three dimensions lie in
addressing them on a “continuous basis through communities of practice” (Fullan,
2003a, p. 45) and in keeping the mind that beliefs can be unpacked after people

have had some interaction with the new practices being attempted.

Assumptions-The Subjective’’

Educational change fails partly because of the assumptions of
planners, and partly because solving substantial problems is an
inherently complex business.”® The fallacy of rationalism is the
assumption that the social world can be altered by logical
argument. The problem, as George Bernard Shaw observed, is that
“reformers have the ideas that change can be achieved by brute
sanily.39

Educational change fails because of the assumptions underlying its

rational, contextual and cultural insensitivity and seductive appeal and nature

Tsee Appendix 7A.

*Fullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 96

¥Fullan, M. (2001b). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: Teachers
College Press, pp. 98.
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(Fullan, 2001Db). First, the fact that a principal or teacher is committed to a certain
educational initiative does not guarantee that this person knows how that initiative
is to be implemented. Change is not a rational process. The fallacy of rationalism
is to be blamed for the failure of planning. Competing versions of the purposes/
goals/ outcomes of educational changes defeat any notion of rationality. The
tendency to assume that the world can be changed by a logical argument is merely
wishful thinking given the presence of many voices who claim to have the right
version of that change.

Second, educational change fails because it is insensitive to the local
context and culture. Failure takes place because the focus is on the initiative rather
than on the structures, conditions and norms that are crucial for a change to
flourish. This explains why resistance to change should be treated as a source of
learning. Resisters may have some good ideas. Neglecting their concerns may
block further implementation (Fullan, 1988).

Finally, educational change fails because of its seductive appeal and/or
nature. Facing multiple and colliding demands, a principal or teacher may opt to
go with a simple checklist. It may be easy and more comfortable to rely on gurus
or adopt so-called experts’ management techniques. It may comfortable and
relaxing to know that someone is in control or that one is part of a great plan in
that if only one follows this or that vision then everything will fall into place. This

thinking and mindset may create and nurture dependency and false certainty.
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Moral Purpose

Moral purpose of the highest order is having a system where all
students learn, the gap between high and low performance
becomes greatly reduced, and what people learn enables them to
be successful citizens and workers in a morally based society.”

Managing moral purpose and change agentry is at the heart of
productive educational change.”!

Moral purpose is about the improvement of education for all students and
about knowing how to get there. Pursuing moral purpose in a culture of change is
complex. One case in point is the National Literacy and Numeracy Strategy in
England (Fullan, 2001a, 2001b, 2003a, 2003b). This large-scale governmental
initiative aims to increase the achievement of children up to eleven years old in
the areas of literacy and math. This national attempt to raise achievement is driven
by moral purpose because it is an explicit attempt at making a difference in the
lives of students; it provides practical strategies and action steps for
accomplishing its achievement targets; many stakeholders’ (teachers, principals,
government) motives are advanced; and finally, it triggers the questions of who
can assure that this is the right purpose and whether this will lead to intrinsic

commitment.

“Fyllan, M. (2003b). The moral imperative of school leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin,
pp- 29.
*Fullan, M. (1993). Change forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. London: Falmer,

pp- 8.
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However, Fullan (2001a) claims that moral purpose does not necessarily
lead people to do good things all the time. Moral purpose is problematic because
it must struggle to reconcile different voices that express different values, goals
and purposes. Moral purpose is also evolutionary according to Fullan. Its potential
must be somehow triggered and nurtured in order to flourish. In the world of
education, educators are fusing the spiritual, emotional and intellectual in their
careers and workplaces. In the business world, companies are expected to have a
social conscience or soul. Moral purpose and performance are mutually dependent
and cannot be treated as if they are not related or as if society could have one at
the expense of the other.

Moral purpose is now part of the restructuring movement, as when schools
are designed in ways to allow the participation of those groups of students that
have been historically marginalized. Moral purpose is the building block of the
individual teacher (Fullan, 1993). However, moral purpose at the interpersonal
level is seen as limited unless it is redefined to address the broader social
conditions that affect teaching. It is about linking this moral purpose and personal
care to a broader social agenda grounded in the skills of change agentry.*
Educators must accompany their moral purpose with knowledge about how to
engage in change. They need to be agents of change. Fullan defines change

agentry as “being self-conscious about the nature of change and the change

“gee Appendix 6E.
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process” (p. 12). Teachers need four core capacities to enact change: personal
vision-building, inquiry and mastery and collaboration. The institutional
counterparts of these teacher capacities are shared-vision building, organizational
structures, norms and practices of inquiry; focus on organizational development
and know-how and collaborative work cultures (Fullan). A dual approach is in
place — individual and institutional development. Personal purpose and vision-
building imply that educators must ask themselves why they came into the
profession and what is important to them. Inquiry demands that educators adopt
questioning as the answer. Mastery is more than just becoming an expert at
applying what one has learned. It is about moving beyond what one has learned in
order to achieve certain prescribed outcomes. It is about generating new
knowledge and insights in a disciplined manner to obtain both the skilled capacity
and a new mindset or paradigm for dealing with problems and issues in a
continuous learning mode. This new mindset provides educators with the ability
to welcome and engage in risks and the unknown being crucial to and preceding

the creation of new knowledge.

Relationships

Educational change is a relationships-reframing process between
those in the school and those outside the school.”

“Fullan, M., & Hargreaves, A. (1998). What's worth fighting for “out there”’? New York:
Teachers College Press, pp. v-vi.
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Organizations should pay equal attention or more attention to the
relational as well as the structural and statistical dimension. Relationships and
results are equally important. The issue here is how to shift leadership from being
product-oriented to relationships-centered.

Fullan (2001a) cites School District 2 in New York City as an example of
relationships in the context of school district reform to be emulated. This reform
was governed by an intensive professional development strategy led by several
organizing principles. Professional development was also treated as an embedded
and contextual independent variable that is part of the daily work of all
administrative leaders, and not as an isolated component that is specialized or
evoked at certain specific and assigned times. In this educational effort as well as
others, several mechanisms were used to coordinate relationships. These included
monthly conferences, university partnerships, principal-staff meetings,
videotaping, coaching and interactive problem-solving sessions.

Finally, while relationships can be powerfully positive, they can also be
powerfully negative (Fullan, 2001a). Teachers’ views and assumptions about
learning and teaching can produce radically different cultures in the same school.
Relationships function to color these assumptions. The presence of relationships
does not automatically mean that they are focused on the right things. They may

be misguided and / or further contribute to the problem that educational reform is
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to redress in the first place. Some may contribute positively to student learning;
others may not. What is needed is for the leader to exercise his new role
consistent with moral purpose and with a new mindset that says that he/she is
there to create and nurture structures as well as relationships in which people can
use their minds well to identify and generate new insights and to develop
strategies for applying them.

How to help people cultivate these relationships is part of both the
problem and the solution. Fullan (2001a) argues that what people need is
emotional intelligence. People should work on being street smart or on cultivating
common sense. Emotional intelligence is something that can be learned. Leading
in a culture of change is not only highly emotional, but also full of strong
differences of opinion. Conflict is inevitable. Fullan suggests that effective
leadership take this resistance seriously. “Dissent is seen as a potential source of
new ideas and breakthroughs” (Fullan, p. 74).

Relationships can make all the difference here. They can be used to
accelerate and enhance the pace of educational change efforts and to navigate
resulting and inevitable conflicts. Relationships are equally important to structure.
They are nurtured by a caring, contextual, interdependent climate that is guided

by moral purpose and high emotional intelligence.
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Knowledge**

Educational change leaders work on changing the context, helping
create new settings conducive to learning and sharing that
learning.”

Knowledge creation and sharing fuels relationships (Fullan, 2001a). There
is a clear difference between information and knowledge. “Information is
machines. Knowledge is people”. (Fullan, p. 78). Information converts into
knowledge as a result of collaboration and interaction. This is a social process.
The use and meaning of information is what ultimately counts. The focus should
be on the context and the individuals to be using that information, not solely on
the information. “Leading in a culture of change does not mean placing changed
individuals into unchanged environments” (Fullan, p. 79).

Knowledge is tacit and explicit. It is tacit because it is very individual.
This can be personal information that is not highly visible or easy to express.
Knowledge is also explicit because it is information that could be easily
communicated or disseminated in the traditional form of data and information.
Success is associated with those organizations that have the capacity to access
tacit knowledge. This is not easy to obtain because it should be sought first, sorted

out, and then retained to be shared and used.

“see Appendix 6W.
“Fullan, M. (2001a). Leading in a culture of change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, pp. 79.
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There is a direct relationship between knowledge creating and sharing and
internal commitment (Fullan, 2001a). In order to generate knowledge, a
collaborative culture needs to be nurtured and sustained. Human interaction is
crucial. Thus, the emotional lives of people are to be taken seriously. Knowledge
sharing is important to creating a collaborative culture. His knowledge-sharing
paradigm suggests that receiving and sharing knowledge is both a responsibility
and opportunity (Fullan). High performance organizations establish mechanisms
whereby they reward and value the receiving and giving of information.
Knowledge sharing and activation is not mandatory or controlling. Rather, it is a
process whereby the organizational members become more energetic and inspired
to contribute to organizational performance.

Knowledge sharing must be named a core value. Clear procedures and
opportunities should be established for knowledge to be shared. The role of
leaders in the knowledge creation and sharing business is not only to create
opportunities or activities, but also to establish acceptable norms for the
discussing and personally leading the process. Inter-visitation, peer networks and
instructional consulting services were some of the mechanisms implemented in
educational reform efforts in New York City District 2 (mentioned previously) to
create and share knowledge. It is important to point out that schools need to
become knowledge creation and sharing cultures. Schools must start by naming

knowledge creation and sharing as a core value and then by finding ways to
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explicitly tackle the enormous cultural and structural barriers that handicap their

capacity to share ideas and insights.

Sustainability*®

Sustainability is the capacity of a system to engage in the
complexities of continuous improvement consistent with deep
values of human purpose.”’

Sustainability is not concerned with a particular educational initiative.
Sustainability is concerned with the system, not system thinking. The challenge is
how to develop and sustain a great number of system thinkers in action (Fullan,
2005). This is what is called the new theoretician. In an era of ever-increasing
demands for performance and public accountability, it is understandable that
institutions are expected to have improvements. However, whether those
improvements are deep and lasting is the crux of the matter. What will it take for
leaders and agencies to venture out into the unknown to discover and experiment
with strategies that can take them beyond initial improvements? The main issue
here is how to “pursue long-term sustainability without jeopardizing short-term
results” (Fullan, p. x).

The remarkable success of the England NLNS large-scale reform is to be

celebrated for the achievement of literacy and math targets. However, it is also

*see Appendixes 4L & 7E.
*"Fullan, M. (2005). Leadership and sustainability: System thinkers in action. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Corwin, pp. ix.
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worthy of critical attention due to the following reasons: only a minority of
schools have been able to engage deeply in these strategies, a fact that raises the
issue of moral purpose of closing the achievement gap; the results have remained
stable or flat-lined; the results may not necessarily point out to sustainable reform
and deep learning and the initiative looks too centrally driven.

To go beyond the initial plateau into sustainability, requires informed
professional judgment but as a collective rather than as an isolated and individual
exercise. It is also crucial to interact with the wider environment of knowledge,
not just with the inner world of the school. The problem here is that the school
does not have the required resources for investing in capacity for informed
professional judgment and therefore may drift into uninformed judgment. This
dilemma is what sustainability is supposed to address.

The temptation of large-scale reform is to choose the wrong strategy and
adopt lessons from apparent success. The danger in large-scale reform is thinking
or concluding that either top-down or bottom-up is the answer to the problem.
Large-scale reform suffers from two problems. One is that tacit and contextual
knowledge must be taken into account. The other is that there is tremendous
difficulty in knowing whether the model can work on a large, sustainable scale.
What instead is needed is to recognize that building capacity is the answer. No

Child Left Behind, the U.S. reform act, and whole-school reform models are
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examples of initiatives that signal incomplete scenarios for sustainable reform due
to the absence of investment capacity building.

There are eight elements of sustainability (Fullan, 2005). These include:
public service with a moral purpose, commitment to changing context at all
levels; lateral capacity building through networks; intelligent accountability and
vertical relationships (encompassing both capacity building and accountability);
deep learning; dual commitment to short-term and long-term goals; cyclical
energizing and the long lever of leadership. Moral purpose must convert itself
from an individual entity into an organizational and systemic quality.
Commitment to changing contexts at all levels is about employing strategies that
will alter and/or change the contexts under which people work. Collaboration is
crucial for lateral capacity building through networks. Self evaluation combined
with a focused external inspection could be adopted as a strategy that can yield
accountability and capacity results. Deep learning refers to the adaptive
orientation and ability that organizations should have in order to deal with ever-
increasing complex challenges and demands. For dual commitment to short and
long-term results, a virtuous cycle should be created whereby public education
delivers results and the public, after gaining confidence, is able to invest more
resources. Cyclical energizing, by implication, says that implementation is not
linear, but cyclical. Energy levels (under use and over use) should be monitored.

In addition, sustainability is cyclical because after higher rates of achievement in
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literacy and math, it has been found that there is a plateau. This is so because the
strategies that brought initial results cannot now bring higher results. This is why
cyclical energizing is valuable and crucial for sustainability.

Finally, sustainability requires leadership at all levels, albeit a different
kind of leader, a leader that is able to think and act at the same time: systems
thinkers in action or the new theoreticians (Fullan, 2005). This leadership needed
for sustainability is not one based on charismatic authority. This leader’s
performance is not defined by the result of students’ achievement, but by the
numbers of leaders that he/she leaves behind that can continue and deepen the
work. The discontinuity of direction and the shortage of principals who are
prepared to take on the sustainability agenda and the leadership qualities of
prospective principals represent huge challenges.

How do individual leaders keep it going without burning out? Leaders
should revisit their moral purpose, be emotionally intelligent, mobilize positive
sources of energy, avoid negative actions and stop acting as pacesetters (Fullan,
2005). The key here is to have a balanced view of energy. Energy is not to be over
used or under used. Individual leaders need to be more energy creators rather than
energy neutrals and consumers. Leaders also need energy recovery, whether in
rituals or periods of solitude. The individual focus should be accompanied by an

explicit focus on changing systems. The development of systems of thinkers is the
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key. It is about developing people that will engage in strategies that will change
people’s system-related experiences.

Leaders in the sustainability business must be able to discriminate between
technical and adaptive solutions and between progressive and regressive
interactions when dealing with complex problems and exchanging ideas and
knowledge. They also need to employ different languages if they expect
transformation to take place. There is a strong need for leaders to both explain and
act in ways that will lead to system transformation. Leaders do not only start it,
but also keep it going. Leaders act locally and globally.

At the school level, leadership must tackle both technical and adaptive
problems. Leaders are called to design educational atmospheres intentionally
directed at engaging teachers in the discussion of student work (assessment for
learning), changing the school cultures (through professional development
capacity-building strategies) and engaging educators and communities in a
genuine dialogue and action steps about what to do to improve the conditions of
schools, students and parents.

At the district level, a set of preconditions must be present for
sustainability. These include: “leading with a compelling, driving
conceptualization; collective moral purpose; the right bus; capacity-building;
lateral capacity-building; ongoing learning; productive conflict; a demanding

culture; external partners and growing financial investments” (Fullan, 2005, pp.
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66). At the system level, the leader should both be working toward coherence and
horizontal and vertical interactions to promote system thinking. System leaders
are urged to follow ten guidelines: “the reality test”—or putting into practice
system thinking; “moral purpose”—which must be a made system quality; “get
the basics right”—which is building deep learning in literacy and numeracy;
“communicate the big picture”— opportunities for locals to influence the big
picture; “intelligent accountability”—examining what is working best;
“incentivize collaboration and capacity-building”—establishing clear expectations
for intra-organizational professional interaction; “the long lever of leadership”™—
leaders whose legacy is leaving leaders behind them who can continue and deepen
the work; and “design every policy, whatever the purpose, to build capacity and
grow the financial investment in education”— sustainability needs and produces
new resources (Fullan, 1995, pp. 84-98).

Developing and sustaining a great number of system thinkers in action is
the key. Sustainability depends on leaders who are both thinkers and doers.* It
relies and thrives on leaders who act locally and globally as well as on those who
are concerned with the small and big pictures. Leadership that feeds sustainability
is concerned with both short and long-term goals. One is not sacrificed at the
expense of the others. The work of the new leader for sustainability is not only to

have a balanced/combined approach or to reconcile these dilemmas, but to plan

*see Appendix 4G.
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and prepare for succession, to know how to gain, release and recover energy and
to engage in and deliberate strategies explicitly tailored to change schools,

districts and systems.

Complexity / Chaos and Evolutionary Theories

You cannot get to new horizons without grasping the essence of
complexity theory. The trick is to learn to become a tad more
comfortable with the awful mystery of complex systems, to do
fewer things to aggravate what is already a centrifugal problem,
resist controlling the uncontrollable, and to learn to use the key
complexity concepts to design and guide more powerful systems.
You need to tweak and trust the process of change while knowing
that it is unpredictable.”’

Chaos / complexity and evolutionary theory can help us unpack what it
means to have productive educational change. First, chaos/complexity theory
claims that the link between cause and effect is difficult to trace, that change
(planned and otherwise) unfolds in nonlinear ways, that paradoxes and
contradictions abound and that creative solutions arise out of the interaction under
conditions of uncertainty, diversity and instability” (Fullan, 1999, p. 4).
Chaos/complexity theory is about learning and adapting to changing and uncertain
circumstances.

As a result, information that becomes knowledge is not an event and does

not reside in a single entity. It is a process. It has a relational dimension. Thus,

“Fullan, M. (2003a). Change forces with a vengeance. London: RoutledgeFalmer, pp. 21
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knowledge is found in communities of practice. These communities of practice
(professional learning communities of teachers and principals acting together), do
not only produce knowledge, but also actionable strategies for utilizing that
knowledge. This knowledge is to be produced and shared. The power of
chaos/complexity theory for organizational learning rests in the fact that there
must be an ongoing interaction where people are producing and discovering
knowledge while at the same time they are getting ownership and questioning
each other (Fullan, 2003a).

Perhaps, the greatest challenge of chaos / complexity theory insights is
how to expect true outcomes when the system is non-linear. The response to this
incisive concern is that the strategies used in a school system should be looked
upon not only as the engine behind meeting short-term results, but also as to
whether it increases and decreases people’s energy and motivation without which
there cannot be long-term continuous improvement. Since chaos/complexity
theories predict conflict amid interaction, it leads toward greater discipline
compared to a hierarchical and mechanistic system which provides no space for
the disagreement and discussion of new meanings and ideas.

Evolutionary theory “raises the questions of how humans evolve over
time, especially in relation to interaction and cooperative behavior” (Fullan, 1999,
p. 6) Mature humans are known for evolving from the self-centered to a more

cooperative behavior. Thus, collaboration is the key. Interaction is a necessity
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because teachers need each other’s knowledge. Thus, evolutionary theory can
serve higher moral purposes. Its underlying practical interaction component can
produce social cohesion. Interaction can help us solve problems. Its diversity and
resulting conflict can help us find solutions to problems for which no easy
answers exist especially in this age of rapid change.

The basic message of chaos/complexity and evolutionary theories is that
educators and leaders should learn to live with change.” There is a need for an
understanding of balance. There should not be too much control because it
undermines professional autonomy and discretion. However, there should not be
too much freedom because it can lead to license and disorder. These theories also
tells us that interactions are needed for knowledge creation, sharing and for the
triggering of moral purpose and the self-organized filters that can produce and

sustain a learning organization.

System551

Educational transformation will require changes (new capacities)
within each of the three levels and across their relationships. The
levels are: the school, the district and the state.’>

Educational transformation will not take place unless capacity-building

results are attained at the three levels: the school, the district and the state (Fullan,

35ee Appendixes 3A, 3B, 3C & 3D.
’lsee Appendix 4K & 4N.
2Fullan, M. (2003a). Change forces with a vengeance. London: RoutledgeFalmer, p. 39.
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2003a). Significant interaction is required and expected across and within each of
these levels if capacities are to be enhanced. The tri-level argument says that
“each layer is helped or hindered by the layer above it (and each layer needs the
commitment and energies of other layers in order to be successful). (Fullan, p. 52)

Recent successful educational reforms lack depth. They do not have the
capacities to engage in powerful learning that is lasting, continuous and
sustainable. Gaining people’s commitments and increasing their capacities in
large school systems is the central issue. The response is the tri-level capacity
development of school, district and state.

At the school level, teachers and principals can start by working together
inside their schools and by linking to external parties. Teachers and principals can
start by building and nurturing professional communities. They can also start by
involving parents and engaging with local and regional partnerships. It is a great
mistake to treat schools as if they are islands. They are part of a larger picture
which is the district. It is also a great mistake to confuse theories of education
with theories of change. “A theory of education includes the substance of content
and pedagogy” (Fullan, 2003a, p. 52). A theory of change or action “concerns
what policies, strategies and mechanisms are going to be used, in effect, to
implement the theory of education” (Fullan, p. 53). They represent the difference

between deep and/or superficial change.
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The role of the district level is to be wary of external models and
pacesetter leaders. The role of the district includes: taking into account the energy
and intrinsic motivation and commitment of teachers; adopting a balanced and
combined approach of capacity-building and accountability strategies; ensuring
that teachers internalize the core underlying conceptions that produce powerful
and deep learning; providing greater coherence and alignment among policies and
monitoring the improvement that results from strategies as they unfold. The point
here is that if the reform cannot be sustained beyond initial results then it is not
successful at all.

At the state level, Fullan (2003a, pp. 66-68) offers policy-makers and
politicians eight lessons: “give up the idea that change will slow down;
coherence-making is everyone’s responsibility; changing in conditions is priority;
respond to the public thirst for transparency; use large-scale reform strategies but
beware of the trap of teacher dependency or alienation; convert teacher, principal
and district skepticism into commitment and ownership and as you focus on
leadership development as key, and don’t take shortcuts”.

In addition, the state should also align curriculum, assessment and teacher
learning policies and tighten them to moral purpose and to the creation and
sharing of knowledge (Fullan, 2003a). The efficacy of this model should be
measured by the teacher passion, purpose and capacity that is created as well as

by the student engagement and learning that is generated. This represents Fullan’s
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generic theory of educational change. This tri-level argument is a concern for
system change. It is a humble proposition that one part cannot be (or stay)
reformed without other parts. Hence, the basic message of the tri-level argument
is that educational change is a multilevel (school, district and state) capacity-

building process.

Paradoxes

Educational change is the constant search for understanding,
knowing there is no ultimate answer.”

The new language for educational change is paradoxical in nature. There
are four major paradoxes in Fullan’s educational change. There are also various
lessons (mini paradoxes) that derive from these major paradoxes. Paradoxes
explain best the new mindset, paradigm or worldview that governs our knowledge
society. They demand a different kind of thinking. They turn traditional thinking
about organizational development, learning and transformation on its head. They
require us to revise and reverse our assumptions and adopt truths sensitive to the
times that we live in.

Rather than focusing on the rational and the structural, the focus now is on
reculturing and strategizing for a complex system. This in itself is contradictory or

paradoxical because it is hard to understand how stability and coherence are to be

33Fullan, M. (1993). Change forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. London: Falmer,
pp. 20.
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gained in what is indefinitely an unstable and incoherent world with a relentless
pace of change. First and foremost, this represents the center of Fullan’s paradox:
“Transformation would not be possible without accompanying messiness”
(Fullan, 2001a, p. 31).

How learning and capacity-building (a slow process) take place in a time
of rapid change represents the second major paradox. Rapid change demands
“...slow learning in context over time” (Fullan, p. 121). How continuous change
is to be provided alongside a continuously conservative system is the third major
paradox (Fullan, 1993, p. 3). Finally, the fourth major paradox is, how do you
bring about system transformation (obviously the result of a collective effort) in a
system that is heavily individualistic?

Basically, the aim of educational change is to reconcile opposites. Fullan
(1993) describes the eight lessons that result from the new paradigm of
educational change. These include: (1) “you can’t mandate what matters”; (2)
“change is a journey not a blueprint”; (3) “problems are our friends”; (4) “vision
and strategic planning come later”; (5) “individualism and collectivism must have
equal power”; (6) “neither centralization nor decentralization works”; (7)
“connection with the wider environment is critical for success”; and (8) “every
person is a change agent” (Fullan, pp. 21-22). In addition, Fullan (1999) also
describes eight newer lessons for complex change. These are: (1) “moral purpose

is complex and problematic”; (2) “theories of change and theories of education
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need each other”; (3) “conflict and diversity are our friends”; (4) “understand the
meaning of operating on the edge of chaos”; (5) “emotional intelligence is anxiety
provoking and anxiety containing”; (6) “collaborative cultures are anxiety
provoking and anxiety containing”; (7) “attack incoherence: connections and
knowledge creation are critical”’; and (8) “there is no single solution: craft your
own theories and actions by being a critical consumer” (Fullan, p. 18).
Educational change is full of paradoxes. It must be. The presence and
challenge that face institutions that operate under modernistic assumptions in
what it is without a doubt an increasingly postmodern society makes it inevitable

and predictable.

Coherence

Coherence doesn’t happen by accident, and doesn’t happen by
pursuing everything under the sun. Effective organizations are not
ones that innovate the most; they are not ones that send personnel
on the most number of staff developments conferences. No, they
are organizations that selectively go about learning more. In all of
their activities, even omes that foster diversity, they create
mechanisms of integration. Moral purpose, communication,
intense interaction, implementation plans, performance data all
serve the purpose of coherence. In examining new policies or
possibilities integrative organizations not only worry value of each
opportunity, by they also ask how the idea ‘connects’ with what
they are doing. Shared meaning and organizational connectedness

are the long-term assets of high performing systems.”*

*Fullan, M. (1999). Change forces: The sequel. Bristol, PA: Falmer, pp. 28.
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We live in a chaotic society. This means that we live in a state of
fragmentation and overload. This condition pushes us to seek new ideas and
insights. These can be generated especially under chaotic conditions when the
present status quo is disrupted. However, this can also result if anarchy is not
looked at or treated properly. Coherence making is badly needed to make sense of
and take advantage of this chaotic and complex state.

Schools face the problem of having too many uncoordinated and imposed
policies that lead to innovations that are superficially implemented. School
leaders need to act in ways that will produce results. There is a strong need for
adaptive leadership (Fullan, 2001a, p. 110). Educational leaders need to adopt a
process and ideas that can help them gain widespread support and internal
commitment from those below in the hierarchy.

Two concepts of complexity science relate to coherence-making (Fullan,
2001a). One is self-organizing and the other is strange attractors. The first one
refers to the new patterns and relationships that are formed when moral purpose
and knowledge-sharing is used in combination with knowledge of the change
process and relationships. The second refers to elements that help you gain the
commitment and energy of those below in the hierarchy. An example of strange

attractors is visions.
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Leaders working on coherence-making establish clear expectations and/or
goals and then design a process to pursue this goal. This process of pursuing goals
creates great disturbance and conflict. However, at the end, this process not only
ends up with self-organizing patterns, but also with strange attractors. Leaders
must be able to work through the uncertainties of a culture shaped by complex
problems.

One of the ideas used to build coherence is assessment literacy. This
capacity-building practice is one in which the principal and the teachers, in order
to reach certain specific outcomes, meet together to look at and disaggregate data;
to develop further action plans and to talk about the public debate concerning the
value and uses of data in an assessment driven-era.

Leaders are respectful and mindful of the messiness that accompanies
chaotic and complex environments. Fullan (2001a) reminds us that coherence-
making has three features: “lateral accountability”, “the sorting process embedded

in knowledge-creation and knowledge-sharing” and the shared commitments to

selected ideas and paths of action (p. 118).

Theory of Action™

Give me a good theory over a strategic plan any day of the week. A
plan is a tool—a piece of technology only as good as the mind-set
using it. The mind-set is theory, flawed or otherwise. Theory is not

>see Appendix 4H & 41.
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abstract conjecture, and it is not about being cerebral ... Theories,
in other words, make sense of the real world and are tested against
it. The best theories are at their core solidly grounded in action.
Theories that travel well are those that practically and insightfully
guide the understanding of complex situations and point to actions
likely to be effective under the circumstances. Good theories
travel across sectors of public and private organizations, and they
apply to geographically and culturally diverse situations.™
Due to the claim that the “world has become too complex for any theory to
have certainty” (Fullan, 2008, p.5), traveling with good theory is recommended.
Examples of good theory that travel are evolutionary theory (mentioned earlier)
and former head of Tony Blair’s Prime Minister Delivery Unit Michael Barber's
(2007) theory of action which includes “ambitious goals, sharp focus, clarity and
transparency of data and a relentless sense of urgency” (Fullan, p. 9). Bringing
about deep and lasting change in organizations demands that leaders master
Fullan’s six secrets: love your employees; connect peers with purpose; capacity
building prevails; learning is the work; transparency rules and systems rule. Five
assumptions and criteria that underpin these secrets is that they are large-scale;
understood to be synergistic; heavily nuanced; motivationally embedded and
represent a tension or dilemma. Fullan calls all types of leaders to practice these
secrets. Surviving and thriving in the twenty-first century entail following several

guidelines in order to keep the secrets: “seize the energy, define your own

traveling theory, share a secret, keep a secret; the world is the only oyster you

*Fullan, M. (2008). The six secrets of change: What the best leaders do to help their
organizations survive and thrive. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, pp. 1. see also Appendix N.
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have, stay on the far side of complexity and happiness is not what some of us
think (Fullan, p. 123). According to Fullan, cultivating the six secrets will help

people find their purpose in life — the bottom line.

Summary

To recap, I have attempted to summarize Fullan’s published works by
simply presenting its major concepts in themes. The purpose of this chapter is not
to be critical of this work, but merely to describe it. Fullan’s works includes both
themes dealing with different actors in education as well as various concepts
describing theoretical data. His work is highly inclusive on both of these two
theme categories. No single stakeholder is excluded. Every one of these is
examined in relation to educational change. A closer and more detailed look at
these works reveals that Fullan prefers or seems to focus on adults rather than
students and on the system rather than a specific unit. Perhaps this is
understandable given his early background as a sociologist of change or
organizational theorist. At the same time, Fullan’s works are full of terms that
convey theoretical ideas and concepts aimed at redefining and reframing
educational change and reform in terms of not only individual and structural
conditions, but also collective and cultural aspects of organizations - in this case
schools and district systems. Perhaps, this is a reminder of the academic

preparation of a scholar who studied sociology under heavy structural
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functionalist ideals but who were deeper into education for system theories in
sociology may lack the action side, which is essential in education. While the
inclusive approach is welcomed, valued and appreciated, the lack of depth
particularly on such stakeholders as students or the absence of an approach to deal
with power, politics and diversity may be a clarion call and motivation for many
to enter the field of educational change and build on the legacy of Fullan embark
on a research journey that allows for a more direct, substantial, and rich analysis

of such stakeholders and issues.
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CHAPTER FIVE: FULLAN’S THEORY OF EDUCATIONAL CHANGE:

DEVELOPMENT AND EVOLUTION

Overview

This chapter attempts to identify the main focus and ideas of Fullan’
scholarly thought within each decade starting with the 1960s until the present
2000s. Using time-lines®’ of all Fullan’s writings (scholarly articles, newspaper
reports, technical reports, books etc), I will examine and explore the development
and evolution of Fullan’s theory of educational change. The aim here is to provide
amap”® as well as a narrative of how Fullan’s scholarly work moves towards a
richer theory. Major issues will be raised throughout this narrative in order to
highlight the development and cogency of Fullan’s ideas in the field of
educational change.

This chapter is divided into two major parts. Each part consists of five
sections. The first part deals with those influences that are found to be significant
in Fullan’s scholarly work in the academic world of sociology and education. The
purpose of this first part is to draw some sort of apparent connections or parallels
between the fields of sociology, education, psychology, innovation as well as
Fullan’s academic preparation and his first ideas on educational change. The

purpose is not to elevate Fullan to the intellectual stature or historical significance

Tsee Appendix 1A.
*see Appendix 8B.



of key thinkers in sociology or any other field. Rather it is to enlighten and
demonstrate certain common and contrasting intellectual orientations.

This first section is organized as follows: (1) capturing the intellectual
underpinnings of Fullan’ scholarly work through a brief examination of prior key
thinkers in the discipline of sociology; (2) analyzing the contributions of mentors
in order to highlight how they have helped shape Fullan’s view of educational
change; (4) describing various ways change is defined (models, strategies, types,
stages, characteristics, scope, factors and forces) in order to represent the unique
ways in which Fullan defines educational change; (5) and recounting Fullan’s
academic background and preparation in order to foreshadow his later transition
from sociology into education. Each of these sections is followed by a short
paragraph where I attempt to delineate the connections between and among
thinkers, models, mentors, academic preparation and Fullan’s ideas on
educational change.

Key thinkers in sociology are briefly described and analyzed in order to
highlight philosophical and intellectual underpinnings of Fullan as a scholar of
educational change. Intense and varied readings of the educational change and
school improvement literature reveals the principles of a set of scholars whose
ideas have either influenced Fullan or are part of a greater network of scholars
who seek to improve and change schools by examining and exploring different

and often multiple concepts. This is why I profile several key thinkers on
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educational change. Key mentors on educational change and reform are
highlighted in an attempt to capture the key influential people that have shaped
Fullan’s thinking on educational change. Finally, I underscore various change
process models, definitions and perspectives in order to highlight the uniqueness
and impact of Fullan’s change model.

The second part of the chapter deals with Fullan’s scholarly work on
educational change and reform. In order to give some sort of coherence, shape
and form to the five sections of part two, I have intentionally grounded most of
this narrative in Fullan’s own biographical characterization of the three phases of
the study of change.” This second part is structured as follows: (1) using Fullan’s
works of the 1970s, the claim that implementation was the missing ingredient is
discussed as a way to demonstrate his scholarly contribution; (2) the works of the
1980s are described and analyzed as the starting point in Fullan’s scholarly work,
which highlights the meaning of educational change; (3) the decade of the 1990s
is discussed in relation to his clarion call for building capacity; (4) the years 2000-
2007 are highlighted as the leading-systems period in his thinking; and (5) the
future years of the field of educational change (from 2008) are portrayed as a

small picture of an apparent greater debate on the subject of post-standardization.

Fullan, M. (1998). The meaning of educational change: A quarter of a century of learning. In A.
Hargreaves, A. Lieberman, M. Fullan, & D. Hopkins, International handbook of educational
change: Vol. 5. (Part one, pp. 214-228). The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.
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A short and brief summary is offered as a way to bring together Fullan’s core

ideas and contributions over time as a scholar in the field of educational change.

Michael Fullan and Sociology™

The birth and development of Fullan’s scholarly work on educational
change can be traced back to the original work of key prior thinkers in the fields
of sociology, education, and innovation. Roots are crucial in understanding any
body of work. Although hidden at times, these roots should not be denied and
should be rediscovered. The late social psychologist Miles eloquently argued:

Roots are deep, hidden, and invisible. So people forget that roots
exist. But from sturdy roots flow a here-and-now trunk, main
branches, leaves, flowers and fruit ... effective school change
efforts today need a conceptual base in work that’s gone before.
(Miles, 1998, p. 37)

In order to locate the foundational ideas that initially drove and ignited
much of Fullan’s thought and work as a scholar, I am drawn to revisit, re-examine
and re-explore these roots. Founders, giants, parents, pioneers and masters of
sociology, education, psychology and innovation provide the foundational tenets

to what would later be the establishment of educational change as a field of study

(Fullan, 1998; Lieberman, 1998; Miles, 1998). In his own brief but rich

%5ee Appendix 8C.
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professional autobiography, where he attempts to capture the evolution of the

study of change, Fullan stated:
Most people know that most good ideas (and bad ideas for that
matter) can be found somewhere in the past. I acknowledged at the
outset that many of the ideas in the study of educational change
can be found not only in the works of Dalin, Goodlad, Havelock,
Miles, Rogers, Sarason, and others who pioneered the field in the
1950s and 1960s, but also in the work from change masters of the
past from Dewey in education to the giants like Durkheim,
Parsons, and Weber who analyzed societal development more
generally. (Fullan, 1998, p. 214)

So who are these people? First, since Fullan studied sociology at the
University of Toronto a case can be made about the influence of sociology
particularly one such prominent figure as Emile Durkheim. Talcott Parsons,
heavily influenced by Durkheim’s thought was the mentor of Fullan’s doctoral

advisor at the University of Toronto — Jan Loubser. For now and to continue, a

brief biographical description of key contributions and ideas is presented next.

Emile Durkheim (1858-1917)

Durkheim was a French sociologist. He helped establish the field of
sociology within academia as an accepted social science. He is considered by
many to be one of the founding fathers of sociology. Durkheim also pioneered the
early use of statistical analysis in sociology. His legacy highlighted important
analyses of society’s social structure, cohesion and religion. Key words related to

his work include: anomie, collective conscience, mechanical solidarity, social
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solidarity, social fact, society sui generis (meaning that society is its own reality,
independent of the individuals who make it up), and organic solidarity. His
lifelong academic pursuits exhibited an interest in exploring and examining how
coherence could be upheld in a modern society that lacks its shared religious and
ethnic character. One influential way Durkheim sought to reconcile this
paradoxical observation was to argue that society is balanced because different
parts of society that owes its existence and nature to a variety of functions. This is
related to the theory of functionalism (see Talcott Parsons below for a more
specific discussion). For Durkheim, society was more than the sum of its parts. In
education, Durkheim’s works were significant. Durkheim was professionally
employed to train teachers. For Durkheim, the role of education was to provide
French citizens a common, shared and secular background upon which anomie (a
condition of a society that function without norms and laws and with widespread
uncertainty, unhappiness and social disorder) could be prevented. So Durkheim
argued that education creates and develop social solidarity, social roles, and thus

the division of labour.

Connecting Key Thinker in Sociology to Michael Fullan
Fullan’s scholarship on educational change (1969-2008) reveals particular
connections and interruptions between his ideas on change and the key works of

sociology fathers /founders. To be exact, Durkheim’s thought played an
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influential and dominant role. Durkheim’s intellectual thoughts on social
solidarity, social roles, collective bonds and cohesion significantly contributed to
and continue to shape Fullan’s scholarship on educational change. Fullan’s
advocacy for whole systems, links, relationships and meaning suggests the
ongoing presence of Durkheim’s ideas.®' His work seems to be preoccupied with
the roles and relationships of organizations and individuals play in a given

institution (educational systems in this case).

Michael Fullan and Mentors on Education Change and Reform®

Building on the beginnings laid down by thinkers on education and
innovation, I found that various people served as mentors to Fullan, among them
prominent figures such as, Sarason, Miles, Goodlad and Dalin. Sarason continues
to push Fullan in his thinking about the critical role of culture in system
transformation (Sarason, 1971, 1996; Fullan, 1982c, 1986a, 1996¢, 1997h, 1998¢,
2001h). Miles has written with Fullan and is a key influence in Fullan’s
rethinking of the illusion of linear and rational management of change in
organizations. Goodlad is persistently cited as a illuminating body of documented
data that explains why teaching often does not change or what regularities and
continuities characterized the delivery of teaching and learning in classrooms

across school districts and systems. Finally, Dalin is acknowledged by Fullan for

%! see his dissertation and initial writings (Fullan, 1969; 1970; 1972).
825ee Appendix 8C.
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introducing him to the international scene of action in educational change and to
the first lab experiments and case studies of evidence or absence of change in
education policy in various countries around the world. A short description of

their roles, contributions and key ideas is presented next.

Seymour Sarason

A graduate of Cark University Ph.D. psychology program, Sarason was
born into a working class Jewish family (Palmer, 2001; Friedman, 2003).
Currently, Sarason is an Emeritus Professor of Psychology at Yale University. His
classic The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change (1971) made a
unique and major contribution to the educational change field. Sarason (1971)
proposes that changing schools is inherently difficult because of three reasons:
culture, relationships and power. Educational change is complex because
changing the culture of the school through the introduction of an initiative
“involves some existing regularity, behavioral or programmatic” (p. 4). There is a
strong need for an ecological approach to educational change, Sarason argued.
Teachers and principals have conflicting roles and dilemmas that can lead them to
adopt ways of preserving and nurturing the norms and attitudes intended to be
changed by educational initiatives in the first place. They work in isolated
contexts and have been educated in universities that have not prepared them for

the realities of their workplaces. Finally, the issue of power attends to the
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‘unconstitutional’ [undemocratic] nature of the relationship between the teacher

and the student. Sarason (1971) clearly delineates the assumptions that govern this

process:

Teacher knows best;

Children cannot participate constructively in the development

of a classroom constitution;

3. Children want and expect the teacher to determine the rules of
the game;

4. Children are not interested in constitutional issues;

Children should be governed by what a teacher thinks is right

or wrong, but a teacher should not be governed by what

children think is right or wrong;

6. The ethics of adults are obviously different from and superior
to the ethics of the children;

7. Children should not be given responsibility for something they
cannot handle or for which they are not accountable;

8. If constitutional issues were handled differently, chaos might

result. (Sarason, p. 217)

N —

W

In a revised edition of this first book entitled Revisiting the culture of the

school and the problem of change (1996), Sarason claimed that the problem of

educational change is one of power relationships and interconnections.

The problem of change is the problem of power, and the problem
of power is how to wield it in ways that allow others to identify
with, to gain a sense of ownership of, the process and goals of
change. That is no easy task; it is a frustrating, patience-
demanding, time-consuming process. Change cannot be carried out
by the calendar, a brute fact that those with power often cannot
confront. The change process is not an engineering one. (p. 335)

No complicated, traditional social institution can be changed only
from within. There has to be some support for change from within,
but there also has to be strong external, powerful pressures for
change, powerful in terms of numbers, influence, and legislative
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legal policymaking responsibilities. Absent those external
pressures, the institution will continue the adage I stated
repetitively in the book: the more things change, the more they
remain the same. (p. 338)

In addition, Sarason states two criteria for school change. The first is
“question asking in the classroom” (p. 361). This refers to:

... arelationship between the two that sustains a process of willing
inquiry because it is literally mind expanding at the same time that
it sets the stage for new challenges. For the question asker it is a
process combining feeling and intellect, distinguishing between
facts and truths, and it has the motivational quality of ‘pulling’ one
forward to new questions about unknowns. It is a process that does
not absolve the asker of responsibility for seeking an answer; it is
not a process in which the answerer provides ready answers, short
circuiting further inquiry by the asker. The answerer is a
supportive coach who has the admittedly difficult task of deciding
when and how to be supportive, to be a suggester, to be a partner in
the quest. (pp. 366-367)

Sarason (1996) clarifies his first criteria for school change and affirms the
need for it by adding:

What I am saying here I said in the book but, I have since
concluded, I did not sufficiently emphasize how bedrock the asker-
answerer relationship is for school change. Any effort at systemic
reform that does not give top priority to altering that relationship
will not improve educational outcomes. Since I wrote the book
[1971] T know of no evidence disconfirming that assertion. You
can seek to change this or that aspect of the existing system, but
unless those changes directly or indirectly change the student-
teacher relationship, classroom learning will be unproductive, i.e.,
children will "learn" but it will not be learning that has personal
and motivational significances for the learner. There is a world of
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difference between wanting to learn and having to learn. The
enemy of productive learning is disinterest, boredom, and the
feeling that what you think and feel is seen as irrelevant by others;
learning is a chore, a chore of routines developed by adults who
see the learner as an empty vessel to be filled for reasons the
learner neither comprehends nor accepts. The difference between
productive and unproductive learning is the difference between
teaching children and teaching subject matter—differences John
Dewey pointed out a century ago. (p. 367)

This criterion “emphasized the responsibility students should be helped to
accept in furtherance of their learning” (p. 369). The second criterion for school
change is his assertion that “teachers cannot create and sustain contexts for
productive learning unless those conditions exist for them” (Sarason, 1996, p.
367). It is recognized that teachers need to come together to explore and discuss
issues pertaining to their work with children. He claims that there are

... no traditions that brought teachers together on a scheduled basis
seriously (a) to discuss and evaluate articles and books bearing on
those issues and problems, i.e. publications about which any
educator who purports to be a professional should be
knowledgeable. What I found was a culture of individuals, not a
group concerned with pedagogical theory, research, and practice.
Each was concerned with himself or herself, not with the
profession’s status, controversies, or pressures for change. (p. 367)

This criterion emphasizes the “responsibility of teachers for their learning
over the lifetime” (p. 369). His legacy is one of a person who:

...has worked to bring together disciplines, often segregated within
academic circles, that he believed deeply influenced one another ...
he has relentlessly challenged our conventional thinking about how
systems evolve, why much-desired and often well-funded changes

fail to bear fruit, and why our schools seem so resistant to adopting
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even those reforms whose validity has long been proven. (Fried,
2003, p. 2)

Matthew B. Miles

One of the most influential figures, colleague and mentor to Michael
Fullan was the work of Matthew B. Miles (Miles, 1993; Fullan, 1998). 1In his
brief, but penetrating analysis and reflective article entitled Finding Keys to
School Change: A 40-Year Odyssey (1998), late and former college professor,
consultant and associate at the New York Center for Policy Research, Miles
presents himself indisputably as one of the key figures in the emergence of the
educational change field. Miles lists (see chart below — A School Change
Odyssey) in chronological fashion and discusses these ten major school change
strategies in which he was involved throughout his professional/academic
distinguished career. These strategies serve as a reminder of the major paradigm
shift that educational change has undergone over the years.

A School Change Odyssey

Strategy and Targets Illustrative Projects Key Variables
Train individuals Leadership Training Process Analysis
(principals and teachers) Project 1953-1958
in group skills. NTL Laboratories, 1954-
1973
Encounter Group Study,
1968-1972
Clarify  Concepts of Innovation in Education, Technical Rationality
innovation diffusion and 1961-1964 Choice
adoption System
Engage  schools as Organizational Organizational Health (as
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organizations in self-

renewing activities

Development (OD) in
Schools, 1962-1966
Cooperative Project in
Educational
Development, 1964-1967
OD State of the Art
Study, 1978

Effective Schools
Adoption Study, 1983

vision)
Data Feedback
Normative Change

Transfer knowledge of
effective practice to users

AERA Research
Utilization Committee,
1967

Experience-Based Career
Education, 1973-1975
Documentation and
Technical Assistance
Project, 1976-1979

Knowledge Utilization
Networking
Capacity-Building

Create new schools Project on Social Legitimacy for planning
Architecture Education, and design
1974-1978 Social/educational design

Support implementation R & D Utilization Casually configured
Project, 1976-1979 sequences: assistance,
Study of Dissemination =~ mastery, commitment.
Efforts Supporting Stabilization
School Improvement,
1979-1982

Lead and manage local Project on Improving the Empowerment

reform Urban High School, Evolutionary planning
1984-1989 Resourcing

Problem-coping

Train change agents Educational Consulting Trust and rapport-building
Skills Training, 1974- Organizational diagnosis
1982 Patterns of
Successful ~ Assistance

Study, 1983-1986

Manage
reform

large-scale

International School
Improvement Project,
1982-1986

How Schools Improve
Study, 1988-1992
NET Study (Ontario),

Local strategic grounding
Institutionalization
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1988

Restructure schools Mapping Restructuring Shared cognitive maps of
Study, 1991-1993 content & process

When each of these major events is closely examined, the most important
lesson that can be derived from them is the underlying two themes that run
throughout this odyssey. First, the reigning paradigm of school change has been
questioned and re-defined. “Simplistic ideas of self-implementing, ‘teacher-proof’
innovations have given way to more-complex — but coherent — images of how
new pedagogical practice is mastered in high-capacity school organizational
settings” (p. 62). Second, although the study and application of ideas has shifted
from the individual to the collective and to an event larger (contextual focus), the
need for “the earlier variables [rational choice, process analysis, local

organizational capacity] remain relevant” (Miles, 1998, p. 62).

John Goodlad

Another scholar that has influenced Michael Fullan’s thought in
educational change has been John Goodlad (Fullan, 1998). Goodlad is a
professor, researcher and theorist in education. Goodlad has been professor at
various universities including: UCLA, University of Chicago, Emory University
and currently at the University of Washington where is president of the Institute
for Educational Inquiry and co-founder and director of its Center for Educational

Renewal. Some of his well-known books in the field of education include: Facing
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the Future: Issues in Education and Schooling (1976), Teachers for Our Nation’s
Schools (1990), In Praise of Education (1997), A Place Called School: Prospects
for the Future (1984, 2004), Romances with Schools (2004).

Closely aligned to Dewey’s thoughts, Goodlad is also an advocate of

progressive education (Goodlad, 1979). Early on in his work Goodlad suggests:

Education is a never-ending process of developing characteristic
ways of thinking and behaving on the part of individuals, nations,
and in fact, mankind. Each generation has access to a long heritage
from which to derive perspective. Its thinking is shaped by current
books, magazines, and newspapers: by movies and television; and
by a kaleidoscopic array of events and stimuli which are part of
everyday life. Schooling—elementary, secondary, and higher—
constitutes the most planned and ordered but not necessarily the
most influential part of the process. (Goodlad, 1976 p. 6)

His most renowned work in education may be 4 Place Called School:
Prospects for the Future (2004), a landmark study of data gathered from a
national sample of 38 schools and 1,350 teachers and their students in the United
States. The most significant and influential research finding of this study is the
appearance of basic patterns in classroom culture:

The classroom is generally organized as a group that the teacher treats as a
whole ... each student essentially works and achieves alone within a group setting.
The teacher is virtually autonomous with respect to classroom decisions. Most of
the time the teacher is engaged in either frontal teaching and monitoring students’

seatwork, or conducting quizzes. There is a paucity of praise and correction of

students’ performance as well as of teacher guidance in how to do better next
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time. Students generally engage in a rather narrow range of classroom activities.
Large percentages of the students surveyed appeared to be passively content with
classroom life. Even in the early elementary years there was strong evidence of
students not having time to finish their lessons or not understanding what the
teacher wanted them to do; and the teacher has little influence or involvement in
school wide and other extra-classroom matters (Goodlad, 2004, pp. 123-124, p.
186). Goodlad’s legacy can be described as that of a relentless educator in favor
of renewal (Golderg, 1995; Goodlad, 1999; Palmer, 2001; Sirotnik & Soder,

1999).

Per Dalin

Norwegian scholar Per Dalin is best known for his early work on
educational change at the International Movement Towards for Educational
Change (IMTEC) in Oslo, Norway. Dalin’s (1978) The Limits of Educational
Change attempts to explain the nature and problems of educational change. On
one hand, the problems in educational change emerge due to: unfulfilled promises
to the public after World War II; the changing environment; a new world picture;
emancipation of youth; Western societies’ transition from growth to no growth;
changes in the world of work; the search for a new meaning of institutions and the
knowledge base (Dalin, p. 2-7). On the other hand, understanding the nature of

educational change demands examination of the innovations’ intended as well as
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the unintended effects. This examination helps researchers understand the roles of
different individuals and groups, characteristics (technological, behavioral,
organizational and social) and value, power, practice-based and psychological
barriers (Dalin, pp. 12-36).

In a later international seminar (IMTEC) entitled Improving the Quality of
Teaching in the Developing World: Alternative Models, Dalin (1990) claims that
educational renewal and staff development are extremely difficult, complex and
problematic. This is due to the linear model upon which most of the change
process literature is based. This Planning-Development-Implementation-
Institutionalization-Dissemination process is one that fits well with the image of
the teacher as the “target of change” (Dalin, 1978, p. 236). This model fits well
with the following assumptions: “The idea of someone planning, someone
developing, someone else implementing ...Organizations are goal-seeking, and
therefore, the renewal effort is something of value to schools. The picture of the
teacher as the consumer ... [and] the concern of researchers who typically focus
on the fit between traditional and new practice ...” (Dalin, 1990, pp. 236-238).

In his review of decades of research on education, Dalin (1998) expresses
how he became convinced of the need to understand the processes behind
educational innovations:

My first study of educational innovations in Norway in 1967

convinced me that knowledge about the process of innovation is
central to our ability to improve the learning conditions of
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students. I studied a very successful interdisciplinary course in
primary schools and found that after five years of successful pilot
experiences, no other school in the local community had adapted
the approach. The early adapters were schools many hundreds
miles away! We formulated the slogan: Innovators have everything
to gain and nothing to lose, while the followers have everything to
lose and nothing to gain. (Dalin, p. 1059)

In addition to criticizing the linear model of the change process, perhaps
his most significant contribution is his concern with changing the culture of the
school and developing the twenty-first century school (Dalin, 1993, 1998). “What
we are concerned about is how schools can master a reform process that deals
with the unique mission of schools in our societies, namely to prepare students for
an uncertain and challenging future” (Dalin, 1998, p. 1061). Dalin outlines what
he views as a profound paradigm shift in society which presents enormous
challenges for the lives of students. Dalin argued that are ten revolutions in the
following areas: knowledge and information, population, globalizing and
localizing, social relationships, economics, technology, ecology, aesthetics,
politics and values (pp. 1062-1063). Dalin reminds us that in addition to this
societal paradigm shift, school improvement research could be valuable toward

the development and building of the twenty-first school if it attends changing

local contexts and the expansion of children’s needs.
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Connecting Key Mentors in Educational Change and Reform to Michael Fullan
Intense and complete readings of Fullan’s scholarship on educational
change (1969-2008) demonstrate the role of mentors at different stages. Jewish-
American scholar Sarason is credited with introducing Fullan to the dynamics of
school culture as they relate to the educational change process. Specifically,
Sarason was instrumental because he is known for advocating the social and
community context of psychology and decrying his individualist and western
orientation. This is quite relevant and meaningful here since this dissertation
documents Fullan’s transition from sociology into education. American
sociologist Miles is credited with providing Fullan with some of the most
enduring and foundational ideas and strategies behind the change process in
schools. Miles’s contribution as co-author is crucial for understanding Fullan’s
assertions regarding paradigms of school change and the key variables for
understanding. Norwegian Dalin is credited with being one of the first scholars to
introduce Fullan to the international scene. Dalin’s studies of innovation and
change processes in different OECD countries research projects prompted Fullan
to examine closely the critical concepts in the process of change. Dalin’s
experiences represent the background under which Fullan started his own
intellectual and practical journey into the study of change. Finally, Goodlad is

credited with introducing Fullan to several classroom as well as school-based
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studies and reports that highlighted the absence of change. Goodlad was a
distinctive mentor in the sense that his works highlight the continuity of
classroom teaching and learning patterns despite years of multiple and often
colliding educational innovations and reform attempts. Sarason, Miles, Dalin and
Goodlad have provided much of the groundwork upon which Fullan’s scholarship

on educational change rests.

Michael Fullan and Various Change Process Models®

Another way to represent the unique ways in which Fullan defines
educational change is to describe and analyze other scholars’ change models.
Such works on innovation, diffusion and educational change provide a landscape,
a kind of large background of writing and research against which the scholarly
work of Fullan shows its originality and uniqueness. Prominent researchers in
education have proposed several change process models (Ellsworth, 2000).
Beginning with Rogers’s (1983) classical theory of innovation, others have
proposed various change models: Ely (1990) conditions of change, Havelock and
Zlotolow (1995) change process, Hall and Hord (1987) Concerns-Based Adoption
Model, (intended adopter/user) Zaltman and Duncan (1977) resistance to change

and Reigeluth and Garfinkle (1994) systemic change.

$see Appendix 8A.
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Roger’s (1983) Classical Theory of Innovation

The classic text on innovation theory is Rogers’ study Diffusion of
Innovations (1983). According to Rogers (1983), the roots of diffusion of
innovation research date back to the European beginnings of social science. After
looking at many legal cases, Tarde, one of the forefathers of sociology and social
psychology and a French judge, came out with the idea of the ‘laws of imitation’
to make sense of his observation that the immense majority (about 90%) of
innovations will be incorporated into modern thought. He theorized that the
adoption or rejection of innovations followed an S-shaped curved. That is, the
innovation was adopted by a few individuals that were the closest to the sources
of this innovation. Then, the innovation will spread to much more adopters than
the initial number. Finally, the innovation will slow down.

Rogers (1983) reports that another historical root of diffusion of
innovation research could be found among anthropologists from both England and
Germany-Austria. This group was known as the diffusionists. They believed and
claimed that diffusion, the starting point of change in societies in the
anthropological tradition at the time, was “the result of the introduction of
innovation from another society” and that consequently “all innovations spread
from one original source” (p. 42). Today, this represents a narrow view. Rogers
explains that “the dominant viewpoint now is that social change is caused by both

invention (the process by which a new idea is discovered or created) and
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diffusion, which usually occurs sequentially. He noted that there are nine major
diffusion research traditions: anthropology (the oldest), early sociology, rural
sociology, education, public health and medical sociology, communication,
marketing, geography and general sociology.

Diffusion is defined as “the process by which an innovation is
communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social
system” (p. 5). There are four elements in the diffusion of innovations. These are
the innovation, communications channels, time and the social system.

Innovation is defined as “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as
new by an individual or other unit of adoption” (p. 11). Two important
dimensions of the innovation are uncertainty and information. Uncertainty “is the
degree to which a number of alternatives are perceived with respect to the
occurrence of an event and the relative probability of these alternatives” (p. 6).
Information refers to the “difference in matter-energy that affects uncertainty in a
situation where a choice exists among a set of alternatives” (p. 6). Innovations
have five characteristics. The first one is relative advantage defined as the “degree
to which an innovation is perceived as better than the idea it supersedes” (p. 15).
The second one is compatibility, which indicates the “degree to which an
innovation is perceived as being consistent with the existing value, past
experiences, and needs of potential adopters” (p. 15). The third one is complexity

which refers to the “degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult to
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understand and use” (p. 15). The fourth one is trialability which is the “degree to
which an innovation may be experimented with on a limited basis” (p. 15). The
fifth and last characteristic is observability which is the “degree to which the
results of an innovation are visible to others” (p. 16). Along with these
characteristics, is the concept of re-invention or the “degree to which an
innovation is changed or modified by a user in the process of its adoption and
implementation” (p. 17). The point here is that innovations are not invariant. As
Rogers (1983) succinctly states: “... adopting an innovation is not necessarily a
passive role of just implementing a standard template of the new idea” (p. 17).
Communication channels, the second element of diffusion, refer to those
“means by which messages get from one individual to another” (p. 17). Important
principles related to communication channels are homophily and heterophily.
Homophily refers to the “degree to which pairs of individuals who interact are
similar in certain attributes, such as beliefs, education, social status and the like”
(p- 18) while heterophily refers to the degree to which these are attributes are
different. While “more effective communication occurs when two individuals are
homophilus” (p. 19); the problem is that “in the communication of innovations the
participants are usually quite heterophilous™ (p. 19). “A change agent, for
instance, is more technically competent than his clients” (p. 19). This difference

can lead to a breakdown in communication. However, the nature of diffusion is
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such that it implies the necessity of communication and hence at least some
degree of heterophily.

Time, the third element of diffusion, involves three aspects. These are “(1)
the innovative-decision process by which an individual passes from first
knowledge of an innovation through its adoption or rejection, (2) in the
innovativeness of an individual or other unit of adoption and (3) in an
innovation’s rate of adoption in a system ...” (p. 20). The innovative-decision
process consists of five phases. First, knowledge is defined as what “occurs when
an individual is exposed to the innovation’s existence and gains some
understanding of how it functions” (p. 20). Second, persuasion is defined as what
“occurs when an individual forms a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the
innovation” (p. 20). Third, decision is defined as what “occurs when an individual
engages in activities that lead to a choice to adopt or reject the innovation” (p.
20). Fourth, implementation is defined as what “occurs when an individual puts
an innovation into use” (p. 20). Fifth and last, confirmation, is defined as what
“occurs when an individual seeks reinforcement of an innovation decision that has
already been made, but he or she may reverse this previous decision if exposed to
conflicting messages about the innovation” (pp. 20-21). Innovativeness classifies
adopters in five categories: innovators (venturesome), early adopters
(respectable), early majority (deliberate), late majority (skeptical) and laggards

(traditional). A third and final way in which time affects the diffusion process is
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the rate of adoption. This is defined as “the relative speed with which an
innovation is adopted by members of a social system” (p. 23).

The fourth and final element of diffusion is the social system. This is a
“set of interrelated units that are engaged in joint problem solving to accomplish a
common goal” (p. 24). Important elements of the social system are the impact of
the social structure, the role of norms and emergence of opinion leaders and
change agents. Opinion leadership refers to the “degree to which an individual is
able to influence other individuals’ attitudes or overt behavior informally in a
desired way with relative frequency” (p. 27). On the other hand, a change agent
“is an individual who influences clients’ innovation decisions in a direction
deemed desirable by a change agency” (p. 28).

Rogers (1983) mentions three types of innovation decisions. They include
optional innovation decisions defined as “choices to adopt or reject an innovation
that are made by an individual independent of the decisions of other members of
the system” (p. 29); collective innovation decisions defined as “choices to adopt
or reject an innovation that are made by consensus among the members of a
system” (p. 29); and authority innovation decisions defined as “choices to adopt
or reject an innovation that are made by a relatively few individuals in a system
who possess power, status, or technical expertise” (p. 30).

Innovations have consequences. Rogers (1983) defined these as “the

changes that occur to an individual or to a social system as a result of the adoption

269



or rejection of an innovation” (p. 31). Consequences can be classified as
“desirable versus undesirable; direct versus indirect; and anticipated versus
unanticipated” (pp. 31-32).

Rogers (1983) discusses the four major criticisms of diffusion research.
These include the pro-innovation bias — the claim that an “innovation should be
diffused more rapidly and adopted by all members of the social system and that
the innovation should be neither re-invented nor rejected” (p. 92); the individual-
blame bias — the tendency in innovation “to hold an individual responsible for his
or her problems, rather than the system of which the individual is a part” (p. 103);
the recall problem — the dependence of diffusion research to “recall data from
respondents as to their date of adoption of a new idea” (p. 113); and the issue of
equality — the tendency for diffusion of innovations to “widen the socioeconomic
gap between the higher and lower status segments of a system” (p. 118).

Rogers (1983) continues by explaining how innovations are developed.
Figure 1.1 on page 8 is Rogers Figure 4-1 Six Main Phases in the Innovation
Development Process (p. 136). As the figure illustrates, innovations are developed
first by the recognition of a problem or need which stimulates research (basic or
applied; which then in turn leads to development of the innovation or “the process
of putting a new idea in a form that is expected to meet the needs of an audience
of potential adopters” (pp. 139-140); followed by commercialization which is

defined as “the production, manufacturing, packaging, marketing, and distribution
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of a product that embodies an innovation” (p. 143) and finally there are
consequences.

Rogers (1983) also presents how decisions concerning innovations are
made. Figure 1.2 on page 9 is Rogers Figure 5-1 A Model of Stages in the
Innovation-Decision Process (p. 165). In this model of the innovation-decision
process, it is implied that previous to the exposure of an innovation’s existence,
there are a number of prior conditions that are internal, external and
structural/systemic. As a result of these set of conditions, the decision making unit
(with a specific set of characteristics) moves through the stages of knowledge,
persuasion (which is influenced by the perceived characteristics of the innovation
earlier mentioned), decision (which can lead to either adoption or rejection in
which continued adoption or discontinuance and later adoption and/or continued
rejection respectively) which is followed by implementation and finally by
confirmation. One more figure that helps explain Rogers’s theory on diffusion of
innovations is Table 1.3. This is Rogers’ Table 10-1 Stages in the Innovation
Process in Organizations.

In this table, Rogers (1983) singles out the five stages by which an
innovation is initiated and implemented in organizations. Initiation and
implementation are described as processes. Initiation consists of agenda-setting
and matching. Implementation consists of redefining or restructuring, clarifying

and routinizing.
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Finally, an extremely important concept in Rogers’s (1983) theory of
diffusion of innovations is the change agent. Rogers defines the change agent as
“an individual who influences clients’ innovation decisions in a direction deemed
desirable by a change agency” (p. 312). Rogers added that in most situations “a
change agent seeks to secure the adoption of new ideas, but he or she may also
attempt to slow the diffusion process and prevent the adoption of certain
innovations” (p. 312). Figure 1.4 on page 11 is Rogers Figure 9-1 Change agents
provide linkage between a change agency and client system (p. 314). This
diagram briefly explains the main role of the change agent. The change agent is
called to “facilitate the flow of innovations from a change agency to an audience
of clients” (p. 313). In order for the communication and the linkage to be
effective, the innovation must be selected on the basis that it fits the needs or
solves the problems of the client and it must have a mechanism to allow the client
to send feedback about the functioning of the innovation so that the necessary
adjustments can be made.

When introducing a single innovation, a change agent should fulfill the
following evolving roles: “develop need for change, establish an information-
exchange relationship; diagnose their [clients’] problems; create intent to change
in the client; translate intent into action; stabilize adoption and prevent
discontinuances and achieve a terminal relationship” (pp. 315-316). In order to be

successful, change agents must attend to the following factors: making a true
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effort to communicate, acquiring a client orientation while representing the
change agency; acting with a client-needs mindset and focus and having empathy
for the clients. In addition, Rogers (1983) states that the change agent contact is
positively related to: “higher social status among clients; greater social
participation among clients; higher education among clients and cosmopoliteness
among clients” (p. 322). Finally, the role of the change agent in ensuring that
innovations are successfully implemented is positively related to “credibility in
the clients’ eyes” (p. 329); “homophily with clients” (p. 324); “the extent that he
or she works through opinion leaders” (p. 331); and to the “increasing clients’

ability to evaluate innovations” (pp. 332-333).
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Figure 1.3 Stages in the Innovation Process in Organizations

Stage in the Innovation Process

Major Activities at Each Stage in the Innovation
Process

L. Initiation:

1. AGENDA-SETTING

2. MATCHING

All of the information-gathering, conceptualizing, and
planning for the adoption of an innovation, leading up to
the decision to adopt.

General organizational problems, which may create a
perceived need for an innovation, are defined; the
environment is searched for innovations of potential value
to the organization.

A problem from the organization’s agenda is considered
together with an innovation, and the fit between them is
planned and designed.

The Decision to Adopt

II. Implementation:

3. REDEFINING /
RESTRUCTURING

4. CLARIFYING

5. ROUTINIZING

All of the events, actions, and decisions involved in putting
an innovation into use.

(1) The innovation is modified and re-invented to fit the
situation of the particular organization and its perceived
problem, and (2) organizational structures directly relevant
to the innovation are altered to accommodate the
innovation.

The relationship between the innovation and the
organization is defined more clearly as the innovation is
put into full and regular use.

The innovation eventually loses its separate identity and
becomes an element in the organization’s ongoing

activities.
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Figure 1.4 Change agents provide linkage between a change agency and a client system.

Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971) affirm that Rogers (1983) model
for the diffusion of innovation is limited in explaining the success or failure of
innovations in schools or similar organizations. Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein
(1971) made their case by stating the underlying assumptions of the Rogers’
(1983) model. These basic assumptions are that:

(1) ... during any of the intermediate stages between awareness
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and use, the individual is free to decide himself whether the
innovation shall be tried, and if tried, whether it should be
continued (p. 21). The problem here is that in most schools
administrators and teachers have no choice but to implement what
1s mandated;

(2) ... the adoption of a particular program by administrators does
not necessarily mean that it will be instituted or implemented at the
school level (p. 21). Adoption is not tantamount to
implementation;

(3) ... assume that they [individuals] can try out innovations on a
small scale without the help or support of other persons; (p. 22)

(4) ... persons can undertake trials in either/or fashion and that
short trials are sufficient to render an effective evaluation. (p. 22)

These basic assumptions do not apply to those who work in public schools
because administrators and teachers do not have a choice when told to implement
certain programs. It is a political and educational mandate. The nature of
education is so contested and volatile that teachers and administrators cannot
simply adopt innovations assuming that these will be implemented. They cannot
do it by themselves let alone try educational innovations on a small scale to see if
they work when some of them may take years of implementation to then measure

1ts outcomes/effects.
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Ely (1990) Conditions of Change

The focus of Ely’s (1990) educational change model, Conditions for
Change, is on the environmental conditions that promote and/or inhibit change.
Ely’s educational change model consists of eight conditions that help the
adoption, implementation and institutionalizations of educational technology
innovations. These include: “dissatisfaction with the status quo; knowledge and
skills exist; resources are available; time is available, rewards or incentives exist
for participants, participations is expected and encouraged; commitment by those
who are involved and evidence of leadership” (Ely, pp. 300-302).

The first condition was characterized by Ellsworth, 2000, as “There has to
be a better way” (p.70). Ely (1990) describes this condition by saying:
“Something is not right. Things could be better. Others are moving ahead; we are
standing still. There must be something we can do to improve” (p. 300). Ely
emphasized that there are multiple sources of dissatisfaction. Ellsworth viewed
these sources from two perspectives: diagnostic and marketing. From a diagnostic
perspective, Ellsworth asserted that dissatisfaction when measured “can provide
much more than just a number” (p. 62). It could be internal as could be the
frustration experienced by some teachers with outdated curriculum materials. It
could also be external as it could be the pressure exerted from the school board or
the state. From a marketing perspective, Ellsworth said that “understanding

sources and levels of dissatisfaction can help the change agent’s efforts to position
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the innovation to be more compatible with what Rogers’ (1995) felt needs” (p.
62).

The second condition was described by Ellsworth (2000) who stated “I
can do this or I can learn quickly” (p. 70). Ely (1990) describes this condition by
saying: “The people who will ultimately implement any innovation must possess
sufficient knowledge and skills to do the job. This factor is often called
competence (Vespoor, 1989). People may believe that changes are in order, but
without the specific knowledge and skills to bring about the change the individual
is helpless” (p. 300).

The third condition set forth by Ellsworth (2000) stated “I have everything
I need to make it work” (p. 70). Ely (1990) describes this condition by saying:
“The things that are needed to make the innovation work should be easily
accessible. This condition is probable most self-evident of all” (p. 300).

The fourth condition asserted by Ellsworth (2000) stated “I have time to
figure this out and to adapt my other practices” (p. 70). Ely (1990) describes this
condition by saying: “Implementers must have time to learn, adapt, integrate, and
reflect on what they are doing. Time is often considered to be a resource, and
indeed it is. However, in the process of educational change, time should be
considered as a distinct condition that must be made available for implementation

to occur” (Vespoor, 1989).
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The fifth condition identified by Ellsworth (2000) stated “I’m going to get
something out of this too” (p. 70). Ely (1990) describes this condition by saying:
“There must be sufficient reason to consider change and that is where incentives
play an important role (Miles, Ekholm, & Van den Burghe, 1987). Incentives vary
for individuals. For some it may be new and more teaching materials. For others it
may be personnel assistance — an assistant or secretarial help, while some people
are satisfied by new experiences that offer relief from current routines. Whatever
the reward, intrinsic or extrinsic, it should be there in some form™ (p. 301).

The sixth condition recognized by Ellsworth (2000) was “This is
important, and I have a voice in it” (p. 70). Ely (1990) describes this condition by
saying: “This means shared decision making, communication among all parties
involved, and representation where individual participation is difficult. It seems
obvious that individuals should be involved in decisions that directly affect their
lives. However, in education, decisions are often made by others and handed
down for implementation” (p. 301).

The seventh condition characterized by Ellsworth (2000) stated
“Administrators and faculty leaders support it” (p. 70). Ely (1990) describes this
condition by saying: “An unqualified go-ahead and vocal support for the
innovation by key players and other stakeholders is necessary. Commitment

occurs at all levels” (p. 301).
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The eighth condition highlighted by Ellsworth (2000) was “I know who to
turn to and they’re available” (p. 71). Ely (1990) describes this condition by
saying: “Two-pronged leadership is necessary: (a) by the executive officer of the
organization and (b) by the project leader who is more closely involved in day-to-
day activities” (p. 302). The importance of leadership cannot be underestimated
especially in the public school where teachers work in isolation and with great

degrees of autonomy at times.

Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) the Change Process

One researcher who advocated the change process model was Canadian
consultant, professor, scholar and author Ronald G. Havelock. He is well-known
for writing a number of volumes that have been very influential in the fields of
knowledge utilization and educational innovation. These included: Planning for
Innovation through Dissemination and Utilization of Knowledge (1969),
Bibliography on Knowledge Utilization and Dissemination (1972); Training for
Change Agents, Institute for Social Research (1973) and The Change Agent's
Guide to Innovation in Education (1973).

Havelock and Havelock’s (1973) review of a large number of studies
conducted during the 1960s led to the identification of four major perspectives on
the change process: change as a problem-solving process; change as a research-

development-and-diffusion process; change as a process of social interaction and
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change as a linkage process. The first major perspective, change as a problem-

solving process, assumes that “innovation is a part of a problem-solving process

which goes on inside the user” (p. 8). This problem-solving solving follows a

sequence of steps — need identification, problem diagnosis, search and retrieval,

selecting the adoption, and adopting, trying and evaluating the innovation.

Havelock and Havelock (1973) describe this orientation as consisting of five

points:

First, that user need is the paramount consideration and the only
acceptable value-stance for the change agent; second, that
diagnosis of need always has be an integral part of the total
process; third, that the outside change agent should be
nondirective, rarely, if ever, violating the integrity of the user by
placing himself in a directive or expert status; fourth, that the
internal resources i.e., those resources already existing an easily
accessible within the client system, itself, should always be fully
utilized; and finally, that self-initiated and self-applied innovation
will have the strongest user commitment and the best chances for
long-term survival. (pp. 8-9)

The second major perspective, change as a research-development-and-
diffusion process, is guided by five assumptions. These are: (1) there should be a
rational sequence in the evolution and application of an innovation; (2) there has
to be planning, usually on a massive scale over a long time span; (3) there has to
be a division and coordination of labor ...; (4) it assumes a more-or-less passive
but rational consumer who will accept and adopt the innovation if it is offered to

him in the right place at the right time and in the right form and (5) “... a high
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initial development cost prior to any dissemination activity because of the
anticipated long-term benefits in efficiency and quality of the innovation and its
sustainability for mass audience dissemination” (p. 12).

The third major perspective, change as a process of social interaction,
focuses on the “patterns by which innovations diffuse through a social system” (p.
18). This perspective is supported by the following five generalizations:

(1) The individual user or adopter belongs to a network of social
relations which largely influences his adoption behavior; (2) His
place in the network (centrality, peripherality, isolation) is a good
predictor of his rate of acceptance of new ideas; (3) Informal
personal contact is a vital part of the influence and adoption
process; (4) Group membership and reference group identifications
are major predictors of individual adoption, and (5) The rate of
diffusion through a social system follows a predictable S-curve
pattern (very slow beginning followed by a period of very rapid
diffusion, followed in turn by a long late-adopter or ‘laggard’
period. (p. 18)

The fourth and final major perspective, change as a linkage process, is an
attempt at merging the three perspectives mentioned above. Here the user begins
as a problem-solver; feels a need that leads to a diagnosis and to a problem
statement. The problem solver then goes through a search and retrieve process to
arrive at a solution and to the application of that solution. The difference of this

perspective from the previous ones is that in the change as a linkage process, the

user “must be meaningfully related to outside resources” (p. 23).

284



Havelock and Havelock’s (1973) four major perspectives on the change
process assert that change will take place when a problem is defined and
addressed; the selected innovation is diffused appropriately and research confirms
this; the social system receives and applied uniformly and change agents link to
other parts of the system in an effort to better the change process itself.

Ellsworth (2000) indicates that Havelock and Havelock revised and
updated their 1973 educational model since it was too linear. The focus of the
most recent model now, Havelock and Zlotolow (1995), is the change process.
However, instead of presenting the educational change process in four
perspectives, Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) presents the change process as
consisting of seven stages. This model is known as the C-R-E-A-T-E-R model.
The seven stages are: care, relate, examine, acquire, try, extend and renew.
Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) state that their model is one that is circular this
time, as opposed to linear.

The first, care, is identified as stage ‘zero’ because it represents “... the
rock bottom prerequisite for a change, often taken by granted ...” (Havelock &
Zlotolow, 1995, p. 6). The change agent in the care stage must be fully cognizant
of two aspects. One consists of the four circumstances under which the change
agent may be aware of the system wanting to change: when everything seems
fine; when widely different concerns are held throughout the system; when the

expressed concerns appear to be symptoms of another unstated concern and when
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concerns are extremely intense (Havelock & Zlotolow, pp. 55-57). The other
aspect says that ethically since the change agent will encounter a lot of
discrepancy between his/her assigned duties and the reality of his/her clients,
he/she is called to strike a balance between the risk of harm that can be caused by
the gap and the feedback and consent that must be obtained in order to continue in
his or her function.

Stage one, related, was described as the period which focuses on “building
relationships” (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, p. 59). The change agent is expected
to become familiar with the norms that govern the system by building a team that
is more likely to help in the change effort. Havelock and Zlotolow stated that the
change agent must look for the following when constituting this team: opinion
leadership, formal authority, representation of major factions or vested interests,
public relations ability, credibility and respectability and compatibility with the
change agent (p. 61). The function of the change agent in this stage is two-fold: to
build and maintain relationships and to facilitate collaboration among clients.
Likewise, Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) provide a checklist of aspects that serve
to signal the ideal client relationship. These include: reciprocity, openness,
realistic expectations, structure, equal power, minimum threat, confrontation of
differences and involvement of all relevant parties (pp. 73-76).

In stage two, examine, the client is treated as the patient. The function of

the change agent is to help the client by “articulate[ing] that need: to describe the
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type of pain, to pinpoint its location, and to recall its origin” (Havelock &
Zlotolow, 1995, p. 79). When engaged in diagnosis the change agent should
identify the problems and potential opportunities and examine the weaknesses,
obstacles, strengths and opportunities within that particular context. Havelock and
Zlotolow advise the change agent to be extremely careful for he or she may fall
into five traps: “analysis/paralysis, avoidance or denial, destructive confrontation,
house diagnosis and fire fighting” (pp. 86-88). The change agent can diagnose by
formulating questions regarding the system’s goals, structure, openness (in
communication), necessary capacities and rewards.

Stage three, acquire, is about “seeking and finding relevant resources,
which may be as diverse as electronic or print materials, people, or products”
(Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, p. 91). There are seven purposes for acquiring
resources in support of change: diagnosis, awareness, evaluation-before-trial, trial,
evaluation-after-trial, installation and maintenance. Havelock and Zlotolow’s
resource acquisition strategy includes a number of activities that can be pursued:
using the client representative who contacted you as a source; using other key
sources within the system, especially those representing key factions,
perspectives, or interest groups; interviewing an assembled group representing all
key stakeholders and observing key stakeholders ‘in action’ in the client system
(pp- 96-98). For each of these actions, it is recommended that the change agent

listens, reflects and inquires. In order to acquire valid information regarding a
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particular diagnosis, the change agent can do: observe and measure system
outputs; organize a self-diagnostic workshop for representatives of all key
stakeholders in the client system; engage the services of an external diagnostic
research team and use a collaborative internal/external team to design, conduct a
contextual self-diagnosis and analyze data from continuous diagnostic monitoring
activities (Havelock & Zlotolow, pp. 99-100). Once the diagnosis has been made,
the change agent work is to build awareness and maintain awareness. The change
agent builds awareness by experience. The change agent maintains awareness by
reading the literature and/or using mass media.

In order to decide whether to implement or not, a process Havelock and
Zlotolow (1995) called ‘homing in’, a six-step process sequence is recommended:
(1) obtain an overview of the problem(s) and solution(s) from a comprehensive,
written source; (2) obtain a similar overview from at least one person who has had
direct experience with the problem(s) and/or solution(s); (3) observe the
innovation in a concrete or ‘live’ form; (4) obtain evaluative data from an
objective source, if possible, or from at least two persons, representing different
perspectives, who have had direct experience; (5) obtain the innovation for trial
and (6) acquire or develop a framework for evaluating its results before actually
conducting the trial (pp. 102-105). Finally, it is suggested that the change agent
can help foster or “build a permanent capacity for resource acquisition (Havelock

& Zlotolow, pp. 105-107) by having the client system do: recognizing the need
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for resource acquisition; supporting any good sharing; taking advantage of any
creative practitioners; evaluating the effect of past experience with use of
informational, human, or other resources; obtaining descriptions of successful
cases of resource acquisition and use them to demonstrate payoff; structure the
process to avoid gathering mountains of questionable information that will never
be used and make resources that are acquired available locally throughout the
organization (pp. 106-107).

Stage four, try, consists of a six step process. These are: (1) assemble and
sort the relevant finings from the acquire stage; (2) derive implications from the
knowledge base that affect the client system and its objectives or circumstances;
(3) generate a range of solution ideas based on the possible solutions identified in
previous stages and the unique needs, strengths, and limitations of this change
effort in these circumstances: (4) test feasibilities; (5) adapt the remaining
solutions(s) to the unique characteristics and needs of the client system and (6) act
(choose one or, in some cases, more than one-solution). Pilot test it, and evaluate
the results to arrive at a decision (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, pp. 109-110).

Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) define stage five, extend, as the period for
“gaining deeper and wider acceptance” (p. 125). The extend stage is divided in
five sections. (1) how individuals accept innovations, (2) how groups accept
innovations, (3) strategies for solidifying adoption, (4) strategies for diffusion to a

wide audience and (5) strategies for flexibility during implementation (p. 125).
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Extending the adoption of innovations in a deeper and wider way, in order to
prevent discontinuance, can be accomplished by the employment of the following
techniques: continuing reward, practice and routine, structural integration into the
system, continuing evaluation, maintenance and adaptation capability (pp. 139-
141).

Stage six, renew, also known as Re-C-R-E-A-T-E or terminate, calls the
change agent to put together a team of all stakeholders for an after-action review
to do an evaluation of the entire change cycle. Havelock and Zlotolow (1995)
state that this evaluation process seeks to respond to the following questions:
What resources were devoted to this stage? Were these resources adequate? Was
this stage successful in meeting its stated objectives? What could we have done to
make it better or more successful? Would a better plan or process have improved
the outcome? (p. 152). Six recommendations are provided in order for the change
effort to continue beyond the presence of the change agent: (1) having new
internal members; (2) adapting to changes in the local environment; (3) expanding
the definition of the client ; (4) re-evaluating the nature of the concern in light of
what has happened (experience); (5) checking on the availability of new resources
or knowledge and (6) remaining open to further adaptation or repackaging of the
innovation (pp. 155-156). This is about creating in the school the permanent
capacity for dealing with change. Havelock and Zlotolow call it self-renewal. This

process needs four critical elements: positive attitudes; internal members capable
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of facilitating constructive change; a paradigm that values seeking external
information and a view that looks at the future as something that can and should
be planned (p. 156). This self-renewal process will be institutionalized if clients
are committed to renewing the authority or sanction for the change process under
internal ownership; if continuing resources are guaranteed; if new roles of change
agents as well as the interrelationships that result become accepted and
legitimized (Havelock & Zlotolow, pp. 159-162). Once self-renewal is
established, the organization is then ready for more fundamental and
transformational change.

Finally, Havelock and Zlotolow suggest that the change agent should
consider when and how to disengage since his/her success in managing change in
that organization may lead her/him into a new position. When thinking about
when to disengage, the change agent should consider three criteria: problem-
(initial diagnosis of the problem was correct), innovation- (selected solution was
accepted by the clients and diffused correspondingly) and system-centered (when
it is evident that the system is gaining a self renewal process capacity). On the
other hand, when thinking about how to disengage, the change agent must be
cognizant of the relationship that was already built with the client system and the
confidence that resulted from it. The process of how to disengage should be one
that is gradual. Havelock and Zlotolow reminds us that stage six, “is an end point

and a new beginning and a whole new series of stages all rolled into one” (p.
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168). Ellsworth (2000) states that “the ultimate goals of the change agent should

be the removal of the institutional barriers that prevent the system from

independently evolving in adaptation to its changing environment, which is

characteristic of all healthy, living systems” (p. 137).

Hall and Hord (1987) Concerns-Based Adoption Model

The focus of Hall and Hord’s (1987) educational change model, the

Concerns-Based Adoption Model, is the intended adopter or user. Hall and Hord’s

research on the implementation of educational innovation in the 1970s and 1980s

led to creation of the (CBAM). This model is guided by the following seven

assumptions:

(1) “Understanding the point of view of the participants in the
change process is critical” (Hall & Hord, p. 8). It is important to
ensure that the perceptions and expectations of clients as well as
that of facilitators not be neglected;

(2) “Change is a process, not an event” (Hall & Hord, p. 8). There
are steps and phases that in the process of implementing
innovations. Announcing or adopting an innovation does not
merely  equate  adequate  implementation, let  alone
institutionalization,;

(3) “It is possible to anticipate much that will occur during a
change process” (Hall & Hord, p. 9). Change facilitators should
not be surprised by unexpected events and happenings of they do
adequate planning;
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(4) “Innovations come in all sizes and shapes” (Hall & Hord, p. 9).
Innovations can be product or process based;

(5) “Innovation and implementation are two sides of the change
process coin” (Hall & Hord, pp. 9-10). Procedures and steps for
both innovation development and implementation must be taken
into account;

(6) “To change something, someone has to change first” (Hall &
Hord, p. 10). The ultimate gatekeeper is the teacher or the adopter
and innovator — the person that is receiving and implementing the
innovation;

(7) “Everyone can be a change facilitator” (Hall & Hord, p. 10).
Change facilitation is a process that must be played by all actors
involved in it;

The CBAM model says that the change facilitator is critical. “The

facilitator’s job is to facilitate, which means to assist others in ways relevant to

their concerns so that they become more effective and skilled in using new

programs and procedures” (p. 11). This change facilitator is assumed to have a

resource system. The change facilitator has access to his/her own professional

library and contacts as well as to people outside his/her vicinity. The question is

what resources to use and when. This is the informal dimension. The informal

dimension is taken by the four dimensions of the CBAM model: Stages of

Concern, Levels of Use, Innovation Configurations and Intervention Taxonomy.

The first component of the CBAM model, stages of concern, is primarily

concerned with the teachers’ point of view. It “describes the feelings,
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perspectives, and attitudes of individuals as they consider, approach, and

implement use of an innovation. Stages of concern about the innovation move

from early self-oriented concerns, to task-oriented concerns, and ultimately to

impact-oriented concerns” (p. 204). The following chart (Hall & Hord, 1987, p.

60) illustrates seven stages of concern:

Stages of Concern about the Innovation

Impact

Task

Self

6 REFOCUSING

5 COLLABORATION

4 CONSEQUENCE

3 MANAGEMENT

2 PERSONAL

The focus is on exploration of more universal benefits
from the innovation, including the possibility of major
changes or replacement with a more powerful alternative.
The individual has definite ideas about alternatives to the
proposed or existing form of the innovation.

The focus is on coordination and cooperation with others
regarding use of the innovation.

Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on
students in his/her immediate sphere of influence. The
focus is on relevance of the innovation for students,
evaluation of student outcomes, including performance
and competencies, and changes needed to increase
student outcomes.

Attention is focused on the processes and tasks using the
innovation and the best use of information and resources.
Issues related to efficiency, organizing, managing,
scheduling, and time demands are utmost.

The individual is uncertain about the demands of the
innovation, his/her inadequacy to meet those demands,
and his/her role with the innovation. This includes
analysis of his/her role in relation to the reward structure
of the organization, decision making, and consideration
of potential conflicts with existing structures or personal
commitment. Financial or status implications of the
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programs for self and colleagues may also be offered.

1 INFORMATIONAL A general awareness of the innovation and interest in

learning more detail about it is indicated. The person
seems to be unworried about himself/herself in relation
to the innovation. She/he is interested in substantive
aspects of the innovation in a selfless manner such as
general characteristics, effects, and requirements for use.

Unrelated 0 AWARENESS Little concern about or involvement with the innovation

is indicated.

The second CBAM model, levels of use, is primarily concerned with

whether the innovation itself is being used, and if so, to what extent. The primary

unit of adoption and analysis in this model is the individual classroom teacher

(individual innovation user). The following chart (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 84; Hall

& Loucks, 1977, p. 266) illustrates these levels of use:

Levels of Use of the Innovation

Levels of Use
0 Nonuse

Decision Point A
I Orientation

Decision Point B
II Preparation
Decision Point C
IIT Mechanical Use

Definition of Use

State in which the user has little or no knowledge of the innovation. No
involvement with the innovation, and is doing nothing toward becoming
involved.

Takes action to learn more detailed information about the innovation.
State in which the user has recently acquired or is acquiring information
about the innovation and/or has recently explored or is exploring its
value orientation and its demands upon user and user system.

Makes a decision to use the innovation by establishing a time to begin.
State in which the user is preparing for the first use of the innovation
Changes, if any and use are dominated by user needs.

State in which the user focuses most effort on the short-term, day-to-day
use of the innovation with little time for reflection. Changes in use are
made more to meet user needs than client needs. The user is primarily
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Decision Point D-1
IVA Routine

Decision Point D-2

IVB Refinement

Decision Point E

engaged in a stepwise attempt to master the tasks required to use the
innovation, often resulting in disjointed and superficial use.

A routine pattern of use is established.

Use of the innovation is stabilized. Few, if any, changes are being made
in ongoing use. Little preparation or thought is being given to
improving use or its consequences.

Changes use of the innovation based on formal or informal evaluation in
order to increase client outcomes.

State in which the user varies the use of the innovation to increase the
impact on clients within the immediate sphere of influence. Variations
are based on knowledge of both short- and long-term, consequences for
clients.

Initiates changes in use of innovation based on input of and in
coordination with what colleagues are doing.

The third CBAM model, levels of use, is primarily concerned with

defining the innovation itself or separating and identifying the aspects that are

important for implementation. The focus here is the variation found among the

user’s implementation of innovations. That is, the concern here is the different

ways in which teachers use innovation-related materials and processes.

Implementation of an innovation depended heavily on the components, skills,

goals and attributes that teacher chose to consider. An innovation configuration

component checklist was developed in order to determine which elements were

critical and which were related. The innovation configuration checklist was also

used to inquire about what the users (teachers) were doing as well as to observe a

classroom in order to detect critical innovation components.
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The fourth and final CBAM model, intervention taxonomy, is primarily
concerned with the change facilitator’s responsibility to intervene, on the basis of
the assessment already conducted, in order to ameliorate those aspects of the
change process that make for success or failure of change attempts. The change
facilitator is called upon to provide strategies that will help the users (teachers
etc.).

The last component of the CBAM Model involves the planning of
strategies that aid in the change process. Hall and Hord (1987) have developed a
conceptual framework in order to explain the interrelationships between different
levels of interventions. These include: “developing supportive organizational
arrangements; training; providing consultation and reinforcement; monitoring and
evaluation and external communication” (pp. 202-203). This conceptual
framework of interventions provides the change facilitator the opportunity to
analyze the change process, to predict or anticipate problems endemic in the
change process and to plan for ways to deal with imminent barriers.

The four components of CBAM were written to help the change facilitator
and users mediate the change process. However, these four components are
specifically and especially directed at the change facilitator so that he or she has a
deeper understanding of the change process as it takes place when innovations are

actually implemented at schools.
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Zaltman and Duncan (1977) Resistance to Change

The focus of Zaltman and Duncan (1977) educational change model is
resistance. Zaltman and Duncan define resistance as “any conduct that serves to
maintain the status quo in the face of pressure to alter the status quo” (p. 63).
Resistance can come from four sources: cultural, social, organizational and
psychological barriers.

Cultural barriers to educational change are cultural values and beliefs,
cultural ethnocentrism, saving face and incompatibility of a cultural trait with
change. Values and beliefs are mostly colored by various religious ideologies.
Values and beliefs can also be shaped and influenced by work ethic,
competitiveness and fatalism (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, pp. 68-69). Cultural
ethnocentrism can produces resistance due to the two ways in which it can
expressed itself: (1) “the change agent who comes from a different culture may
view his or her own culture as superior” and (2) “... the client may see his own
culture as superior to others, at least in certain aspects, and hence may passively
resist borrowing or adopting artifacts from other cultures” (Havelock & Zlotolow,
p. 69). The saving face barrier operates as a result of the assumption guiding most
innovations that what is being currently used needs to be replaced because it is
wrong obsolete or wrong. When this happens, practices currently in used are

stigmatized. Clients may reject the adoption of a new innovation because it may
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mean that what they previously accepted was wrong. Ellsworth (2000) suggests
that saving face presents two meaningful lessons:

The first is to highlight the enhanced benefits of adoption and
thereby avoiding overemphasis on direct comparison between the
innovation and current practice that attaches a negative stigma to
past behavior. The second is to take the time to identify the root
causes of resistance, because they may reveal misunderstandings
of the client value system embedded in the implementation plan.

(p. 156)

The last cultural barrier, incompatibility of a cultural trait with change, is
mentioned as one of the most frequent causes of resistance. Ellsworth (2000)
provides the adoption of a 12-month school calendar as an example of this type of
barrier. What needs to happens, if this type of innovation is to be introduced, is
for the change agent “to make judicious use of incentives to make adoption
worthwhile or devise strategies for circumventing the incompatible trait” such as
providing, in the school year around example, “substantial bonuses for teachers
and administrators who agree to work in the summer” (Ellsworth, p. 157).

Social barriers to educational change are group solidarity, rejection of
outsiders, conformity to norms, conflict and group insight. In terms of group
solidarity, Ellsworth (2000) says that this first social barrier appears “as an
obstacle to change when adopting an innovation would result in hardship for other
members of the same group, or member of a group important to the intended

adopter” (pp. 157-158). Another issue related to group solidarity is
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interdependence. “Readiness for change in one part of a system may be negated
by unwillingness or inability of other interdependent parts to change” (Havelock
& Zlotolow, 1995, p. 72). A second social barrier is rejection of outsiders.
Basically, this barrier implies “a belief that no one outside the client system could
understand it well enough to produce an innovation of value to it” (Ellsworth, p.
158). A third social barrier is conformity to norms. Havelock and Zlotolow
commented on this social barrier:

Norms provide stability and behavioral guidelines that define what
individuals can expect from one another. They are essential for the
conduct of any social system. Consequently, any change that is
incompatible with existing norms will tend to be resisted by most
members of the social system. (p. 74)

Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) said that the critical question to be asked
here is: “Why do people participate in this norm?” (p. 74). Only by knowing the
answer to this question can an agent change be effective in meeting the need
established by the norm. A fourth social barrier is conflict. A last social barrier is
group insight. The source of this barrier “is the members’ imperfect awareness of
their own interpersonal processes and their lack of a frame of reference in which
to judge their performances and their possibilities for improvement” (Havelock &
Zlotolow, 1995, p. 75).

Organizational barriers to educational change are threats to power and

influence, organizational structure, behavior of top-level administrators and
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technological barriers to resistance. At the organizational level, one of the barriers
is the threat to power and influence. This barrier can result from the individuals’
perception that they are losing power over decision-making. The organizational
structure represents a second barrier. This can result from changes in the division
of labor, hierarchical and status differentials and the reward structure. Behavior of
top-level administrators represents another organizational barrier. The issue here
is: “Why should I really go through the effort of trying to change my behavior if
the people at the top don’t change?” (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, p. 78). Climate
for change in the organization and the absence of technological skills represent
the last two organizational barriers. The former focus on the “organizational
members’ perceptions of the change process” and on the meaning that members
attach to change and the latter concerns “the absence of the necessary technical
human skills to implement the change adequately” (Havelock & Zlotolow, p. 80).

Finally, psychological barriers to educational change are perception,
homeostasis, conformity and commitment and personality factors. Perception
refers to the multiple views in which a person may see the status quo,
disagreement around common perceptions and lack of clarity, conformity, and
commitment. Homeostasis is about the human desire of keeping comfortable level
of stability. The final psychological barrier is personality factors. Examples of
these include: low empathetic ability, high dogmatism, inability to deal with

abstractions, fatalism, low achievement motivation, low- risk taking propensity,
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lack of creativity, inability to tolerate ambiguity, lack of conceptual and inquiring

skills (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, p. 86).

Reigeluth and Garfinkle (1994) Systemic Change
The focus of Reigeluth and Garfinkle’s (1994) educational change model
is systemic change defined in the following manner:

Systemic change is comprehensive. It recognizes that a
fundamental change in one aspect of a system requires
fundamental changes in other aspects in order for it to be
successful. In education, it must pervade all levels of the system:
classroom, building, district, community, state government, and
federal government. (Reigeluth & Garfinkle, p. 3)

Reigeluth and Garfinkle (1994) present the work of noted scholars in four
sections: theory, models, components and examples of practice. Section one
reviews four perspectives on systemic procedural design theory. First, a focus on
the state system of education and its interrelationships and interconnections to the
local and federal levels can help drive systemic change. Systemic change at the
level should take into account the subsystems and functions of the state. These
consist of its operational policies, school organizational arrangements, school
management and administration, school approval and accountability and personal
training and certification (Reigeluth & Garfinkle, p. 16). Second, it is claimed that
systemic change needs a distributed and collaborative design that involves all

stakeholders. There is a need for a user design that is nonlinear. Five territories or
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spaces are required for this to happen. These include: genesis, exploration,
visioning, and image creation. The first space serves as the foundation of the
second space — organized knowledge; the third is the design solution is where one
“engages in formulating alternatives and searching for the design solution by
going through various spirals” (p. 29); the fourth concept is about the testing of
alternatives and the fifth comprehends the new model and its systemic
environment. Third, systemic change requires a systemic evaluation model. This
model is built after a systematic instructional design process. This process
consists of three phases (design, development/implementation and evaluation)
guided by five sub-processes (identification of core values, establishment of
organizational purposes and learner goals, definition of functions to be performed,
description of preferred learner system and of the support system needed for
implementing and sustaining the learner system (Reigeluth & Garfinkle, pp. 37-
40). Finally, systemic change requires a directed approach to systemic change.
Using the Instructional Systems Development (ISD) model, educational reform
must be both systemic and systematic. First, it should be systemic because its
processes must take into account all relevant variables or conditions that will
affect the learning environment: ...”; and it must be systematic since the “ISD
professional is probably equipped through training and experience to

comprehensively apply the systems concepts to a large-scale development
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activity, through clearly contributions by and involvement of a number of other
specialists will also be required” (Reigeluth & Garfinkle, p. 49).

Section two reviews four models for systemic design: the New American
School Development Corporation (NASCD), Learning Sphere 2000, Cooperative
Networked Educational Community of Tomorrow (Co-NECT) and charter
schools. The NASCD is a ‘break-the-mold’ that seeks to build schools in a
radically different way. Reigeluth and Garfinkle (1994) explains: NASCD is
asking the country’s people to cast aside their old notions about schooling — to
start with a clean sheet of paper, and be bold and creative in their thinking, and to
give us ideas that address comprehensive, systemic change for all students for
whole schools” (p. 54); “schools will no longer be thought of as ‘behind the
times’. Instead, the local school down the street will be the springboard and home
of new ideas in technology, mathematics, science, teaching, and learning from
which all members of the community can benefit” (p. 58). The Learning Sphere
2000 was such an effort. This reform initiative led to a set of new changes
contrary to the traditional school. It led to learning experiences; teachers as
guides; clusters of schools; choice, incentive and decision-making processes;
clusters as flexible learning organizations; learning centers; developmental levels;
children with special needs; curricular implications; assessing student outcomes;
new roles for technology; a district-wide administrative system; governance of the

system and relationship to other human service systems (pp. 60-70). The Co-
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NECT system is presented as an example of the need for systemic design if
computer and technology are to help schools be successful. The Co-NECT school
design has four components: project-based curriculum, personal growth system,
cluster-based community and technology infrastructure. It is emphasized that “if
technology is to support school reform efforts, it must be seen as part of a
systematic change involving all aspects of school life — in governance,
technology, physical structure, curriculum, assessment, and teaching practice”
(Reigeluth & Garfinkle, p. 81). Finally, charter schools are offered as another
model that can actually drive systemic reform. Charter schools can lead to new
and different levels of innovativeness and accountability.

Section three reviews four key components of an educational system.
First, it claims that state school finance formulas represent a substantial
impediment for systemic reform. A site-based approach to finance is suggested as
offering the greatest potential for systemic reform. In this way, monies will be
allocated to the corresponding school. The school will then buy out the services
from a contract that it deems necessary. Other possibilities advocated include a
voucher system and an incentive model. Second, due to politics local school
boards are viewed as obstacles for systemic education: “local boards of education
no longer meet the needs for which they were designed” (Reigeluth & Garfinkle,
1994, p. 122). The charter school concept is mentioned as a way of creating

“modes of education that are more humane, productive, and future-oriented ...”
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Finally, section four reviews three successful examples of systemic
change. First, it examines the experiences of how a school district deals with the
complexities and dilemmas inherent in broad-scale change. It basically “describes
the experiences of a school district that has attempted to organize itself around
families instead of bureaucracies” (Reigeluth & Garfinkle, 1994, p. 137). The
Independence (Missouri) School District meets the comprehensive needs of
children and families by: accessing existing community services, adult parenting

education, literacy education and job training, childcare, special needs of young
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children and health services. Second, it explores the key conditions that
educational reform efforts, as seen through two reform initiatives Learning Sphere
and Project Slice, should have if lasting change is to be accomplished. Guidelines
to do this include: a common vision, agreeing that the existing system cannot
succeed and that a new system is needed, developing an implementation plan,
obtaining support from all sectors and applying pressure. Third, this section
describes a set of communication techniques used at an elementary school to
improve and sustain community involvement and understanding. These include:
getting the whole community involved since the beginning with various
instruments, providing informational meetings at different times, creating spaces
for the communities to express their opinions and get involved, inform all
stakeholders in the system, measure student progress and maintaining the

community very involved and informed.

Connecting Change Process Models to Michael Fullan

What distinguishes Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (1991) educational change
model from the change process strategies mentioned above is that it is centered on
the “stakeholder-as-change-agent”. Its aim is to explore the sources and meanings
of educational change as well as the causes and processes of initiation,
implementation and continuation and ways of planning, doing and coping with

change. More specifically, it is about demonstrating that “rationally planned
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strategies are not rational when it comes to dealing with people and the problem
of meaning” (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, p. 10). Fullan and Stiegelbauer also explored
what educational change means from the perspectives of the various human
participants in the process: teacher, principal, students, district administrator,
consultant and parent and the community.

“Educational change depends on what teachers do and think — it’s as
simple and complex as that” (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991, p. 117). This means
that it is not about what government entities do. Before deciding to commit to or
reject a change, teachers should consider: “(1) If the change is proposed from
outside, does it address an important need? (2) If an attempt should be made to
ascertain if the administration is endorsing the change and why, because some
form of active commitment by administrators will be necessary for freeing up
necessary resources (reducing the cost) for the innovation to succeed; (3) The
teacher should assess whether fellow teachers are likely to show an interest in the
change; (4) Regardless of outside pressures or opportunities, individual teachers
have a responsibility to make some contribution to the development of
collaborative work cultures; (5) Teacher-leaders, that is, those interested in
playing a larger leadership role, face dilemmas as well as expanded opportunities
in the form of coaching, mentoring, and the like; and (6) Teacher unions and
professional associations should adopt a more active leadership role in helping to

establish conditions for improvement and in following up to support
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implementation and to ascertain results” (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, pp. 137-139).
This section ends by declaring that “School improvement is related not just to
what the teachers do and think. Equally important is what those around them at
the school, district, provincial/state, and federal levels do” (Fullan & Stiegelbauer,
p. 143).

The closest stakeholder to the teacher is the school principal. Fullan and
Stiegelbauer (1991) begin this section on the principal by declaring that principals
can be characterized by their inability to meet everyone’s demands and needs.
Various forces contribute to limit the potential principalship in school change.
Several of these include: the conservative tendency (pressure) to maintain stability
(pp. 145, 148-150); the amount of time spent on non-academic/instructional
matters (p. 146); overload and fragmentation (p. 148); their perceptions of the
systemic constraints inhibiting action (p. 164) and isolated autonomy (p. 171).
Principals are viewed as middle managers suffering from the classical
organizational dilemma (p. 152). “Rapport with teachers is critical as is keeping
supervisors happy” (p. 152). Nowadays, principals are being asked to be change
agents. Fullan and Stiegelbauer (pp. 167-168) offer ten guidelines for those
principals taking on the role of an agent of change.

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) concluded this section on the principal by
arguing that principals should “figure out ways of reducing the amount of time

spent on routine administrative matters” (p. 168) so they can attend to their roles
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of change agents. Principals are “key to creating the conditions for the continuous
professional development teachers” (p. 168) and since “school improvement ... is
an organizational process, ... (p. 169). This is justified and supported by the
concluding remark that “serious reform, ..., is not implementing single
innovations. It is changing the culture and structure of the school” (p. 169).

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) considered the role of the student in
educational change. “What would happen if we treated the student as someone
whose opinion mattered in the introduction and implementation of reform in
schools?” (p. 170). Fullan and Stiegelbauer made several points about the role of
the student and educational change. First, it is claimed that due to the numbers
and diversity of students and due to their absence in the traditional power
structure of schools, it is “impossible to do justice to the question of where
students are” (p. 170) in the change process. Fullan and Stiegelbauer claimed that
although most students have not had the experience of being active change agents
in their own schools, they can potentially block or reject changes in their own
schools. They cautioned teachers and administrators about how to deal with this
fact. They suggest that educators should consider: “Critical to understanding
educational change is the recognition that these changes in students and teachers
must go together — that is, students themselves are also being asked to change
their thinking and behavior in the classroom,; ... student motivation and

understanding regarding a change are directly related to whether and how they
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engage in what we might call implementation activities, ...; stop thinking of
students just in terms of learning outcomes and start thinking of them as people
who are also being asked to become involved in new activities and consider
explicitly how innovations will be introduced to students and how student
reactions will be obtained at that point and periodically throughout
implementation. Fullan and Stiegelbauer concluded this chapter on the students
by affirming the centrality of making students active partners in the change
process. They state: “Effective educational change and effective education
overlap in significant ways. Involving students in a consideration of the meaning
and purpose of specific changes and in new forms of day-to-day learning directly
addresses the knowledge, skills and behaviors necessary for all students to
become engaged in their own learning” (p. 190).

Then, Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) take on the district administrator.
First, the function of the district administrator is to “lead the development and
execution of a system-wide approach that explicitly addresses and takes into
account all these causes of change at the district, school, and classroom levels” (p.
191). Fullan and Stiegelbauer identify the main problem that district
administrators face today. This refers to the “fragmentation, overload, and
incoherence resulting from the uncritical and uncoordinated acceptance of too
many different innovations” (p. 197). The district administrator’s role today is one

whose definition has broadened to include its critical and crucial presence and
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support for lasting and meaningful change. Fullan and Stiegelbauer (pp. 212-214)

offer seven guidelines for district administrators.

I.

Choose a district in which change has a chance of occurring

or do not expect much change.

Once in a district, develop the management capabilities of
administrators — other district administrators and principals — to
lead change.

Directly and indirectly (e.g., through principals) provide
resources, training, and the clear expectation that schools
(teacher, principals, etc.) are the main centers of change.

Focus on instruction, teaching, and learning, and changes in the
culture of the schools.

. Recognize that implementing any strategy for improvement is

itself a fundamental implementation problem.
Monitor the improvement process.
Above all, work on becoming an expert in the change process.

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) concluded by asserting that since there are

no recipes for change and since things keep changing, the district should not

concentrate all of his/her energies in a single innovation or stakeholder. The

district administrator should be concerned about helping people to deal with all

changes. “The paramount task of the district administrator is not to get this or that

innovation put into practice, but to build the capacity of the district and the

schools to handle any and all innovations (which is not to say to implement them

all) (Fullan & Stiegelbaeur, p. 214).

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) proceeded to focus on the role of the

consultant in educational change. There might be internal or external consultants.
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There is not a lot of research about the role of the consultants. Fullan and
Stiegelbauer indicate that there is a lot of discrepancy between the roles of the
consultants and the teacher’s perceptions of their work. Internal consultants can
bring a strong potential for change. They work closely with the system. They are
familiarized with the school cultures and sometimes represent the closest and only
source of mentoring support for teachers. On the other hand, external consultants
can bring outside knowledge that is not readily available in the local system.
However, external consultants also have the potential of blocking lasting and
meaningful communication when they serve as channels or messengers of pre-
packaged programs that do not allow for or neglect the voice of other stakeholders
(i.e. teachers, principals, students). “Some external consultants are not good,
others offer packaged solutions, which even when appropriate do not go very far;
and still others are inspiring, but nothing comes of the ideas once they leave”
(Fullan & Stiegelbaeur, p. 225). Situational awareness and long-term perspective
are two issues that ail the external consultant.

Using the effective consultant practice literature, Fullan and Stiegelbauer
(1991) recommend that external and internal consultants should know the
students’ needs, participate in the location and selection of the innovation,
understand the innovation; gather data to assist the implementation; integrate the
innovation into existing practices, conduct training, assess staff expectations,

facilitate assessment through workshops, make implementation strategies context
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sensitive, work with teams, use resources available, identify competing visions
and assess their prevalence, arrange funding for support of implementation,
determine the disruptions that take place as a result of staff turnover and
bureaucracy, obtain support for the innovation form key district leaders, work
with teachers using the innovation, plan for implementation as well as
institutionalization, support the district to continue the implementation of
innovation and help the district in matching alternatives and model to school-
based needs.

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) concluded this chapter by emphasizing
how collaboration and peer support can help both internal and external
consultants to work with local and district stakeholders.

Indeed, the dilemma faced by both internal and external
consultants is one of scope vs. intensity. Although effective change
requires intensive, ongoing contract, the number of clients is far
beyond the available time and energy of consultants. Like most
dilemmas, it is not solvable; but by employing the principles of
social change, including the setting up of peer support systems,
consultants (whether internal or external) can reach and respond to
more people effectively than they currently do. (p. 226)

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) then focus on the role of parents and the
community. Parent involvement in school is critical to academic achievement.
Parent involvement can be exercised in two ways: instructional and non-
instructional. Instructionally, parents can serve as tutors; provide home-
reinforcement of school work and model positive attitudes towards school work.
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Non-instructionally, parents can be involved in two ways: governance and
advisory councils and associations and school relations and collaboration. Fullan
and Stiegelbauer offer the following guidelines for the engagement of parents and
other community members:

If you have a choice of schools, check out the history and attitude
of each school toward parent and community involvement;

If you are lucky enough to be in a community where the principal
and teachers are doing something to involve parents in
instructional matters, then be responsive and participate;
Wherever you are, do not assume that teachers do not want you;
Become familiar with some of the curriculum your child is using;
Ask the teacher if there is anything you can do at home to help the
child;

If you do not instantly understand the curriculum and other
changes being used in the school, you are not alone. It takes time
and interaction to develop some understanding;

For most educational innovations, parents can learn some activities
to do with their children in a relatively short time;

If students are in a desperate situation of apparent prejudice, lack
of caring, and no interest on the part of the school, fight for your
rights alone or with other parents. (pp. 247-248)

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) conclude this chapter by highlighting the
importance of meaning and collaboration:

In the meantime, the simple conclusion of this chapter is two fold.
First, the vast majority of parents find meaning in activities related
to their own children rather in school- or system-wide endeavors.
Second, educational reform requires the conjoint efforts of families
and school. Parents and teachers should recognize the critical
complementary importance of each other in the life of the student.
Otherwise, we are placing limitations on the prospects for
improvement that may be impossible to overcome. (p. 250)
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Finally, Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) focus on the role of governments.
At the outset, it is clearly stated that governments have powerful means for
making policy and bringing new programs, yet it has weak means over its
implementation. However, governments can play a critical role in educational
change. Governments can provide encouragement and coordination as well as
directions (decision-making) and resources that can have a direct impact at the
local level. Fullan and Stiegelbauer offer six guidelines for governments leading
meaningful and lasting educational change:

Concentrate on helping to improve the capacity of other agencies
to implement changes;

Be clear about what the policy is and spend time interacting with
local agencies about the meaning, expectations, and needs in
relation to local implementation.

Focus on an explicit but flexible implementation plan to guide the
process of bringing about change in practice;

Take special steps to ensure that their own (central or regional)
staff, especially those who have the most direct contact with the
field, have the opportunity to develop knowledge and competence
regarding the policy and program, as well as in how to facilitate
implementation;

Become preoccupied with achieving more basic changes in the
teaching profession in the practice and organization of teaching

and in the learning patterns and experiences of all students;

Complexity and persistence go hand in hand. (pp. 284-287)
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Fullan and Stiegelbaeur (1991) concluded this chapter by stating that “the
role of governments is to enlarge the problem-solving arena and to provide the
kinds of pressure and support that force and reinforce local districts to pursue
continuous improvement” (p. 288). Professional development is one avenue that
governments can explore in order to fulfill their roles. “Educational change
involves learning how to do something new. Given this, if there is any single
factor crucial to change it is professional development” (p. 289). Fullan and
Stiegelbaeur offer three recommendations to those stakeholders at teacher
education institutions:

Faculties and schools should use three interrelated strategies —
faculty renewal, program innovation, and knowledge production —
to establish their new niche as respected and effective professional
schools;

Learning — in this case of adults — must permeate everything the
district and school does; it must be held as equally important for all
staff regardless of position; districts and school must strive to
coordinate and integrate staff development;

Professional development should pay attention to and worry about
two fundamental requirements: (1) incorporating the attributes of
successful professional development in as many activities as
possible, and (2) ensuring that the ultimate purpose of professional
development is less to implement a specific innovation or policy
and more to create individual and organizational habits and
structures that make continuous learning a valued and endemic part
o the culture of schools and teaching. (p. 289)
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Fullan’s model focuses on the meanings that different stakeholders bring
to the educational change process. It is about the perspectives of the participants.
This is what makes this model unique. As has been noted earlier, Rogers’ (1983)
model is based on the theory that the change process focuses on both invention
and diffusion. It is also noticeable that Rogers’ model examines the reasons as to
how decisions concerning innovations are made and the stages under which an
innovation and implemented. This work is commendable because it highlights the
role of the change agent and the source of the change itself. However, compared
to Fullan’s (1991) model it is somehow limited and narrow. The success and
failure of innovations in schools and districts cannot be fully and clearly
explained by looking at stages and sources. Educational reforms are often political
mandates and include a disparity of populations as well as different degrees of
capacity of lack thereof prevents from focusing on innovations by themselves.
There is a social system that needs to be attended.

Ely’s (1990) model for educational technology innovations is also
laudable for examining what conditions promote or inhibit change. Looking at
environmental conditions, namely: dissatisfaction with the status quo, knowledge
and skills, resources, time, rewards or incentives and commitment is critical and
indeed necessary. However, Ely’s conditions of change seem narrow because it
seems to treat innovations as ends in themselves. In education, the change process

itself is about more than the adoption, implementation and institutionalization of
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innovations. It is about deep and continuous changes in the culture of the schools
and entire systems. Fullan’s (1991) model answers this whole system reality.

Perhaps, Havelock and Havelock’s (1973) and Havelock and Zlotolow’s
(1995) change process models are closer to Fullan’s (1991) model. They both
share the assumptions that change is a process, not an event. The difference is that
while the former models clearly delineate a step-by-step process, Fullan’s model
does not specify or propose such steps or stages. Fullan’s model assumes that
change is a process, but that this process is to be constructed by its different
stakeholders in order to reach organizational development and system
improvement.

Likewise, Hall and Hord’s (1987) and Hall and Loucks’ (1977) attempt to
measure the impact and effectiveness of innovation by underscoring its levels of
use and the role of the change facilitator are very appropriate because they
encourage not only a closer scrutiny of the innovation itself, but also opportunities
to analyze the change process, predict or anticipate issues and ways to deal with
barriers. However, this theory is limited in that it analyzes innovations and the
role of change facilitator rather than redefining the role of actors and institutions
and thus advocating for strategies at the system level that lead to sustainability
(Fullan, 1991; 2001; 2007).

The last two models, Zaltman and Duncan (1977) and Reigeluth and

Garfinkle (1994), highlight the reality of resistance and stress its systemic nature.

319



On one hand, in a contested terrain such as education, the presence of resistance is
understandable. Educational reform will always confront resistance because its
change demands tinker with prevailing norms and values of autonomy,
conservativism and presentism so prevalent in many classrooms. On the other
hand, districts and state educational agencies are loosely coupled systems. There
are so many schools, levels, offices, roles and positions. A systemic approach
seems fully appropriate. These two last models seem more consistent with some
aspects of Fullan’s (1991) model. What distinguishes Fullan’s model is his
attempt to welcome and embrace resistance and conflict as friends, although
conflict and resistance are not critically dissected and Fullan calls for
improvement of the entire system.

In this section, I have attempted to briefly describe several models of
change process model in order to highlight Fullan’s (1991) change process model.
This section underscores various models that stress the classic understanding of
innovations and diffusion, the conditions of change in educational technology
innovations, change as a process, the position of the intended adopter/user in the
change process, levels of innovations, resistance to change and a system design
orientation. This section does not pretend to elevate Fullan’s model as the most
superior or successful. Its purpose is to highlight how Fullan’s change process
model may seem more appropriate in education. Its emphasis and focus on the

perspectives and roles of participants and institutions in the change process in
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schools, districts and governments and its intent on treating innovations not as
ends in themselves distinguish Fullan’s change process models from others

(Fullan, 1982, 1991, 2001, 2007).

Michael Fullan, Definitions and Perspectives on Educational Reform and Change
Fullan’s scholarly work on educational change could also be highlighted
by comparing his work to other scholarly approaches to change theory.
Describing the ways in which scholars of change theory define change will help
differentiate Fullan’s contribution and original thoughts. It will also continue to
provide a larger landscape of change theory against which Fullan’s theory can be

seen in its originality as well as continuity within that landscape.

Types, Stages, Characteristics, Scope, Factors and Forces

One way theorists and researchers have attempted to define educational
change is by adopting and using a variety of concepts, namely: types, stages,
characteristics, scope, factors and forces and perspectives. For example, in their
major work on school improvement in an era of change, Hopkins, Ainscow and
West (1994) characterized change in two types: “Two forms: incremental change,
a gradual, often subtle transition from one state to another; and planned change,
which seeks to interrupt the natural developments of events and often on a given

day, to break with previous practice to establish a new order” (p. 21). In a similar
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manner, Reigeluth (1992) sees change as consisting of two kinds: piecemeal
change, often called tinkering, which entails modifying something (fixing a part
of it), and systemic change, often called paradigm shift, which entails replacing
the whole thing. Nelson and Quick (1994) defined change as consisting of two
types: planned and unplanned. The forces of change are characterized as internal
or external. Its scope could be incremental, strategic or transformational. Hanson
(1996) defined change as grounded in one of three theories: classical theory, the
social system and the open system. Bennis et al. (1984), define change as “a
conscious, deliberate, and collaborative effort to improve the operations of a
human system, whether it be self-system, social system, or cultural system,
through the utilization of scientific knowledge” (p. 4).

Beyond types of change, researchers and theorists have attempted to
define change by its stages, distinctive characteristics and factors. Stoll and Fink
(1996) and Miles (1998) describe change as having three stages: initiation,
implementation and institutionalization. Evans (1996) claims that the substance of
change has four chief characteristics. The first one is focus and clarity. An
innovation, particularly one that requires radical change on the part of those who
must implement it, is unlikely to succeed without its being focused and clear, that
is, without all key participants’ knowing its why, what, and how” (Evans, p. 75).
The second type refers to change’s scope and complexity. “The larger and more

complex an innovation is, and the greater the quantity and quality of change it
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requires of individuals, the greater it’s potential — but the more difficult it is to
implement” (Evans, p. 78). The third is change of the desirability. “Desirability
depends crucially upon dissatisfaction and relevance. To even begin to be open to
change, people must first be unhappy with the status quo in some way and must
then find the change relevant to their concerns” (Evans, p. 80). The fourth
characteristic of the substance of change concerns its feasibility. “Teachers must
not only want to implement a change, they must feel that they can achieve it.
They need to see change not only as appropriate for students and as promising
better learning but also as something practical that they and their school can
manage” (Evans, p. 85).

Gilbert, Sheehan, and Teeter (1985) make a clear distinction between
progressive changes vs. innovative changes. They describe that “progressivism
grows out of Dewey’s philosophy; it emphasizes freedom, individual desires,
immediate goals, pupil-initiative, pragmatism and process” (p. 63). It is noted that
“changes that lead in this direction may be classified as progressive. Changes can
be innovative without necessarily being progressive” (p.63). Bolam (1975)
distinguishes between four major factors: the change agent, the innovation, the
user system and the process of innovation over time. Bolam, “highlights the
interactive nature of the innovation process, which is virtually important in any
mature appreciation of how changes come about” (Hopkins, Ainscow & West,

1994, p. 28).
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Other researchers and theorists define change by its scope, forces of
continuity and approaches. To illustrate, Cuban (1988) described the scope of
change as first-order or second-order change. Cuban defined first order changes as
“intentional efforts to enhance existing arrangements while correcting deficiencies
in policies and practices. Those who propose first-order change assume that the
existing goals and structures of schooling are both adequate and desirable” (p.

93). Cuban characterized second-order changes as those that “seek to alter the
fundamental ways that organizations are put together because of major
dissatisfaction with present arrangements. Second-order changes introduce new
goals, structures, and roles that transform familiar ways of doing things into novel
situations to persistent problems” (pp. 93-94).

Fink and Stoll (1998) described three forces that contribute to the
maintenance of continuity in schools, namely teacher resistance, contextual
constraints and time for maintenance. They describe that teacher resistance is
natural and predictable when teachers are left out of the policy debate and
formation process and when their work is guided by the ‘practicality ethic’.
Research in this area has shifted from an earlier emphasis on teacher as being
resistant to change to an emphasis on those structures that place limits on their
possibilities for teaching and learning and also to the role of personal attributes.
Contextual constraints include educators’ versus community conceptions of

schooling; the role of the school’s community (school boards, governing bodies
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i.e.); district bureaucratic structures, teacher unions and national or state
assessment policies. The concept of maintenance force warns that since “not all
change is improvement ... the pace, timing and appropriateness of each particular
change needs to be consider carefully” and that the “maintenance of existing
policies, practices and structures is an important part of school’s development”
(Fink & Stoll, p. 301). The challenge lies in attending to both forces of change
and continuity. Fink and Stoll cite four approaches to educational change — school
improvement, school effectiveness, school restructuring and reculturing —
(previously mentioned) and discuss six areas that make educational change
challenging, yet exciting — alternative views on teaching and learning, learning for
an uncertain future, conceptions of leadership, assessment of change, the
importance of teachers’ lives and teachers and micro-politics. These claims
underscore the critical necessity of school reculturing as a force of integration and
connection. Fink & Stoll (1998) aptly highlight this necessity:
This ‘post-modern” world is a world of diversity, uncertainty and
confusion. It is also a world open to human creativity, intuition
and sensitivity. Reculturing as an approach to change seeks to find
the ecological connections among the purposes of education, the
organizational values of schools, as well as its structures, cultures,
leadership, and the work and lives of teachers. It is a promising

avenue to change but one which is very much in its infancy, with
many unanswered questions” (Stoll & Fink, 1998, p. 318).
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Perspectives/Approaches

One additional way researchers and theorists have attempted to define
change is by adopting various perspectives and/or approaches. For example, Chin
and Benne (1969) describe three basic perspectives for change: empirical-rational,
normative-reeducative and power coercive. Empirical-rational refers to the
“assumption that men are guided by reason and that they will utilize some rational
calculus of self-interest in determining needed changes in behavior” (p. 35); this
is the strategy that corresponds to the views of enlightenment and classical
liberalism; in the normative-reeducative strategy “men are seen as inherently
active, in quest of impulse and need satisfaction ... man, the organism, does not
passively await given stimuli as furthering or thwarting the goals of his ongoing
action” (p. 43); this is the strategy that corresponds to the views of the therapists;
and the power coercive strategy refers to the use of “political and economic
sanctions in the exercise of power” p. 52); this is the strategy used by political
institutions, administrative agencies and non-violent activists.

House and McQuillan (1998) examined educational change from three
perspectives: technological, political and cultural. They define these three as
follows:

The technological perspective takes production as its root image or
metaphor. Examples include concepts like input-output,
specification of goals and tasks, flow diagrams, incentives and

performance assessment. How to do the job is the dominant
concern. The parent discipline is economic, and the primary
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concern is efficiency. The political perspective takes negotiation as
its underlying image. Key concepts include power, authority, and
competing interests. The parent discipline is political science, and
the primary concern the legitimacy of the authority system. The
third perspective is the cultural, which rests on an image of
community. Central concepts include cultural, values, shared
meanings, and social relationships. The parent discipline is
anthropology and the primary concern is cultural integrity. (House
and McQuillan, p. 198)

House and McQuillan view the three mentioned above as an “interpretive
framework for understanding change and innovation the schools” (p. 198). For a
clearer picture of the factors and elements associated with each perspective, see

the chart below.
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Three Perspectives on School Reform

Technological Political Cultural

Production Negotiation Community
Systemic, rational Group Interaction of cultures
process conflict/compromise Value change
Knowledge of technique  Persuasion, inducement Meaning and values
Technique and outcomes Power and authority Conflict over values
Common interests and Conflict over interests Cooperation enigmatic
values Cooperation problematic Context

Cooperation automatic Innovation in context Autonomy
Innovation Legitimacy

Efficiency

House and McQuillan (1998) emphasized that the fact that reformers and
policy-makers choose the same perspective does not imply there is agreement in
the approach. In addition, they assert that no single perspective could account for
the explanation of events in a real world complexity. “Banks are not only
economic institutions, but also have political and cultural aspects” (p. 199). That
is, for those in education who study educational change, it is necessary to study
interactions and identify factors the take place across multiple case studies and
conceptual model or perspectives.

House and McQuillan (1998) cite the failed decentralization educational
movement of the Chicago schools during the 1990s (indeed a reform solely from
a political perspective) to demonstrate what happens when technical and cultural

factors are not taken into account. “Eliminating such an obstacle to change did
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not mean change would follow necessarily” House and McQuillan, 1998, p. 200).
They go on to mention the successes of Central Park East (CPE) Secondary
School in East Harlem, New York, Green Valley Junior/Senior High School (in
rural northeast) and the Dubuque Public Schools Expeditionary Learning Outward
Bound (Iowa) reforms to demonstrate what happens when three dimensions are
taken into account. For example, the vision, mission and design of Central Park
East Secondary School in East Harlem illustrates how school reform was targeted
from the three perspectives: political, cultural and technological. House and
McQuillan (1998) describe it:
Politically, CPE accepts only volunteer teachers and students,
eliminating much political conflict. In order to do this, it was
necessary to secure the approval of the higher authorities.
Secondly, the CPE reform makes the establishment of a new
school culture a high priority. The small size allows direct
influence and makes possible the agreement of the entire faculty on
critical issues. Finally, there is integral teacher training. In the
oral exams, students demonstrate competence, and the teachers
learn from each other. They can view each other’s work House
and McQuillan, 1998, p. 202).

Along the same lines, Sashkin and Egermeier (1992) identify three major
perspectives on educational change: (1) rational-scientific or R and D perspective,
(2) the political perspective, and (3) the cultural perspective. The rational-
scientific or research and diffusion (R & D discussed earlier) perspective was the

dominant approach in the study and practice of change and improvement in

schools from the late 1950s to the 1970s. The logic is very simple. “It assumes

329



that people accept and use information that has been scientifically shown to result
in educational improvement” (Sashkin & Egermeier, p. 2). The political
perspective was the dominant approach in the study and practice of change and
improvement in schools during the 1980s. This logic was also fairly
straightforward. It was to “mandate certain changes and outcomes, often by law.
It was then assumed that the changes would be made” (Sashkin & Egermeier, p.
2). It comprehends the “major top-down, state-level reforms that followed shift in
initiative from federal to state levels” (Sashkin & Egermeier, p. 2). This
perspective was guided by the utilization and imposition of various policy
instruments by those on upper-level positions towards those at the lower-level
positions. McDonell and Elmore (1987) identify four policy instruments used by
states: mandates, inducements, capacity building, and system changing. The third
perspective, namely cultural, was the dominant approach in the study and practice
of change and improvement in schools during the 1990s. It “emphasizes changes
in meanings and values within the organization undergoing change” (Sashkin &
Egermeier, p. 2). Recently, the cultural perspective has heavily influenced many
of the current approaches to redesigning and restructuring school change and
improvement. After reviewing three generations of approaches to school change,
Sashkin and Egermeier identified four operational strategies for improving school

performance:
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(1) Fix the parts, which involves improvement by adopting proven
innovations of various types; (2) Fix the people, through training
and development; (3) Fix the school, by developing school
organization’s capacities to solve their own problems; and (4) Fix
the system, by reforming and restructuring the entire enterprise of
education, from the state department of education to the district
and the school building. (Sashkin & Egermeier, 1992, p. 3)

Sashkin and Egermeier (1992) organize and classify these approaches to change
in this way:

Figure 2: Three Approaches to Change®

Chin and Benne (1969) House (1981) Sashkin and Egermeier
(1992)
Empirical-rational Technological Fix the parts
Power-coercive Political Fix the people
Normative-re-educative | Cultural Fix the school

The first operational strategy, ‘fix the parts’, focused on “transfer and
implementation of specific educational innovations. The idea is to fix the
ineffective or inadequately performing parts of schooling by implementing one or
another new idea that, if used properly, will produce better results for students”
(Sashkin & Egermeier, 1992, p. 3). This perspective is guided for the most on the
rational-scientific R and D school change and improvement perspective. Hord

(1992) lists a number of early studies on change (see chart below)® and adapted

64 Available online http://www.sedl.org/change/facilitate/approaches.html
% Available online http://www.sedl.org/change/facilitate/approaches.html#early
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from Sashkin and Egermeier to support the ‘fix the parts’ approach and emphasize
that it needs the presence of an active local agent as well as assistance and

resources of an innovation for the change to take place.

Early Studies on Change

Pilot State Dissemination Project

Seiber et al. (1972) noted that "effective adoptions were quite clearly related to
interpersonal contact... [including] needed information but [also] extensive
technical assistance" (p. 3).

RAND Change Agent Study

McLaughlin (1989) cited strong leadership, high motivation and involvement of
teachers, and long-term support as what worked in this study of four federally
sponsored programs.

Project Innovation Packages

Horst et al. (1975) reported that teachers involved in the Project Innovation
Packages received packages but no other information or assistance, resulting in
generally negative outcomes.

National Diffusion Network

Emrick and Peterson (1978) reported favorable results when the new programs
were accompanied by assistance and support, connecting users with specific
innovations.

Research and Development Utilization Program

Louis, Rosenblum, and Molitor (1981) indicated that "provision of high quality
information, technical assistance... can be effective in promoting improvements in
schools" (p. 5).

Experimental Schools Program
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Doyle (1978) assessed that problems were underestimated and "knowledge about
facilitators of change is usually ignored in this laudably successful effort" (p. 5).

Individually Guided Education Program

Klausmeier (1990) stated that the program was "widely acclaimed and used, until
Federal support for professional development and technical support activities was
withdrawn" (p. 6).

The second step, ‘fix the people’, focused on improving educational
outcomes by “first improving the knowledge and skills of teachers and
administrators, making them better able to perform their assigned roles” (Sashkin
& Egermeier, 1992, p. 9). This is the professional development strategy. The third
construct, ‘fix the school’, focuses “on the school as an organization” (Sashkin &
Egermeier, p. 11). This operational strategy comes out of a field called
‘organizational development’ (OD). “OD efforts aim to help people in
organizations learn to solve their own problems more effectively. The focus is on
organizational problems rather problems dealing with just part of the organization
or with certain technical skills of organizational members” (Sashkin & Egermeier,
p. 11). The fourth strategy, ‘fix the system’, seeks to integrate the other three
operational strategies into one. It is strongly aimed at cultural change. It is also
known as systemic reform. Restructuring is a systemic reform approach. It
“involves changes in roles, rules, and relationships between and among students
and teachers, teachers and administrators, and administrators at various levels

from the school building to the district office to the state level, all with the aim if
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improving student outcomes” (Sashkin & Egermeier, p. 14). Restructuring has
four components: decentralizing authority, changing accountability, changing
instruction and developing new and more authentic ways of assessing the
performance of students.

Hopkins et al. (1994) have organized, classified and compared these
strategies and approaches to change (mentioned above) in relationship to Fullan
and Pomfret’s (1977) review of implementation studies. Their chart (see below)
shows how the notions of fidelity, mutual adaptation and process illustrate a
paradigm shift in thinking about educational change. Perhaps, a stronger
discovery is that Fullan and Pomfret uncover how there has been a tremendous
and radical shift in the way innovation, reform and change should be delivered,
structured and defined. This paradigm shift has been from the technical or

technological to the political and to the cultural.

A Comparison of Perspectives on Change and Innovation

Perspectives ~ House Bennis et al. Fullan and Bolam
Pomfret

Technological Innovation Rational- Fidelity Innovation
empirical

Political Innovation in Power- Mutual Change

context coercive adaptation agent

Cultural Context Normative- Process studies User

rational
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In the same vein, others like Blenkin, Edwards and Kelly (1997) have
examined educational change from six perspectives: technological, cultural,
micropolitical, biographical, structural and socio-historical. The technological
perspective (again the dominant view in the 1960s) “assumes schools to be
rational organizations that are readily manipulated and easily changed. Teachers
themselves are, at best, perceived as rational adopters who will readily recognize
the value of, and therefore implement, the proposals they are offered ...” (Blenkin
et al., p. 216). The technological perspective is deficient because it assumes that
innovators and teachers are similar in the way they construe practice; it assumes
that the ideas of innovators are much better than those of the teachers; it ignores
the not so technical meanings of school that impinge upon an innovation and
simply label those as mere resistance to change and its view of the curriculum is
one that is limited due to the its de-emphasized transactional approach. The
cultural perspective “treats educational organizations as cultural entities” (Blenkin
et al., p. 218). The cultural perspective says that meaning is the important issue. In
contrast to the technological perspective, the cultural perspective re-defines
resistance to change and views it as a “lack of congruence between the existing
school culture and the culture embedded in the change proposals. The
micropolitical perspective is concerned with “the distribution of power in
educational institutions” (Blenkin et al., p. 221). The biographical perspective

“emphasizes the way in which change impinges upon the lives and careers of

335



practitioners and how the two phenomena interact” (Blenkin et al., p. 223). From
this perspective, resistance to change can be explained as a loss of the meaning of
those normative beliefs and values that offer stability. Change “challenges these
largely taken-for-granted structures of meaning and by implication, threatens the
professional identities of teachers. The structural perspective assumes that the
“process of schooling is embedded in, and a reflection of, wider economic, social
and political structures” (Blenkin et al., p. 225). Structural changes can be done at
the macro level (policies) or at the micro level (schools). Finally, the socio-
historical perspective centers on the work of Goodson. The socio-historical
perspective seeks to answer “where subjects came from and why they were as
they were” (Goodson, 1987 cited in Blenkin et al., p. 227). Basically, the socio-
historical perspective on change seeks to analyze and interpret the process of
curriculum change.

In addition to these perspectives and although not from the educational
change field of study per se but from an organizational/administration science
standpoint, Bolman and Deal (1997) advocated and examined change in
organizations by using a four-frame model. Bolman and Deal have consolidated
organizational behavior in schools into these four frames: structural, human
resource, political and symbolic. For a clearer picture of these four frames and

what they entail, see the following chart (Bolman & Deal, p. 15).
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Overview of Bolman and Deal (1997) Four-Frame Model

Structural Human Political Symbolic
Resource

Metaphor for  Factory or Family Jungle Carnival,

organization  machine temple,

theater

Central Rules, roles, Needs, skills, Power,

Concepts goals, relationships conflict, Culture
policies, competition, meaning,
technology, organizational — metaphor,
environment politics ritual,

ceremony,
Empowerment stories and
Image of Social Advocacy heroes
leadership architecture
Align

Basic Attune, organizational  Develop Inspiration

leadership structure to and human agenda and

challenge task, needs power base
technology, Create, faith,
environment beauty,

meaning

Bolman and Deal (1997) refer to the structural frame as one that

“emphasizes goals, specialized roles and formal relationships” (p. 13). The

challenge here is for the structure to fit the situation. Bolman and Deal state that

the human resource frame “sees an organization as much like an extended family,

inhabited by individuals who have needs, feelings, prejudices, skills and

limitations” (p. 14). The design should have an organization that appeal to the

sensitivities of people while it helps them to accomplish their tasks. Bolman and

Deal state that the political frame “sees organizations as arenas, contests, or
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jungles” (p. 14). Further barriers are the equal and balanced allocation of power
and resources that are scarce. Finally, Bolman and Deal state that the symbolical
frame “treats organizations as tribes, theaters, or carnivals. It sees organizations as
cultures, propelled more by rituals, ceremonies, stories, heroes, and myths than by
rules, policies, and managerial authority” (p. 14). The challenge here is to
resurrect and nurture the symbols, ceremonies and rituals that give life to the

organization and to ensure that people are playing their part accordingly.

Connecting Definitions and Perspectives on Educational Reform and Change to
Michael Fullan

These definitions and perspectives described above represent ways of
describing and classifying educational reform and change. At best, researchers
and theorists have attempted to describe the nature and complexity of changes.
The theories described above directly and explicitly state or imply the notion of a
paradigm shift (Kuhn, 1972). In other words, theorists’ and researchers’ attempts
at viewing change and reform in organizations (particularly directed at education)
imply the presence of a substantial shift and almost radical innovation, reform and
change as necessary and desirable. Generally, this paradigm has shifted from the
technical or technological to the political and cultural.

Fullan’s (1991) groundbreaking work The New Meaning of Educational

Change is an integral component of this paradigmatic revolution about education
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innovation, reform and change. Fullan stated that educational innovators should
attend to implementation as a process, rather than a mere event. Fullan stated that
educational reformers should not focus their efforts on the local or the national
scenes and realities, although both pictures should be examined and taken into
account. Fullan (1991, 2000) claimed that system and large-scale educational
reform is the avenue. Finally, Fullan stated that the realities of every human
participant in the change process should be the focus of educational change.
Change is about implementation, large-scale reform and the stake-holders. The
above literature review enables a study of Fullan’s work in order to clarify the
themes that dominate his work in each of these areas (mentioned above) and how
are these treated in his work. To complement this thematic (content) analysis, an
interview of Fullan himself will help to clarify key ideas, experiences, persons
and events that have inspired him to write about these topics as well as #ow these
have shaped his thinking about change over time. What follows will be an
historical overview of the development across decades from 1960 — 2008.
Michael Fullan — Doctoral Study at The University of Toronto and The Ontario
Institute for Studies in Education (OISE): The 1960s

The birth of Fullan as a scholar dates back to 1969. It was during this year
that the University of Toronto Department of Sociology granted Fullan the Doctor
of Philosophy degree. His dissertation was titled Worker’s Receptivity to

Industrial Change in Different Technological Settings. Its main purpose was “to
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investigate whether or not the orientations of manual workers to their work, and in
particular, to industrial changes vary by type of technological environment”
(Fullan, 1969, p. 1). His argument was that “factors concomitant with variations
in these types of technology (namely, craft, mass and continuous process
production) are significantly related to workers’ orientations to their work and to
technological change” (Fullan, p. 1). In order to theoretically approach this topic,
organize and classify variables in a systematic manner, Fullan grounded most of
the subject and discussion of his dissertation on the work of sociologist Talcott
Parsons.

Fullan (1969) examined not only the situation, but also the orientation of
the actor (worker in this case) to that situation. In short, as it was stated that
“action or behavior is the joint product of the orientation of the actor and the
situation in which he finds himself” (Fullan, p. 2). In addition to the work of
Parsons, Fullan’s dissertation took on an approach that differed substantively
from German sociologist Marx in at least two ways. Whereas Marx highlighted
objective consequences of types of production, Fullan sought to first emphasize
workers’ perceptions and evaluations, “their subjective definitions of the
situation, as the most relevant consequences” (p. 3), and secondly to argue that
this subjective phenomena is not “caused solely by type of technology, but rather
a function of the interdependence of the main types of factors identified in the

theory of action identified above” (Fullan, p. 3). In a nutshell, Fullan set out to
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explore and examine the “worker’s relationship to the technological process
(nonsocial) and to the various levels of the organizational system (social)”
(Fullan, p. 2).

Drawing from large survey of workers in the 1968 Prime Minister
Pearson’s Task Force on Labour Relations for the Federal Government of Canada
carried out at the time by senior investigator Jan J. Loubser, Fullan (1969)
collected data from the following industries: automobile, electrical equipment, oil
and printing. Fullan hypothesized that the meaning of the worker’s relationship to
industrial change was the outcome of “viewing ... attitudes as the joint product of
the orientations of workers and factors in the situation” (Fullan, p. 27). In general,
his findings supported this hypothesis. Workers’ receptivity to industrial changes
in multiple technological settings was associated with five factors: work group,
supervision, labor-management relations, status structure and identification with
and evaluation of the company (Fullan, 1970; 1972). These findings showed that
“the specific orientations to work were important determinants of attitudes toward
actual industrial changes, but the general orientations [job change, general
change, open mindedness and optimism] did not show any meaningful relation to
evaluation of these changes” (Fullan, 1969, p. 279). Perhaps, the most significant
implication of this study is the orientational and situational nature of worker’s

perceptions and evaluations:
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Although the general orientations were of limited value in
explaining attitudes toward specific changes, the specific
perceptions and evaluations of various aspects of work by
respondents were highly significant. 1 had defined these
perceptions and evaluations as an outcome of the interplay
between previous orientations to work (e.g. need for control and
need for meaningful work activities) and conditions of the work
situation. It is this emphasis on the interdependence of
orientational and situational factors that distinguishes my approach
from that of Marx who not only focused on objective consequences
but also tended to view modes of production as the sole
determinant. (Fullan, p. 279)

Fullan completed his dissertation at the University of Toronto under the
supervision of Loubser. Talcott Parsons was teacher and mentor to Loubser at
Harvard University. These connections point to major sources of influences on the
young scholar Fullan. Therefore, let us delve deeper into the roles and academic
interests and contributions of Parsons and Loubser. Later, the researcher will

briefly comment about their influences on Fullan.

Talcott Parsons (1902-1979)%

Parsons was an American sociologist. He was instrumental in establishing
structural functionalism.®” He advocated for a grand (general) theory for the
analysis of society. After reviewing the works of Durkheim, Weber and Pareto in
his work — The Structure of Social Action, Parson developed an overarching

theoretical paradigm or system called AGIL. This stood for Adaptation, Goal

9Scott, J. 2007). Fifty key sociologists: The contemporary theorists. New York, NY: Routledge.
Sedgwick, P, & Edgar, A. (2008). Cultural theory: The key thinkers. New York, NY: Routledge.
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attainment, Integration and Latency pattern maintenance. These four subsystems
or functional imperatives were crucial to maintain equilibrium in an environment.
Each one has its role and importance. Adaptation implied that organizations have
plurality of goals and thus there is need for multiple resources. Goal attainment
implied that there will be incongruity between the system’s inertia and the needs
that this situation triggers. Latency pattern maintenance implied that there is a
need for stability if it is hoped that changes will be institutionalized in a particular
setting. Latency pattern maintenance pays particular attention to values as the
contributing and formation factor of the goals of an organization. Finally,
integration implied that there is a need for mutual and continuous adjustment. In a
nutshell, Talcott Parsons was a functionalist theorist who saw society as a system

of interrelated and cooperating parts.

Jan J. Loubser

Loubser is a Canadian sociologist. Loubser earned his Ph.D. at Harvard
University under the tutelage of Parsons. Loubser has “thirty-eight years of
professional experience, including twenty-three years in international
development in both management and professional roles (of which nineteen years
were spent as a successful social and human development consultant), mainly

with the Canadian International Development Agency and the United Nations
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% His main academic interests include: strategy

Development Programme.
development, policy development, capacity development and other factors in
empowering people and creating enabling environments for all people,
communities and societies, with the aim of realizing their highest potentials and
the well-being of all. Loubser has served as advisor to various countries and
international organizations. Consistent with an integrated and cohesive socially-
based theory, Loubser states that his goal is to “contribute to the advancement of
the well-being of all people and the development of equitable, enabling societies

through consultancies in international development, focusing on holistic people-

. 69
centered development and community empowerment.

Connecting Academic Background and Preparation at the University of Toronto
(The 1960s) to Michael Fullan
Careful analysis of Fullan’s dissertation and beginning academic work
thereafter demonstrate the dominant academic paradigm of functionalism in
sociology and two of its key proponents Parsons and Loubser. In terms of being
the most dominant school of sociological thought at the time, it is stated that:
Functionalism was the dominant paradigm within cultural
anthropology and sociology throughout the first half of the
twentieth century. At its most basic, it attempts to explain any

given social or cultural institution in terms of the consequences
which that particular institution has for the society as a whole.

88 Available: www.undg.org/archive docs/2117-Curriculum_Vitae.doc.
% Available: www.undg.org/archive docs/2117-Curriculum_Vitae.doc.
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(Functionalism is therefore an alternative to historical accounts of
the emergence of institutions or societies.). Functionalist
explanation assumes that all institutions ideally participate in
maintaining the stability of the society, and thus in reproducing the
society from one generation to their next. Society, in accord with a
frequently used analogy to a biological organism, is assumed to
have the property of homeostasis, which is to say the various parts
of their society work to maintaining the society as a whole. Thus,
for example, the functions of the modern family are those of
physically nurturing and socializing the young. The culture
(including the morality, or norms and values of the society) is thus
transmitted, largely unchanged, from one generation to the next,
and the economy is provided with a supply of individuals who are
capable of playing useful roles. (Edgar & Sedgwick, 2008, p. 134)
In this sense, Fullan’s scholarship on educational change is functionalist. It
attempts to examine and explore schools and systems in terms of the
consequences they have for the whole. Thus, Fullan’s writings always aim at
whole system reform rather than specific individuals or initiatives. It thus
becomes clear that the two functionalist theorists, namely Parsons and Loubser,
have played a significant influence on Fullan’s scholarship on educational change.
Parson’s significance was two-fold: the emphasis on a general theory of
social systems and its consequential role as a meta- and grand-theorist. On the
other hand, Loubser was significant because of his attempts to link theory to
action in his studies for the Canadian government. Both of these prominent

figures influenced Fullan as a scholar of educational change in the sense that they

provided the intellectual underpinnings for not only a theoretical, but also a
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practical worldview of the functions of systems and their relationships to the

individuals that comprised it.

Michael Fullan — Implementation-Missing on Educational Change: The 1970s

This section examines the development and evolution of Fullan’s theory of
educational change by focusing on his writings during the 1970s. The core idea
running through Fullan’s writings in the 1970s is the realization that
‘implementation’ was missing. This section highlights that Fullan realized the
lack of the ‘implementation’ perspective through three avenues: (1) transitioning
from sociology into education; (2) identifying and defining educational reform
eras and (3) documenting problems and issues within both the sociology of
change (diffusion) and educational innovation literatures.

The 1970s marked the birth of Fullan as a scholar in the field of
educational change. In fact, during the early 1970s, Fullan shows up by pointing
out the lack of ‘implementation’ perspective in the educational innovation
literature. Fullan recounted his own experiences:

I was extremely fortunate to begin my career in the late 1960s at a
time when the field of ‘implementation’ was literally being born.
Professionally speaking, I grew up together with implementation
over the past three decades.

Around 1970, almost overnight, innovation got a bad name. The
term implementation — what was happening (or not) in practice —

came into good use. Goodlad’s (1970) Behind the Classroom
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Door, Sarason’s (1971) The Culture of the School and the Problem
of Change, Gross’ Implementing Organization Innovations (1971),
and Smith and Keith’s (1971) Anatomy of Educational innovation
exposed the problem. People are adopting innovations without
asking why, and usage was assumed to be happening (but, as the
above authors documented, the little was changing in practice).

I had an opportunity to develop some of my own ideas when I was
invited to put together as guest editor, a special issue of
Interchange on the theme Innovations in Learning and Processes
of Educational Change. This resulted in an extensive introductory
essay entitled ‘Overview of the Innovative Process and the User.’
Some of the first ideas leading eventually to the concept of
‘meaning’ were formulated in this article. My starting point was to
say that the problem with much of the literature at the time was
that “the focus is on the innovation rather than the user” [parent,
teacher, and student]. (Fullan, 1972, p. 4 as cited in Fullan, 1998g,
pp- 215, 217)

The main conclusion is that the model process of change whereby
innovations are developed external to schools and then transmitted
to them has led to no significant change at the user level ... The
most important general point is that there is a misplaced emphasis
in the innovative process in that those affected by the changes are
dependent on the process instead of the process being dependent
on them ... Radical change can come only as a consequence of
complete revamping of the role of the user in the process of
change. (Fullan, 1972b, pp. 1, 15-16)

Transition from Sociology to Education
Transitioning from sociology into the field of education is a consequence
of Fullan’s expansive treatment of his own doctoral dissertation work at the

University of Toronto. Its title was “Workers’ Receptivity to Industrial Change in
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Different Technological Settings” (Fullan, 1969). As noted earlier, Fullan’s
doctoral work attempted to find out whether or not the orientations of manual
workers to their work, especially, to industrial changes vary by type of
technological environment. Grounding his work on the theory of sociologist
Parsons, Fullan concluded that the perceptions and attitudes of workers toward
industrial changes in various technological settings were the products of both
orientational and situational nature of the workplace itself. In short, Fullan argued
that these orientational and situational factors were interdependent. Therefore, it
was not surprising that this work advocated for and against worker integration and
alienation respectively in various industrial-technological settings. These words
(interdependence, integration, alienation) implied a call to help workers adjust to
industrial changes.

In 1970, Fullan transitioned to the field of education by calling into
question at the time the scarce research and theoretical development in
conceptualizing adaptability to change capacity (Fullan, 1970a, b; Fullan, 1972a).
To illustrate, Fullan and Loubser (1972) attempted to conceptualize the
components of adaptive capacity. Grounded in the psychological and sociological
literature at the time, they identified the major components of variation and
selective variation in the adaptive functioning of individuals. Then, using the
educational system as an illustration, Fullan and Loubser (1972) proceeded to

analyze the relevance of education to the adaptive capacity of individuals. Here,
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they concluded that they knew “very little about the casual relationship between
education and adaptive functioning” (p. 279) for two reasons, namely that “most
of the researchers who have investigated the effects of education have been
content to rely on standardized achievement results... [and] that it is impossible to
distinguish the effects of early socializing from the effects of the school on
capacity outcomes” (Fullan & Loubser, 1972, p. 279). Consequently, determined
to investigate the role education plays in adaptive capacity components, Fullan
and Loubser maintained that a focus on the educational system is valid and
justified by the position that:

. it is sounder strategically to focus on the educational system
because school arrangements are potentially more manipulable. In
fact, recent school innovations such as individualized instruction,
team teaching, flexible scheduling, and the open school are
intended to increase the adaptive capacity of students. The goals
implicit in these new developments, such as student self-direction,
self-instruction in learning, critical thinking and problems-solving
abilities, and capacity to gather, organize, and analyze new
material and draw conclusions about it, are related very closely to
the adaptive capacities discussed above. (Fullan & Loubser, 1972,
p. 280)

In addition to trying to define the adaptive capacities of individuals, Fullan
and Loubser (1972) considered the adaptive functioning of social systems. The
rationale is that “there is a clear interdependency between the individual and
societal levels” (Fullan & Loubser, p. 281). The complementary nature of

differentiation and integration was discussed. While the former is described by the
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key concepts of specialization and autonomy, the latter is characterized by its

emphasis on communication and evaluation. Specialization and autonomy

facilitate variation. Communication and evaluation allow for selective retention or

“For selective rewards for those variations that contribute to the goals of the

system and increase the likelihood that adaptive responses will occur in the

system. These two processes together constitute the adaptive capacity of social

systems” (Fullan & Loubser, p. 282). This is demonstrated using the educational

system:

First, as for the variation phase, a school system as one of its main
goals may seek addition to ongoing programs designed to
accomplish this goal, the school system must have mechanisms for
systematically becoming aware of new and potentially more
effective ways of attaining this objective. The school may
accomplish this through the use of differentiated roles ... In
addition it may attempt to reinforce this process by allocating
portions of various person’s roles (e.g. teachers) to this task.
Whatever the case, the system must recognize the autonomy of
these role activities and provide the incumbents with the necessary
resources (time and facilities) to pursue this function. (Fullan &
Loubser, 1972, p. 282)

The key for adaptive capacity of social system relies on a high degree of

both variation and selective retention. The problem in the educational system is

there is a high degree of variation coupled with a low degree of selective retention

as well as the lack of open communication mechanisms, efficacy measures and
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rewards that pushed lots of innovations to become short-circuited and even
disused (Fullan, 1972b; Fullan 1973a; Fullan & Eastabrook, 1970).

Fullan transitioned from sociology into education by making the case that
there was a need for a full and systematic treatment of the relationship between
education and individual and systematic adaptive capacity. Fullan and Loubser
(1972) suggested broad parallel dimensions of both social system and individual
adaptive functioning. In fact, they argued for the interdependence of the
individual and social system’s adaptive capacities. Using the educational system,
they advocated:

...there is a reciprocal relationship whereby individuals with high
adaptive capacity will influence the character and adaptive
functioning of social systems and vice versa. Thus if we want to
increase the adaptive capacity of the educational system (and
consequently of society), we must develop educational
organizations which permit variation, are capable of selective
retention, facilitate the development of adaptive capacities of
individuals within this system, and evaluate the individual and
social products in light of individual and social objectives.

It is clear, therefore, that education and adaptive capacity are
interwoven at the individual and social levels in ways that defy
reduction to unidirectional casual chains. (Fullan & Loubser, p.
284)
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Identifying and Defining Educational Reform Eras

In addition to this scholarly transition from sociology into education,
Fullan arrives at the ‘implementation” perspective’® by identifying and defining
educational reform eras or periods in similar ways (Fullan, 1973a; Fullan, 1993d;
Fullan, 1999e; Fullan, Eastabrook & Hewson, 1973). In his extensive introductory
essay entitled ‘Overview of the Innovative Process and the User’, He (1972b)
documented the absence of the ‘implementation’ perspective by focusing on
school innovation research. Fullan defined the 1950s and the 1960s as not very
helpful for the research designs and type of measurements used:

Much of the research on school innovation during the 1950s and
1960s is not very helpful because of the research designs and type
of measurements used. The typical way to measure school
innovations (from a predefined list) they had adopted over a given
time period (e.g., Carlson, 1965). In other words, the dependent
variable was reported adoptions of specific innovations. This
variable was correlated with a variety of independent variable
concerning individual, interpersonal, and system characteristics.
Although this research has made some contribution to knowledge,
that is limited because of the fundamental weakness of the
measurement of the dependent variable.

There are at least three serious problems with this measurement
relating to the failure to (1) distinguish between adoptions and use
in relation to the characteristics of educational innovations, (2)
distinguish between the decision-maker and the user, or (3)
measure the consequence or value of the innovations. (Fullan,
1972b, p. 5)

"see Appendix 5A.
352



Moreover, Fullan (1973a) points out the ‘implementation’ perspective
highlighting the model process of change (the way in which innovations have
been usually adopted and implemented) by grouping approaches to educational
reform into five types. That is, Fullan classified educational change by noting
various approaches.

“The innovations approach is the most widespread and is
characterized by an attempt to reorganize the existing school
structure. This approach is exemplified by open-plan schools,
flexible scheduling, differentiated staffing, and a wvariety of
curricular reforms. The systems approach is a variation of the
inputs and outputs. This approach is associated with such terms as
performance contracting, accountability, behavioral objectives, and
planning programming, and budgeting (P.P.B.S.). Problem solving
is a third approach to educational reform. The emphasis is on the
school or user group which engages in goal setting, seeking and
selecting alternatives, and evaluating results supported by outside
facilitators and resources. The fourth type concerns alternative
schools. At first, alternative schools were outside the public
systems. Recently they have been funded and approved as
experiments within the system taking the form of “free schools”
and of more “structured” alternatives. The fifth and final approach
to reform, de-schooling, is to do away with school organization
altogether and design more open, free-access learning
opportunities. (Fullan, 1973a, p. 397)

In a slightly different fashion, Fullan, Eastabrook and Hewson (1973)
identified the absence of the ‘implementation’ perspective by contrasting the
1960s and the 1970s’ approach toward school innovations:

The 1960s has been a period of ubiquitous innovative activity in
educational institutions. The trend in the 1970s is toward
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accountability. The question being asked in the 1960s was how can
we increase innovativeness. The question now being asked is how
can we determine if innovations are worthwhile? (Fullan,
Eastabrook, & Hewson, p. 64)

Documenting Problems and Issues: The Sociology of Change and Educational
Innovation

A third and last way Fullan arrived at the ‘implementation’ perspective is
through the documentation of problems and issues within both the sociology of
change (diffusion) and educational innovation literatures. Fullan uses both
theoretical and empirical studies (Eastabrook & Fullan, 1978; Fullan, 1972c;
Fullan, 1973b; Fullan, 1978a, b, ¢; Fullan, 1979; Fullan & Eastabrook, 1973;
Fullan, Eastabrook & Biss, 1977; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977).

In the sociology of change (diffusion) literature, Fullan’s (1978a, b, c)
reviews of the state of the art of Organization Development (OD) in education for
the National Institute of Education is particularly groundbreaking. Likewise,
Fullan and Miles’ (1978) and Fullan, Miles and Taylor’s (1978) assessments of
the implications of OD for educational institutions were also groundbreaking.
Basically, these were comprehensive assessments of the state of knowledge of OD
in education and as it pertained to the nature and extent of use of OD in school
districts in both the United States and Canada. Researchers wanted answers to the

following four questions:
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1. What is the extent of OD work in school districts across Canada
and the united States?

2. How many OD consultants are active in education? What is their
background and the nature of their activities?

3. What are the conditions or factors associated with sustained or
successful OD efforts compared to less successful ones?

4. What policy and strategic implications derive from a thorough

assessment of where OD is and where it is going? (Fullan & Miles,
1978, p. 149)

In order to answer these questions, Fullan, Miles and Taylor (1978)
identified and gathered data on over 300 OD consultants and 76 school districts
and three onsite case studies. The study of OD in schools was not only justified
by the claim that “although OD has been applied to schools since the mid
60’s...there were no comprehensive theoretical and empirical reviews of its use in
education available” (Fullan, Miles & Taylor, 1980, p. 121), but also by the
concern to determine its characteristics, use and impact. Moreover, this system-
oriented change strategy for organizational self-development and renewal
underscores the perennial dilemma in the study of change in people on whether or
not the focus should be or is on the individual or the group, as Fullan and Miles

(1980b) aptly described:

This dilemma appears in even more complex form when we
remember the fact that the groups in which most people work and
learn are embedded in an organizational setting. Thus, when
considering any effort to change or improve the way individuals
are functioning, we must attend not only to their interaction with
their work group(s) and to the group’s functioning, as would be the
case in ‘stranger’ groups, but to the role expectations for
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individuals drawn from the surrounding organizational contexts,
the relations between their groups and other groups, and so on. It is
no longer the case that the individual and group change occurs in
the context of efforts to improve the overall functioning of the
organization. (Fullan & Miles, p. 223)

In their review of OD in schools, these researchers critiqued and clarified
its values, themes and goals; identified and analyzed various practical models and
characteristics; assessed its impact or outcomes on achievement, productivity and
attitudes, and reframed OD by suggesting policy implications for educational
agencies at all levels (Fullan, Miles & Taylor, 1980).

After much documentation and research into the nature and implications
of OD in schools, they concluded that defining OD is not simple since OD was
subjected to a great debate in the general literature (Fullan & Miles, 1980a).
Rather, a revised definition of OD was presented:

Organization development in school districts is a coherent,
systematically planned, sustained effort at system self-study and
improvement, focusing explicitly on change in formal and informal
procedures, process, norms or structures, using behavioral science
concepts. The goals of OD included both the quality of life of
individuals as well as improved organizational functioning and
performance. (Fullan & Miles, 1980a, p. 246)

In addition to these OD studies, Fullan derived much of the need for an
‘implementation’ perspective from several empirical (although small) case studies
of schools and educational actors (Eastabrook & Fullan, 1978; Fullan, 1972c;

Fullan, 1973c¢; Fullan & Eastabrook, 1973; Fullan, Eastabrook & Biss, 1977). For
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example, in what appears to be his first case study Fullan (1972c¢) investigated the
role that social relationships exerted upon the implementation of innovations in a
secondary school (Thornlea School). Largely descriptive in nature, Fullan taped
interviews of principals, teachers students and community members in order to
examine the quality and frequency of particular innovations, the birth and
development of this innovative secondary school, the social and administrative
structure of the school as well as the conflictive nature of the plurality goals as
evidenced by the various positions of multiple stakeholders. The main finding was
that implementation should not ignore the social relationships of those expected to
adopt and execute the innovations.

In another paper, Fullan and Eastabrook (1973) documented the need of
role understanding by principals, teachers and students in the educational change
process. This study, part of a large research project in more than forty Ontario
elementary and secondary schools, underscored the reality that schools functioned
as adopters and consumers of innovations that are nearly universalistic in nature
and therefore deny the existence of other alternatives.

Besides the OD studies and these other case studies, Fullan and Pomfret’s
(1977) commissioned review by the National Institute of Education published in
the Review of Educational Research represented his best attempt at documenting
the lack of the ‘implementation’ perspective. Although this study is documented

in more detail previously in the literature review chapter section under the

357



innovation and diffusion period, it is essential to cite it here as a key scholarly
work in the development and evolution of Fullan’s work. Fullan and Pomfret
focused on examining the ‘black box’ of implementation. Defining
implementation as “the actual use of an innovation or what an innovation consists
of in practice” (Fullan & Pomfret, p. 336), they sought to study how to ensure
that educational change took place. One way they sought to establish this was to
distinguish between fidelity and a mutual adaptation perspective. The major
argument is that implementation is a process that takes place within micro- and
macro-sociopolitical units. In sum, implementation is a process that demands a

redefinition and reassessment of relationships between stakeholders or users.

Summary

So far, I have attempted to examine the development and evolution of
Fullan’s theory of educational change during the 1970s. I argued that Fullan’s
writings during this decade are particularly characterized by the realization that
the ‘implementation’ perspective was missing in the corresponding educational
innovation and diffusion era. There were three ways Fullan came into contact
with the lack of this perspective. One was his transition from sociology into
education. Fullan made a persuasive argument that there was little
conceptualization in adaptability or change adaptive capacity. This transition is

completed when the role of education in adaptive capacity is investigated.
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Another way to highlight the lack of implementation is to point out historical
efforts in education. Fullan provided a compelling case of the continuing failure
of educational innovations by describing different eras or periods of reform that
were marked by particular paradigms. One final way to come in contact to the
absence of implementation was through empirical and theoretical studies. Fullan’s
studies demonstrated the importance of roles, social relationships and the
organizational realities of the users on the actual implementation of innovations.
To summarize, Fullan’s writings during the 1970s acknowledged that attention to
implementation issues was critical and that its process-oriented nature demands a

broader reconceptualization and reexamination of stakeholders in education.

Michael Fullan — Meaning-Making on Educational Change: The 1980s

The problem of meaning is central to making sense of educational
change. In order to achieve greater meaning, we must come to
understand both the small and the big pictures. The small picture
concerns the subjective meaning or lack of meaning for individuals
at all levels of the educational system. Neglect of the
phenomenology of change — that is, how people actually
experience change as distinct from how it was intended — is at the
heart of the spectacular lack of success of most social reform. It is
also necessary to build and understand the big picture, because
educational change after al is a sociopolitical process (Fullan,
1982¢, p. 4).

During the 1980s, Fullan highlighted the ‘meaning’ of educational change.
In his own brief professional biography, he stated:

“The source of the next phase of conceptualization literally came
to me in a flash. Early in 1980 I had just finished an Advisory
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Group consultation at Far West Laboratory and was boarding a
plane in San Francisco to return to Toronto. The plane was nearly
empty and as I sat down the thought suddenly occurred to me that
there was really no textbook that I could think of that dealt with the
change process covering implementation. (Fullan, 1998g, p. 219)
This section continues to examine the development and evolution of
Fullan’s theory of educational change by focusing on his writings during the
1980s. The key idea behind Fullan’s writings in the 1980s is his advocacy for
considering the ‘meaning’ of educational changes. Fullan noted that the critical
need to take into account ‘meaning’ by focusing on the following elements: a
researching agenda for implementation; the sources, assumptions and processes
underlying educational innovations; the roles of actors and stakeholders; the

dilemmas inevitably present in educational change and the need to go deeper and

wider to bring significant improvements on teaching and learning within schools.

Researching Agenda for Implementation

During the 1980s, Fullan laid out a future agenda for research on
implementation (Fullan, 1981a; Fullan, 1982a, b; Fullan, 1985h; Fullan, 1987;
Fullan, 1988; Fullan, 1989a, b). The main objective was to describe and review
the current state of knowledge of implementation research. Reviewing and
understanding and coping with the process of educational change required an
examination of the causes of implementation. Fullan (1981a) claimed that

defining implementation involves naming possible outcomes. These comprised

360



three: (1) non-change — where the “implementation has failed because it has
resulted in no discernible change” (Fullan, p. 207); (2) the programmed approach
— where “change has happened as measured by predefined criteria” (Fullan, p.
207), and (3) never-specified faithful implementation — where “changes have
happened, can be described, but they r