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SUMMARY

In 1974, at the International Intervisitation Programme
(I.I.P.) in Bristol, Thomas B. Greenfield 1launched a
subjective approach to educational administration, with
an attack on what he saw as the prevailing systems
perspective of the "New Movement", which grew up in the
late 1950's and early 1960's centred on the University
of Chicago, but drawing inspiration from the work of

Herbert Simon.

The resulting subjective/systems debates plunged
educational administration into a period of uncertainty,
and yet, paradoxically, at the same time, produced an
examination of the very philosophical and theoretical
bases of the field of educational administration and
brought to the forefront of the debate many issues, for
example, the role of science in educational administration,
the nature of theory, the reality of organisations and

the 'right' way to conduct educational research.

The first section provides an overview of events
surrounding the Greenfield/Griffiths Debate. It focuses
on the period immediately after the I.I1.P. Address at
Bristol, where Daniel Griffiths' challenges to Greenfield's
stance led to what was called the Greenfield/Griffiths
Debate. Finally, the critiques of Jean Hills and Donald
Willower are considered in the aftermath of the
Greenfield/Griffiths Debate. This provides a foundation
on which to build the specific debates of the later
sections, where comparative and analytical methods are

used.

The methodological implications of the way this thesis

has attempted critically to analyse the thoughts of various
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writers, and to suggest new insights that the author brings
to the debate, are considered in the Preface. The writer's
physics background has enabled him to provide examples
and comparisons from the natural sciences and to clear
up what he regards as misconceptions about the nature
of science that Greenfield and other contributers exhibit

in their work.

Section 2. explores the justificatory philosophical sources
which Greenfield and his critics use to buttress their
views. Greenfield, for example, draws on the work of
Weber, Laing and Hodgkinson, but does so in such a way
that makes it difficult to locate his exact philosophical
position. Labels such as action theorist, phenomenologist
and existentialist, appear only to have limited
applicability to Greenfield's stance. Investigations
have been undertaken into the philosophies of Husserl
and Schutz to try to clarify this position, but in no
sense is it claimed that this is a philosophical thesis.

Its concern is with educational administration.

Sections 3. and 4. compare Greenfield's 'new perspective'
with the so called, 'new directions' in the sociology
of education, which, while superficially sharing
similarities with the 'new perspective', also indicate
underlying fundamental differences in the way the two
fields progressed. For instance, although a
phenomenological period is claimed by Sarup for the ‘'new
directions' in the sociology of education, on analysis,
it does not appear really to have existed, there being,
instead, an early push towards neo-Marxist perspectives.
Hence, the need to examine neo-Marxist perspectives in

both fields in Section 4.

Section 5. discusses the importance of anthropological
and ethnographic research methods in educational

administration, as a result of their almost inevitable
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use, as the only methods available, if research is to

remain within subjective approaches.

Section 6. examines ambiguity models such as the 'Garbage
Can' model of Cohen, March and Olsen, and the 'loose
coupling' of Weick. Such models are often considered
to have a sympathy with subjective approaches, in their
citation of ‘'fuzzy' organisational @goals and wunclear
technologies, and notions of ‘'organised anarchy'. Yet,
the thesis shows that this philosophical orientation is
much closer to systems perspectives, i.e. goals may be
'fuzzy', but they are still organisational goals, something

impossible under Greenfield's subjective approach.

Section 7. examines the concept, 'paradigm' and the idea
that the subjective/systems debate has given way to
paradigm diversity. However, appeals to Kuhn's scientific
notion of paradigm help to reveal inconsistencies in the
way the term is applied in educational administration,

and to question its appropriateness to the field.

Section 8. examines the INLOGOV Report, (a report by the
Institute of Local Government Studies and School of
Education, University of Birmingham, on the arrangements
of the Education Department of Strathclyde Regional
Council), in the 1light of the various philosophical and
theoretical approaches put forward in this thesis, to
provide an example of the relevance of such work to a
specific educational administration situation, i.e. the
arrangements for educational administration in Strathclyde

Regional Council's Education Department.

Section 9. attempts to break new ground over the problem
of intersubjectivity, the attempt to bridge the gap between
subjective and systems approaches. First highlighted
in Section 2., this forms a fundamental problem in

philosophy, and so, after demonstrating the difficulty
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of taking a purely philosophical approach, the writer
attempts to take a new direction to the issue by appealing
to concepts such as culture, chaos and time
irreversibility, to provide new ideas and insights to
the problem. The concepts, 'language' and 'communication'
from culture, are examined along with the new ideas
emerging in the natural sciences on the universality of
chaos patterns across discipline ©boundaries, and the
ability of apparent chaos to reveal an intricate fine
structure underneath. Finally, drawing on ideas throughout
the thesis, the concept of time irreversibility is used
to explore the possibility of connections, through the
fact that each human consciousness is simultaneously locked

into the same time progression.

Section 10. attempts to assess Greenfield's contribution
to educational administration by considering, in turn,
various concepts usually associated with what many would
regard as 'mainstream’ educational administration,
derived from systems approaches, such as organisation,
goal, environment, accountability, 1leadership, training
and research. Finally, an assessment is made of
Greenfield's overall impact on the future of educational

administration.
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PREFACE.

METHODOLOGY.

Parameters of the Debate.

This thesis is primarily a study of a debate within
educational administration as it has evolved over the

last twenty years.

The work of Thomas B. Greenfield features highly in this
work, and while this is not a biographical study of
Greenfield, his ideas on a subjective approach to
educational administration provide a thread that runs

throughout the work.

However, Greenfield has raised issues 1like the nature
of theory, the reality of organisations and the taken-
for-granted philosophical assumptions within the
traditional field of educational administration. These
issues have made it essential to consider other fields
of study and disciplines, where parallel problems have
appeared, in order to try to seek understanding through

comparative study.

Thus fields and disciplines such as sociology of education,
anthropology, philosophy and general organisation theory
as applied to institutions other than educational

establishments have been investigated.
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For instance, the ©parallel developments in the ‘'new'
sociology of education and their consequences have been
considered in Section 3. and Section 4., where, in the
early 1970's both fields experienced a claimed
subjective/phenomenological input. To the writer's

knowledge, this forms an original initiative in the thesis.

Section 7. devoted to the concept, 'paradigm' is necessary
because the term can be used in many different ways.
Until recently, Greenfield has not used the term and does

not provide his own definition of the word.

Where is the Data Coming From?

The data for this thesis are primarily works generated
within educational administration. Greenfield's 'new
perspective' ©paper, "Theory About Organization: A New
Perspective and its Implications for Schools", [in,
"Administering Education - International Challenge" (1975),
edited by M. Hughes,] forms a central source of citation,
for within the confines of twenty six pages Greenfield
raises many fundamental sociological, philosophical and
theoretical issues, which have application and relevance
far outside the confines of educational administration.
The work of Daniel Griffiths, Donald Willower and Peter
Gronn form central critiques which have provided much
data for the debate. The contributors to Boyan's "Handbook
of Research on Educational Administration"(1988) Griffiths,
Willower, Hughes, Culbertson and Everhart, provide much
data for Section 7. where the concept, 'paradigm' is

addressed.

The inclusion of philosophy has raised difficult issues

of the depth of treatment required.
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Problems of Encountering Philosophical Issues,

This is not intended to be a philosophical thesis, nor
does the author consider himself equipped to embark upon
such a work; he is not a philosopher. The question: "how
much do educational administrators need to know about
philosophy?" remains problematic. It raises the issue
of whether those writing within the subjective/systems
and wider paradigmatic debates within educational
administration, who draw freely on justificatory
philosophical sources to strengthen their arguments, have

specific expertise in philosophy.

In the subjective/systems debate, from a philosophical
point of view, there is much confusion over the concept,
'phenomenology'. Although initially adopting the term
for his stance, Greenfield, after much criticism, appears
to use the term less frequently. His approach appears
to favour a phenomenology that always respects the
subject's view of reality, but other phenomenological
writers, such as Schutz, sometimes use the term in a much
more interactionist way. However, Section 2., is devoted
to the philosophical issues raised by Greenfield and his
critics, and data from secondary sources have been used
to express the ideas of philosophers such as Husserl,

Heidegger, Schutz, Berger, Luckmann and Wittgenstein.

Secondary Sources.

The use of secondary sources for data, the author considers
to be justified by the vast area to be covered in
addressing philosophical, sociological and theoretical
problems within several fields. This has resulted in
such sources being taken as starting points for premises,
and as such, they have been assumed to be factually

correct. However, primary sources predominate when issues
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are being drawn from writers who are primarily working

within the field of educational administration.

Problems of Citation.

The work draws heavily on citation, which the writer
considers to be his evidence. This raises the problem
of taking quotations out of context, a problem exacerbated
by the practice of comparing a quotation from one author
with that of another in order to highlight disagreements
or conflicts. However, it is such activity, risky though
it may be, that can lead to insights into sometimes subtle
differences of orientation between different writers,
and the implications these raise for the study of

educational administration.

Not only is the work wide academically across fields and
disciplines, it is also, of necessity, wide
geographically. The fact that the debates are over
theoretical, philosophical, and sociological issues within
educational administration, as outlined earlier, rather
than specific debates within the administration of
education in one country, has resulted in the debate being
conducted across the English speaking world, with, for
instance, Greenfield's (Canadian) work being criticised

and supported in the United States, Britain and Australia.

Problems of Interpretation of English across Continents.

When citations are taken across continents, and compared
across continents, this raises the question of whether
English can be regarded as a wuniversal language within

the debate.

The author has not attempted any analysis of the cultural

differences in the meaning of language, for example,
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between American English and that used on this side of

the Atlantic.

The nature of the study aided this decision. With the
exception of Section 8., most of the key citations refer
to general issues of the study of educational
administration, especially when subjective approaches

are being considered.

A subjective approach implies a focus on the individual
and interpretation of organisations, from his specific
viewpoint, involving the meanings he brings to the
situation. Greenfield favours a stance that supports
the integrity of subjective meaning above any cultural
shared meanings, a point to be stressed 1later in the
thesis. This in itself, 1lends support to the author's
decision not to become preoccupied with the problems of
cultural interpretations of 1language, wuntil the ninth
section on the meaning of culture. In his opinion, the
problems of the cultural interpretations of language mainly
arise from specific considerations of administrative
systems, for instance, between the U.K. and the U.S.A.,
rather than consideration of general approaches such as
subjective, systems or ambiguity. For example, cultural
differences occur between the concept of a headmaster
in a British school, who, in spite of his position, is
seen as retaining a teaching role, and the concept of
a principal in an American school who is seen to be
primarily an administrator. On the other hand, the more
theoretical concept of a 'Garbage Can' model, within
ambiguity approaches to educational administration, while
containing the American use of the word ‘'garbage', is
easily interpreted as refuse or household waste and, as
such, retains its metaphoric concept of 'dumping' of

issues, to be 'processed' at a later time.
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A Debate Across the Boundaries of Individual Educational

Administration Units.

In order to address the various issues that commentators
on Greenfield's approach have put forward, and to be able
to argue across cultural boundaries, with the exception
of Section 8., the work has remained outside specific
debates about individual administrative systems within
localities, (which also, incidentally, supports the

citation issue just considered).

Section 8., however, attempts to provide an example of
how such theoretical, philosophical and sociological
debates, and their relation to other approaches, can have
application in criticism of an individual report on the
administration of education within a specific 1local
authority. Because it confines itself in this way, with
no attempt at comparative studies with other specific
administrative systems, in other regions or «countries,
(this is not a thesis on comparative education,) the author
considers that the problem of cultural differences of
language interpretation have still been kept to a minimum,
even within this section. Although citations from the
INLOGOV Report have been used, (the report reviewing the
specific administrative arrangements within Strathclyde
Regional Council's Education Department,) they have only
been compared with citations on general theoretical and
philosophical issues, and not with other specific reports
on the process of educational administration in other
systems, or geographical areas. The intention  is to
show the extent of the relevance and applicability of
the theoretical and philosophical ideas, to a specific
situation, and not to became preoccupied with a comparative
study of educational administrative systems, which would

direct attention away from the subjective/systems debate
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and the resulting paradigm diversity, that form the central

thrust of this thesis.

The Problems of Trying to Imagine Greenfield's Reaction

to Specific Suggestions made by other Commentators.

At various stages within the thesis the author tries
to imagine what Greenfield's reaction would be to specific
suggestions made by other commentators. This is justified
on the grounds that it aids attempts to identify
Greenfield's specific subjective orientation and to enable
the general debates within educational administration,
for instance the concept 'paradigm diversity', to be
considered, from his viewpoint. Such attempts have been
decided purely on the 1logical deductions of the actual
issues being considered, and it should not be implied
that Greenfield would agree with the author's deductions.
The writer is merely attempting to see the issues through
the eyes of Greenfield's specific subjective orientation,
with its emphasis on the integrity of the meanings that

the subject brings to a situation.

The Input into the Debate of the Author's Physics

Background.

The writer has brought his knowledge of physics to debates
which <centre on the question of whether -educational
administration 1is a science, and whether scientific
principles can be applied. He considers that there are
various misconceptions about the nature of physics and
other natural sciences held by Greenfield and his
commentators, and that sometimes appeals to specific ideas,
theories and usages in physics, «can <clarify these
misconceptions; for example, the misconception that, at

any one time, there can be only one prevailing paradigm
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in physics, in other words, one prevailing theoretical
explanation of a physical phenomenon, that cannot exist
side by side with conflicting paradigms, and can only
eventually be overthrown by a new paradigm, with the

resulting rejection of the former.

A good example would be the theories of Newtonian and
Einsteinian mechanics. The theories of relativity of
Einstein extend the knowledge of Mechanics, but Newton's
Laws of Motion have become special cases of Einstein's
theory, and in many everyday situations, Newtonian
mechanics provides satisfactory results to theoretical
calculations. It would be wrong to imply that Newtonian
mechanics has been rejected in favour of Einsteinian

mechanics.

A Field in Confusion.

The writer's physics input will hopefully 1lend support
to the view that the field of educational administration
cannot be studied in isolation. Ideas have always arrived
from other fields and disciplines, but whereas the ideas
from organisation theory tended to assist the debate within
systems approaches, those provided by Greenfield have
acted as contradictions to the established field and
resulted in confusion that still exists today. However,
this is the background against which the field now has

to try to progress.



SECTION 1.

THE GREENFIELD/GRIFFITHS DEBATE.

The 1950's and 1960's must have been a 'comfortable' time
to study educational administration. Classical management
theory had provided an apparently solid foundation to
the field, based on principles drawn from industrial
organisations and also wide accumulated experience. This
foundation was based on Taylor's (1911) "Scientific
Management" and Fayol's (1916) "Universal Principles
Movement", but later analysed and synthesised by Urwick
(1943).

The human relations approach had provided the "human touch"
by studying organisations in terms of the behaviour of
people. However, the purpose behind this approach was
to enable people to co-operate and work together for the
"good of the organisation", rather than their individual

needs and requirements.

Finally, the systems perspective had placed the study
of educational administration on an apparently firm
scientific footing, with its concept of the study of
organisations, as systems, and sub-systems, which are
considered to act together to serve the requirements of
the organisation. Systems could be scientifically designed
to facilitate decision making through an analysis of

information, needs and communication networks.



The "New Movement".

By the late 1950's, an approach called by Halpin the "New
Movement" had grown wup which, based in Chicago, had
attempted to incorporate the wisdom of the <classical
approaches into scientific principles. Kendell and Byrne,
in their paper, "Thinking about the Greenfield-Griffiths
debate"(1977), explain how the "New Movement" was based
on hypothetical and deductive research, viewing educational
institutions as social systems. In his 1986 paper, "The
Decline and Fall of Science in Educational
Administration.", Thomas Greenfield considers that, by
1957, the "New Movement" was dominating thinking within

American educational administration.

The think-tank of the "New Movement", advocating scientific
approaches to educational administration, produced the
systems approach to educational administration. Drawing
on parallel developments in organisation theory din the
United States, it presented the idea that educational
organisations should be viewed as a system of parts
which integrate to serve the organisation and allow it
to achieve its goals. Through flow charts and diagrams,
the structure and comnmunication networks within
organisations could be studied in a rational scientific

way.

However, this apparently firm scientific footing for the

study of educational administration was to be short-lived.

The I.I.P. Address.

In 1974 the British Educational Administration Society
(B.E.S.) invited Thomas Greenfield to speak at their
International Intervisitation Programme (IIP) at Bristol.

Whilst Greenfield's first criticisms were made in 1973,



it was the Bristol address that 1is generally regarded
as having launched his crusade on what he saw as the
pre-occupation of educational administration with systems
perspectives, based on structural functional philosophy,
i.e., that educational organisations consist of a structure
of functional parts which faithfully serve the whole in

all matters.

Greenfield's alternative was a subjective stance, that
focused on the individual within educational organisations,
and his or her subjective view of reality. This quickly
led to the concept that organisations, including
educational organisations, have no objective reality except

that which the individual subject perceives to exist.

In his recent work with Peter Ribbins, "Greenfield on
Educational Administration: Toward a Humane Science."
(1993), Greenfield, while in dialogue with Ribbins, recalls
his 1974 IIP Address and its immediate impact. He explains
how his address paper had been circulated before he arrived
and that this resulted in an "electric tension" that
exploded at the address. Greenfield talks of a "whispering
campaign” and relates recollection of an interruption
by Daniel Griffiths to his answer to a question where
he implied that the dominating theorists in the field

of educational administration were systems thinkers.

Griffiths had demanded that he name one; to which
Greenfield replied, "Talcott Parsons". After the meeting,
Greenfield relates that Griffiths suggested that he was
"poorly informed" and that "he should read more." Thus

began the Greenfield/Griffiths debate.



The "New Perspective".

The views expressed by Greenfield, in his address, were
elaborated in his paper, "Theory About Organisation: A
New Perspective and its Implication for Schools", which
first appeared in "Administering Education, International
Challenge"(1975), edited by Meredydd Hughes, and 1later,
in "Approaches to School Management"(1980) edited by T.
Bush, R. Glatter, I. Goodey and C. Riches.

Greenfield's "new perspective" led to a subjective approach
which questioned the use of systems concepts of
organisations in which organisations were viewed as
cohesive parts which served the whole, much as the organs
of the body of animals serve the whole organism. The
"new perspective" also questions the systems concept that
organisations interact with, and respond to, their
environments and that they have goals to which they can

direct themselves.
In his "new perspective" paper Greenfield, at the time,
saw himself as putting forward a phenomenological

alternative to the systems approach.

Greenfield's Subjective Approach

In putting forward his '"phenomenological perspective”,
(the status of which his critics were later to question),
Greenfield was introducing philosophical issues into the

heart of the debate within educational administration.

A subjective approach, which questions the nature of
reality, 4implying that any observed reality is that
perceived by an individual subject, and as such, is unique
to the individual, must also question the nature of

knowledge and theory, as these <concepts are developed



in the minds of individual subjects. Hence, the hostile

reaction at the 1974 1IIP conference. Greenfield was
exposing the '"taken for granted" nature of the "New
Movement" and questioning the very foundation and

principles on which it was based, implying that there
was another way of seeing reality, that the perception
of the individual could be the focus of attention, rather
than the <collective organisation. Once an organisation
is perceived as a collection of individuals, and it is
acknowledged that each individual may have a different
perception, then the concept "organisation" is called
into question. Its status reduces to a perceived
conception in the mind of an individual. It, therefore,

cannot be "real" in an absolute sense.

The Concept "Environment".

The systems concept of an organisation taking account
of an environment is also reduced, in Greenfield's "new
perspective”, to the idea that an environment, being
basically people grouped in other organisations, is again
a subjective reality. Greenfield discusses this in a
later paper, titled "Environment as Subjective
Reality"(1983). The concept "theory" is also questioned,
as it is in the minds of individuals that theories are

created.

The Nature of Theory.

In his "new perspective" paper, Greenfield considers that
theory can become a "set of meanings" in the individual
mind. However, the point is, if theory can become a "set
of meanings"; a set of individual interpretations of
events, then can it still retain its explanatory potential?
If Greenfield uses the word "set" to imply simply meanings

with common characteristics then the explanatory potential
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seems weak. However, if the term "set" implies some more
complex patterned linkage between the meanings, then the
explanatory potential is much stronger.

After the Greenfield/Griffiths Debate.

Although the Greenfield/Griffiths debate raised many
issues, such as the nature of organisations, environments,
goals and the theories that were to govern them, Peter
Gronn, in his work "Rethinking Educational Administration:
T.B.Greenfield and his Critics",(1973), considers that
the concept of a Greenfield/Griffiths debate <can be
misleading. For although, in the middle 1970's, in the
aftermath of the 1974 address, it was Griffiths who was
Greenfield's chief critic, Gronn 1later considers that,
with Griffiths' gradual accommodation of subjective

stances, Greenfield's chief critic became Donald Willower.

In Griffiths' paper "Intellectual Turmoil in Educational
Administration", Griffiths was acknowledging that, by

1979, educational administration was no longer settled.

However, Gronn does not see Greenfield as simply presenting

a subjective approach based on phenomenology.

There is much discussion in his book over the nature of
Greenfield's philosophical position. Gronn considers that
Greenfield was on a "journey" progressing from the Action
theories of Weber, through perhaps a Husserlian
phenomenology, never made explicit, to existential ideas,
when R.D.Laing is <cited in some of his 1later papers.
Section 2. will discuss the nature of Greenfield's
philosophical stance through the justificatory

philosophical sources he uses to buttress his arguments.

The fact that Greenfield, in his early work, 1linked

phenomenology to ieber's "method of understanding"



(verstehen), implied that he was 1linking phenomenology
with an Action perspective. It is more suitable to refer
to Greenfield's "new perspective" as a subjective approach,
rather than phenomenological, as this takes into account

his progression from Action theory to existential ideas.

The "Newness" of the "New Perspective".

What was new about Greenfield's "new perspective" was

the introduction of subjective ideas into the field of
educational administration. He opened up the
subjective/systems debate within that discipline. This
was Greenfield's major <contribution, rather than the
newness of the ideas themselves, which already existed
in organisation theory in general, as exemplified by
Silverman's work, "The Theory of Organisations"(1970),
where Silverman indicates a phenomenological approach.
In fact, Greenfield, in dialogue with Ribbins, in
"Greenfield on Educational Administration"(1993), states
that he had read Silverman and Weber before the preparation
of his 1974 IIP address. So in his IIP address, Greenfield
was introducing ideas from subjective action perspective
organisation theory into the field of educational
administration. It was not the ideas themselves that
were new, but the audience to which they were addressed.

In Section 3. consideration will ©be given to the
development of Greenfield's "new perspective", and the
corresponding development of the "new directions" in the
sociology of education, as both proclaim the existence
of an early phenomenological stage and both have question

"new" in their titles.

marks over the status of the word
The Greenfield/Griffiths debate is a term that should
only be applied to the immediate aftermath of the 1974
JIP address. When Willower enters the debate in the

1980's, systems approaches have other critics, namely,



the neo-Marxist Critical Theorists.

The three way Classification of Philosophers within

Educational Administration.

Peter Ribbins, in his article "Organisation Theory and
the Study of ©Educational Institutions" in '"Managing
Education"(1985), edited by M.Hughes et. al., considers
three philosophical orientations in educational
administration, which he puts into the form of a table.

He labels them:

1. Consensus assumed (Systems theory "open" "closed"

"loosely coupled").

2. Order as empirically contingent (Action theory,
"social phenomenology", "ethnomethodology" and

"symbolic interactionism").

and finally,

3. Conflict assumed (Marxist theory, critical theory).

The individual appropriateness of his various sub-divisions
will be considered in later sections, but the main point
considered here, 1is this three way classification. In
his paper, "Re-Forming and Re-Valuing Educational
Administration. Whence and when cometh the
phoenix?"(1991), Greenfield, in reflecting back on Ribbins'
classification, sees them quite clearly as 1. the systems-
empiricist, 2. the subjective and 3. the critical or ethno-

Marxist.

Critical Theory.

Critical Theory entered educational administration through



the work of Richard Bates in Australia. Bates, who will
be considered in detail later, writes both within the
"new sociology of education" and educational
administration, and it appears that neo-Marxist approaches
arrived much earlier in the new sociology of education,
another point to be elaborated on later.

Bates defends many of the views of Greenfield and is even
regarded by Gronn as being one of Greenfield's allies
in the subjective/systems debate. However, there is a
clear neo-Marxist impact to Bates' work, through the
"Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School". In Section
4, the historical development of "Critical Theory" through
the Frankfurt School will be outlined along with its
adaptation by Bates to the concerns of educational

administration.

The Response of Jean Hills

A detailed critique of Greenfield's 1975 position was
undertaken by Jean Hills in "A Critique of Greenfield's

'New Perspective'"(1980).

Hills acknowledges the vast area of human thought over
which Greenfield argues his case. Hills implies that
all scientists, whether social or natural, would agree
with Greenfield that science cannot reveal wultimate
reality. This is as clearly true of the natural sciences
as the social sciences. Even in physics, for example,
theories <can only approximate to the real world. The
physicist is wused to dealing with point objects in
frictionless worlds, and does not pretend that such

realities actually exist.

Hills also «criticises Greenfield for suggesting that
organisations can be understood in their concrete totality

as a human experience, while stating that it is impossible
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to have a wunifying theory of organisations. Hills, by
his own admission, at one point in his work, is confining
himself to a scientific attack on Greenfield's stance
and does not appear to accept that Greenfield's position
is based on a different philosophical orientation, which
questions the reality of socially constructed concepts
like organisations. When Greenfield is considering "that
organisations can be understood in their concrete
totality", this refers to a subjective perception of an
organisation, according to Weber's "method of
understanding"”", (verstehen), which honours the integrity
of the individual subject experiencing a situation as
being "understood", and "real", for him or her. This
does not imply that theories connecting individual

perceptions are possible.

Hills also considers that the relations among individuals
within organisations are real, which again is questionable
to Greenfield, as inter-relations within an organisation
are seen by Greenfield as social constructs, perceived

and created in the minds of individual subjects.

This debate 1leads on to the nature of social research
within educational administration. Greenfield's stance
implies that there can only be individual case studies,
qualitative research methods, with no attempt at
statistical analysis, whereas Hills sees probabilities
and statistics, as the best approximation to scientific
laws, within a social science applied to educational

administration.

Griffiths' Changing Stance.

It was indicated earlier, that by 1979, Griffiths was
acknowledging the turmoil in educational administration

and starting to accommodate the views of Greenfield within
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his own thinking.

In his dialogue with Ribbins, mentioned earlier, Greenfield
acknowledges his debt to Griffiths in more recent years,
for his help and support in his views, but, as he points

out, it was not like that at the start!

Gronn sees Griffiths also as being more accommodating
to Greenfield in the 1980's, but considers that Griffiths
should be seen as addressing his own problems, rather

than being a direct respondent to Greenfield.

This is exemplified by Griffiths' concept of Gestalt
switching. This concept, seeing through different
spectacles, indicates a back and forth switching of
approaches to educational administration to aid
understanding, wheregs Gronn's interpretation of
Greenfield's Gestalt switch is a one-way switch, from
systems to subjective approaches, with a corresponding

change of commitment, much like a change of religion.

Griffiths, like Greenfield, according to Gronn, was
influenced by his experience as an administrator in
educational institutions. For Griffiths, this produced
sympathies with the ambiguity models of Cohen, March and
Olsen and their "Garbage Can" Theory. Gronn sees this
sympathy as being linked to Griffiths' experience of the

non-rational or informal sides of life as an administrator.

"Garbage Can" Theory, along with Weicks' concept of loose
coupling will ©be discussed in Section 6., where the
ambiguity models, and their relation to the subjective

approach of Greenfield, will be considered.
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The Response of Donald Willower.

. Gronn sees Donald Willower as being Greenfield's chief
protagonist in more recent times. Willower sees
educational administration theory progressing through
rigorous scientific enquiry, involving testing of
hypotheses and methods involving validification through
attempts at falsification. Willower sees science as
belonging to a realm of enquiry which differs from ideology
and religion. The fact that science itself <can have
ideological implications, is not manifest in this

viewpoint.

Willower sums up Greenfield's stance by seeing it as an
appeal for empathy, a sense of personal feelings. He
uses this to try and interpret Greenfield's use of the
word "understanding", (which comes from Weber's
"verstehen"), that is seen by Willower as being at odds

with explanation.

Greenfield uses the word "understanding” to indicate a
sense of plasticity with another subject's interpretation
of the world, rather than understanding as comprehension,
which is more allied to the scientific concept of the
word. This does not necessarily imply that this respect
for another individual's interpretation of a situation
indicates that personal feelings are shared, or even

acknowledged, as being legitimate.

When Greenfield replies to Willower, in his paper, "The
Man Who Comes Back Through The Door 1In The Wall:
Discovering Truth, Discovering Self, Discovering
Organisations."(1980), it is clear that Greenfield has
a narrow concept of science. Willower is able to attack
Greenfield for this, <calling his characterisation an

extreme scientism, dimplying that Greenfield considers
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that science can only tolerate one theory, one explanation
at any point of time. This 1is clearly not the case.
In physics, for example, the —concept "wave/particle
duality" means that light is sometimes regarded as a wave
and sometimes regarded as a particle. When Kuhn's concept
of paradigm is considered in Section 7., this notion of
conflicting theories in science will be <considered in

some detail.

Concluding Comments.

Greenfield's IIP Address acted as a watershed in

educational administration. In arguing his case for a
subjective approach to educational administration,
Greenfield raised fundamental issues about the

philosophical basis of the field of study of educational
administration. His subjective approach, which takes
the integrity of the subject's interpretation as its
starting point, raises questions about the reality of
concepts like organisations, goals and environments, that
are "taken for granted" in systems approaches to
educational administration, which are ©based on what
Greenfield considers to be positivistic

structural-functional thinking.

If an analysis of the aftermath of the IIP Address is
to be conducted, then it is essential to consider the
philosophical  basis on which Greenfield's subjective

approach stands, along with those of his critics.

Section 2., with its analysis of the justificatory
philosophical sources that Greenfield draws upon in his
arguments, is essential to this thesis, because it forms
a basis to his philosophical orientation, which colours
the way he sees educational administration. Also, because

he has highlighted the philosophical foundations of the
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various approaches, clear comparison between them requires

their philosophical bases to be investigated.

The fact that parallel developments were occurring in
the sociology of education, in the early 1970's, makes
an analysis of the comparison between this field and
educational administration worthwhile and important, and
so a comparative study has been undertaken in Section
3.

In his paper, "Organization Theory as Ideology"(1979),
Greenfield refers to the work of M.F.D.Young in "Knowledge
and Control"(1971), and Bates, who uses Greenfield's work
to justify his arguments within a "Critical Theory"
approach to educational administration, also writes within
the field of the sociology of education along neo-Marxist

lines.

This comparison, which has not to the writer's knowledge,
been undertaken elsewhere, forms a useful contribution,
by highlighting the need for research within subjective
approaches to be along ethnographic lines, and provides
a link, acknowledged within both fields, to anthropological
studies which use ethnomethodological techniques of
individual case studies, as the chief iorm of research

method.

So Section 4. extends the parallels between educational
administration and sociology of education into the neo-
Marxist structural approach, comparing the "Critical
Theory" of the Frankfurt School, proposed by Bates in
educational administration, with Whitty's neo-Marxist

" "

chronological discussion of the "progress" of the "new

sociology of education.

This leads into Section 5., with a consideration of the
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anthropological and ethnographic techniques that are
implied, as the only research methods available, if
subjective approaches are to be applied to educational
administration, and yet, paradoxically, are the preferred
method of research within the 'new' sociology of education,
even taking account of the fact that there is an early
push, within that field, into the structural approaches
of neo-Marxism. Madan Sarup, in "Marxism and
Education"(1978), for instance, talks of the importance
of anthropological techniques of an ethnographic nature.

Griffiths' preference for ambiguity models, which stress
the non-rational side of organisational life, as outlined
earlier, makes an analysis of the status of Cohen, March

" Theory and Weick's "loose

and Olsen's "“Garbage Can
coupling"” ambiguity models, essential, along with a
consideration of their place in relation to the subjective

approach of Greenfield.

The results of the contribution of all these models,
approaches, philosophical orientations, etc., within
educational administration, have 1led people within the
field, such as Meredydd Hughes in his contribution to
the "Handbook of Research in Educational
Administration"(1988), to talk of the present "“paradigm
diversity". Yet the word "“paradigm", itself, poses
problems in its use, and does not appear to be clearly
defined. Although Greenfield, in his latest work with
Ribbins, "Greenfield on Educational Administration"(1993),
uses the word "paradigm", he does so in a loose way,
probably in response to Ribbins' use of the term, and
does not clearly define the word. There is no Greenfield
definition of the word "paradigm"™, and until his recent
retrospective analysis of his work, he did not apply
the term to his approach. Hence, the need for a clear
analysis of the word and its various uses, as is undertaken

in Section 7.
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So, before reaching the final stages of this thesis, where
an example is provided of the use of such theoretical
considerations within a specific report on one education
authority, and where attempts are made to reconcile the
problems of paradigm diversity, by dintroducing other
possible concepts, eg., chaos, culture, intersubjectivity
and time irreversibility, it is essential to consider
philosophical sources, sociology of education, neo-Marxist
approaches, ethnography and anthropology, ambiguity models

and the concept "paradigm" as outlined.
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SECTION 2.

THE USE OF JUSTIFICATORY PHILOSOPHICAL SOURCES

IN THE SUBJECTIVE/SYSTEMS DEBATE.

Before proceeding to widen the debate into other
disciplines, some consideration will be given to the
justificatory philosophical sources wused by Greenfield

and his critics.

It is clear in Greenfield's writing, that he sees his
proposals as offering a different philosophical viewpoint
to that of systems theory. What is not so obvious, is
how +to <classify his philosophical standpoint, as in
clarifying his position he uses various philosophers and

thinkers.

Greenfield and Phenomenology.

It has already been mentioned, in the last section, how
Gronn considers that it dis inappropriate to think of
Greenfield as a phenomenologist, hence the use of the
more general 1label, "subjectivist". One of the reasons
is that Gronn claims that Greenfield does not quote
Husserl, whom Gronn considers to be the father of
phenomenology. However, Husserl's transcendental
phenomenology has to be seen, in the present, as just
one branch of phenomenological thinking which has been
adapted and added to by later generations of

phenomenologists, such as Schutz and Berger. Greenfield,
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therefore, may, in his early subjective writing, not have
considered Husserl's phenomenology appropriate to his

stance.

It is difficult to avoid the fact that in the '"new
perspective" paper Greenfield, (at the time), considered
himself to be drawing on phenomenological ideas, as a
reading of the paper indicates frequent use of the word
phenomenology. Gronn points to Greenfield's progressive
abandonment of the term, but it could be argued, that
in his "new perspective" paper, he did see himself as

putting forward a phenomenological position.

Greenfield and Weber.

It is true, as Gronn says, that Greenfield draws heavily
on Max Weber's 'verstehen' work. This is noticeable, even
in his later paper, "Environment as Subjective
Reality"(1983), where Greenfield is careful to distinguish
between VWeber's 'verstehen' work, and his work 9on
bureaucracy. He also states how Weber's work is in

opposition to systems perspectives:

"Weber stands for the individual and for the

subjective understanding of reality in
organization. Such a stance places him in
opposition to the assumptions of modern
organization theory that sees reality in the
collectivity and ignores the action of

individuals."

(Greenfield 1983 p40)

This does not directly imply that Weber's work is allied
to a phenomenological approach, just because it is in
opposition to positivistic approaches, based on functional
perspectives. However, it 1is possible to find 1links

between VWeber's 'verstehen' work and phenomenology.
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Schutz, who 1is generally regarded as a phenomenologist,
drew, according to Wagner, (in "Alfred Schutz: An
Intellectual Biography"(1983)), on the work of Max Weber

for his sociological viewpoint:

"Max Weber remained the mainstay of Schutz's
sociology. At least half of the articles he
published in the United States contain quotations
from, discussions of aspects of, and references
to Weber's writings. He reiterated that Weber
had given Sociology the 'central task' of
understanding 'the meaning which the actor
bestows upon his action', its 'subjective
meaning'."

(Wagner 1983 pl123)

Weber: a Source of Phenomenological Ideas?

The link between sociology acd phenomenology which Schutz
provides <could explain why, din the new sociology of
education, the phenomenological influences <come from
Schutz, whereas, Greenfield, working in educational

administration, is perhaps drawn directly to Max Weber.

Although this will be considered in more detail in the

next section, it is interesting to speculate that

Greenfield, in his "new perspective" paper, saw Weber

as a source of phenomenological ideas, even though, as
Gronn states, Weber is not normally regarded in this light.
The authors of 'Cultural Analysis', when discussing the
phenomenology of Peter Berger, consider that Max Weber

has links to phenomenology. They state:

"...whereas Weber's methodology operated out

of an dincipient and rough-hewn phenomenology,
Schutz sought to refine Weber's methodology
by clarifying his postulates and developing
his concepts. To the degree that Berger depends
upon Schutz for this sort of clarification of
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the interpretive method of sociology, Berger
is the benefactor".

(Wuthnow et.al. (Eds.) 1984 p31)

Greenfield, in his "new perspective" paper, quotes from

Silverman with the statement:

"The phenomenological view leads to the concept
of organizations as 'invented social
reality'.....and to the paradox that, having
invented such reality, man is perfectly capable
of responding to it as though it were not of
his own invention",

(Greenfield in Hughes (Ed) 1975 p81)

and yet, Silverman, in his analysis, in "The Theory of
Organisation", under the heading of "The Action Frame
of Reference", draws on both Schutz and Berger, as well

as Weber's 'verstehen' work.

The Individual Subject: Responsible for his Own Reality?

The above quotation implies, with the use of the word
"man" rather than "men", that it is the individual subject
who 1is responsible for responding to organisations as

if they are real.

This 4is the view Greenfield favours, where each person
is responsible for their own subjective reality, and comes

from Weber. Silverman considers the concept, 'verstehen':

",..it begins with 'the observation and

theoretical interpretation of the subjective
"states of mind" of actors'. This may take
the form of 'the actually intended meaning'
for concrete individual action.......(or) the
average of, or an approximation to, the actually
'intended meaning'......More usually, however,
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Schutz's notion of shared ideas which,

explanations are in terms of ideal - typical
actors whom we take to be pursuing certain ends
by choosing appropriate means on the basis of
a subjective definition of the situation".

(Silverman 1970 pl139)

appears to be straight from Weber, but
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then,
immediately, in the next section, Silverman brings

in

it could be argued,

leads to the possibility of imposition of meanings.

Silverman states:

"'It is not even necessary', Schutz argues,
'to reduce human acts to a more or less well
known individual actor. To wunderstand then
it is sufficient to find typical motives of
typical actors which explain the act as a typical
one arising out of a typical situation'".

(Silverman 1970 pl139)

The Problems of Intersubjectivity.

However, this view has to be contrasted with Wagner's

opinion that intersubjectivity has been a fundamental

problem both for Husserl and Schutz,

a difficult one in phenomenology.

On

Husserl, Wagner states that the problem

transcendental intersubjectivity:

On

", ..was to be solved within the second volume

of Ideen. But Husserl ran into wunexpected
difficulties when writing it. After long years,
he laid it aside unfinished".

(Wagner 1983 p313)

Schutz, Wagner explains how the problems

and probably remains

of

of
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intersubjectivity led to a requirement to step outside

transcendental phenomenology. Wagner states that Schutz:

", ..wrote in no uncertain terms that

phenomenology ‘'claims to be a philosophy of
man in his 1life-world'......He 1left no doubt
that the main accent was on the 1life-worldly
basis and not on the constituting agency of
the transcendental ego".

(Wagner 1983 pp314-315)

The transcendental phenomenology of Husserl, with its
mental directedness, in effect, cuts off the possibility
of other subjects, through the idea that each perczon is
responsible for directing their mind towards the perceived
world. In "The Great Philosophers"(1987), edited by Bryan
Magee, Hubert Dreyfus explains how the phenomenological
reduction overcame the problem of the objectivity of the
world. However, at the same time, it makes the problem

of intersubjectivity manifest.

Intersubjectivity and the Action Frame of Reference.

It could be argued, though, that the Action frame of
reference also poses this problem of intersubjectivity.
Weber has to start with ideal type typical actors and

discusses the meaning of their actions for them.

Rex has taken up this problem and considers the problenm

of interaction in relation to the unit act:

"Some but by no means all of the theoretical
models of unit acts would include as means or
conditions of the act the behaviour of other
persons. A sociological explanation of the
behaviour of these other persons consists in
showing that it has a place in terms of the
mo