
CHAPTER 6

THE PURSUIT OF IDEAS: 1973 - 1976

Sometimes I feel an emptiness in my
personal life and wonder if ... I
have sacrificed it to the pursuit of
visions and ideas.
(Greenfield, private correspondence
18.5.91)

In the early 1970s Greenfield was in a state of

unease. His theoretical convictions were changing and his

personal life was experiencing some upheaval. Research on

the Behavior of Educational Leaders: Critique of a

Tradition (1968) articulated some of his misgivings and a

growing realisation of the limitations of both the theory

and methodology that grew out of the Theory Movement.

Greenfield owned to a "kind of ornery critical cast to my

mind" (Greenfield and Ribbins, 1993:236) aided and

reinforced by training in the arts that urged him to think

things out and strive to understand them as deeply as

possible. In this paper Greenfield expressed some

scepticism about quantitative methods of research. He had

been working essentially within the statistical approach to

research for over ten years, was highly competent and

comfortable with statistical methods and he had won public

acclaim as an educational researcher. Yet the first signs

of discontent and some tentative questioning of statistical
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methods solely as the basis of educational and social

research had appeared in his work before 1970.. Greenfield

was beginning to realise that:

there are enormous subjective elements in these
supposedly objective methods... that numbers opened up
a whole arcane study which was immensely satisfying
because of its apparent exactitude and closed logic.
That such logic is comfortably abstruse and impervious
to question by non-initiates is part of its attraction.
It impresses by its apparent power while repelling
questions, hiding the fact that it often has much less
to say to the everyday world than it seems to. Numbers
can be useless, but strongly addictive (p236) .

He was beginning to think through the nature of science and

to question the notions of logical positivism that were so

much part of the Theory Movement's understanding of

science that is, the dependence of science and inquiry on

theory, stemming from the belief that knowledge comes only

from experience; the importance of logical analysis; the

separation of fact and value, and the conviction that

"ought" statements reside outside science (for a fuller

discussion of the meaning of science, see Chapter 3).

Greenfield grappled with these ideas and explored them for

years (see especially 1973b, 1975c, 1986). In fact, every

published paper since 1973 contained some expression of his

opposition to the tenets of logical positivism as applied

solely to educational research and the formation of

knowledge.

The feeling of being "a tame scientist" (Greenfield

and Ribbins, 1993:234) was also a source of disquiet for
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him from time to time and the increasing political nature

of education was distasteful to him. He was uneasy with

the "tame scientist" role and the expectations of being one

who acted on the behest of the government and gave credence

and public acceptability to ideas and changes that were not

his own and which, in some cases, he did not support. The

difficulty was how to maintain one's personal and academic

integrity while being an instrument of the provincial

government. Value issues were involved not only technical

ones. He could not return to the role he played in Ottawa

with the Canadian Teachers' Federation.

In the meantime he was not chosen for a second term

as Chair of the Department at OISE and went away for a

period of sabbatical leave, 1972-1973, feeling very

depressed and undervalued professionally and somewhat of a

failure. Then Organisations as Social Inventions:

Rethinking Assumptions about Change (1973b), the precursor

to the IIP74 address was published and largely ignored

in educational circles. The following year Greenfield

delivered his controversial IIP address in July 1974 and

was stunned by the furore caused at the conference but

could not imagine the repercussions that flowed from the

publication of the revised paper in 1975. This chapter

focuses on the period 1973-1976 and places special emphasis

on Greenfield's 1974 IIP presentation and the immediate

responses and repercussions, the beginning of what has been

called "the Greenfield Revolution" (Evers and Lakomski,
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1991:76). The papers and presentations completed during

this time which represented another focus of Greenfield's

work are considered first and then concentration moves to

the 1973 prequel and the 1974 IIP paper.

Moving into Controversy

Between July 1974 and 1976 while the new direction

of his life was firming, Greenfield continued his teaching

and research interests at OISE and accepted conference

invitations in Canada and USA. In April 1975, Greenfield

delivered a paper at the AERA Annual conference in

Washington, entitled Linking Behavioural Research and

Administrative Science: A Critique (1975b, unpublished).

The paper's central argument rested on a notion of

organisation, the centrepiece of the 1974 paper, and began

thus:

A science of organisation and of administration rests
fundamentally upon what we believe organisation to be.
Even as our adherence to elemental and presumably self-
evident truths about man shapes our understanding and
study of people, (March, 1972), so do our assumptions
about organisations determine what we regard as
knowledge about them and how we seek to acquire that
knowledge. In trying to understand reality, we require
concepts or categories which enable us to make sense of
that which William James called "the blooming welter"
of phenomena around us. As aids for understanding, we
use larger frameworks and models - theories if you like
- which provide us with reservoirs of ideas for
understanding the world around us. These frameworks or
models are images of reality which we carry in our
minds and which we use as templates to stamp meaning
onto the world around us (Greenfield, 1975b:1).

Greenfield maintained that the images we use to understand
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the world are "man-made and socially maintained" (pl) and

so organisations are "invented social reality" (see 1973b;

1975c). The paper first explored the images of the

productive unit and then the social system and finally, the

emergent images of garbage cans or the "invented social

reality" approach. In the last image mentioned,

"organisations are uncertain, non-uniform, hard to

predict and specific to the particular times and places in

which they exist" (p2). It presented one or two research

studies that illustrated each model - from the productive

unit model, the studies of Hanes and Jordan, Koehler and

Ismail and Bredo; from the systems perspective, the studies

of Pierce and Porter. The third model, Greenfield

called "the interactional approach ... for want of an

agreed upon term, and because alternate names are subject

to misinterpretation" (p8). One is reminded of the

controversy that arose following the use of the term

"phenomenology" in Greenfield's IIP74 paper - a term

Greenfield quickly dropped. 	 Using the interactional

approach, Greenfield cited a study of his own from 1975,

which:

recognises organisation as resting upon process - human
interaction in specific situations. The methodology
appropriate to this model requires observing process
directly through some encounter in a real situation. In
this approach, concepts must be found which fit the
data, rather than data found to fit the concepts.
Social process is accepted as the starting point for
research; analysis proceeds as concepts and hypotheses
can be found to make sense of what is observed about
process in a specific situation. The result in this
study is a plausible explanation of how candidates for
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administrative positions are socialised to those
positions. What happens or what people say happens is
the basis for validating explanations of the process.
What emerges from this analysis is not tested
hypotheses but a picture of what might be happening in
a complex process and a map for understanding how and
why it is happening (pp8-9).

Greenfield did not name the study specifically and one

wonders whether this description referred to a specific

study since no reference can be found - or was this rather

an "ideal type"? There is an echo of ideas raised in the

1973b paper (see pp556-564) but no actual study referred

to. His conclusions to the paper (p9) focused on the

assumptions that each of the models made about

organisations:

the interactionist model assumes we know little about.
[what organisations are and how they work] and
understanding of them will come only by working from
the data about organisational process back to
explanatory concepts ... In studies of administration
in education, we have long been taught to see schools
as factories, as bureaucracies, as cybernetic systems,
or as adapting organisms. Our faith in these images
has frequently blinded us to the fact that the
isomorphisms between schools and these images are
extremely poor. As a result, research which springs
from these models too easily shifts from testing the
fit between image and reality to advocacy of reforms in
schools to make the fit better. We have tended to
forget that research models should identify what is,
not prescribe what ought to be (Greenfield, 1975b:9).

This paper encapsulated Greenfield's thinking mid 1975 on

the nature of reality; research and its value and use in

educational administration; and on the centrality of the

individual in the formation and dissemination of knowledge.

Greenfield was extending the ideas and tentative thoughts
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expressed in the 1973b and 1974 I1P papers and beginning,

perhaps, (although no specific reference to this particular

study can be found), to consider using these ideas in

research methodology.

During this time too, 1973-1976, Greenfield was

collaborating with Doris Ryan, Associate Professor in the

Department of Educational Administration at OISE, in a

series of studies under contract from the Ministry in

Toronto to explore the thorny issue of class size. Ryan

had worked on the OISE team in the Grey County Schools'

Field Study published in 1972, and in the Waterloo County

study published 1974. Two sizable study reports came from

this project, The Class Size Question: Development of

Research Studies related to the effects of class size,

pupil/adult, and pupil/teacher ratios (1975d) and

Clarifying the Class Size Question: Evaluation and

synthesis of studies related to the effect of class size,

pupil-adult and pupil-teacher ratios (1976a) and one

condensed version of the concluding chapter of the research

studies appeared in the Ontario Council for Leadership in

Educational Administration Journal, January 1976, entitled

Research and the Class Size Question (1976b).

The Class Size Question (1975d) aimed to identify

the major questions and variables involved and to develop

studies to investigate the effects of class size,

pupil-adult and pupil-teacher ratios. The report consisted
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of a review of the literature and a critical synthesis and

evaluation of studies related to class size; the

clarification of questions and relevant variables through

meetings and discussions with representatives from the

Ministry; the Ontario Teachers' Federation; officials from

the Ontario Association of Educational Administration and

the Ontario School Trustees' Council; consultation with

research officers in school systems, OISE Field Centre

personnel and OISE professors who were planning or might

plan studies in this area and the identification of viable

research questions. It is complex, diverse and

inconclusive, as might be expected. One of the basic

difficulties in designing research on problems of class

size, the report claimed, is the lack of a framework of

agreed-upon assumptions and values about education. The

issue was a far larger one than numbers in classes and it

involved questions of morality and value as well as

questions of resources, expenditure, goals, decision

making, quality in education, service and evidence of

educational achievement. In effect, the report concluded

(1975d:8) research had been asked to answer impossible

questions. The issue was far more complex than "How many

pupils should be placed in a classroom if they are to learn

effectively?" Ryan and Greenfield declared that "a

comprehensive picture of learning conditions within Ontario

schools and classrooms" (p.9) was necessary because "pupils

do not learn from school organisation; they learn within
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it" (p290). The study made a beginning of this and

suggested a framework using five different kinds of

research:

1. descriptive research which aimed to answer the
question, "What resources and people are found in
schools and how are they arranged?" The report
stressed not only the collection of such data but
also the care that must be taken in the presentation
of such data so that it was available and meaningful
to both policy makers and researchers.

2. descriptive-interpretive research which focused on
"what is going on in real schools and how do people
feel about what they experience there". This kind of
research involved describing the impact of an
environment as seen by an actor within it and
interpreting what the actor saw in the situation and
what the actor felt about it. The facts of a social
environment were as real as the objective elements
of the environment. Greenfield and Ryan believed
that this kind of data added a rich and wholly new
set of variables to the issues under study.

3. evaluative research which was "the greatest need in
education", according to Greenfield and Ryan, the
lack of which greatly accounted for the fact that
the class size debate proceeded without resolution.
Evaluative measures needed to be developed and
systematically and regularly applied to schools and
classrooms.

4. analytical research which sought to find
relationships among variables and to explain how
events or conditions of one kind brought about other
kinds of events and conditions. Greenfield and Ryan
suggested analytical studies into the effects of
schooling and into the effects of classrooms on
student learning. Then, within this broader
framework, the effect of class size could be
considered.

5. experimental research which proposed new and
alternative models of school structure and processes
to test whether these might work better than the
current designs. This meant setting out to improve
the total operation of a school or classroom by
placing it upon a new and different basis
(1975d:275-280).

Greenfield and Ryan suggested that their proposed framework
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was a minimal and essential program of research for

exploring the fundamentals of the class size question. It

was long term and resource heavy but it addressed the

fundamental issues involved in the class size question. In

effect, Greenfield and Ryan outlined a comprehensive

research methodology that followed Greenfield's thinking on

research as outlined in theory in the 1973b, 1975b and

1975c papers. This holistic view of research Greenfield

espoused strongly in his teaching and in the research

studies of the students he advised in doctoral programs

both at OISE and in other Canadian universities.

A second presentation given in May 1975, at the

Conference on Educational Planning of the Calgary Board of

Education focused on the production and service models of

education (initially mentioned in the 1973b paper and

explained further in The Class Size Question (1975d).

This is an unpublished address entitled, Planning the Use

of Educational Resources or the Planner's Dream is

Beautiful, But Oh ... Does it Work. It used ideas

from several of Greenfield's past papers (1972, 1973a,

1973b, 1974, 1975b, 1975c). In fact it borrowed heavily

from the 1975d paper on Class Size when discussing the

total educational context of the planner's role and the

generally perceived rationality of that role. In a witty

and at times, subtly cynical manner, Greenfield provoked

his audience to doubt the planner's rational model and its

supposed level of effectiveness thus:
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If the planner has some anxiety in his dream, some fear
that reality does not quite square with the dream, it
has to do with people. The logic of the model is
impeccable; it will work if people will only grasp it
and act upon it. Inevitably, perhaps, some people have
problems in grasping the logic or in putting it into
operation. Fortunately the modern planner has a
technology to solve this problem too. In an earlier
time, this technology was called human relations and
participation, but those former buzz words are now
passe, and the contemporary planner is more likely to
talk about "meeting the higher order needs of
participants" or about organisation development. I
suspect that the with-it planner of today has abandoned
these terms too in favour of something called conflict
resolution or even transcendental meditation. Whatever
their names, these strategies have one thing in common:
they assume there is something wrong with people which
causes them to get in the way of the plan (1975e:4).

Greenfield declared that the fault was not in human

failures in implementing the plan but in the notion of

planning itself and that to improve planning and the

application of educational resources two things were

necessary:

we must try to overcome the rationalist bias in
planning and begin to look more closely at moral and
experiential bases for planning ... and we need to be
much more experimental about discovering purposes,
applying resources and evaluating their consequences
(p15).

Greenfield's suggestions for overcoming the rationalist

bias in planning focused upon:

1. not so much implementing goals already identified
but rather in finding goals for them. For Greenfield
there was much to be done "to create a vivid sense
of purpose and commitment to educational goals"
(p15), on behalf of all persons affected by schools.

2. the need for an "experimental attitude to goals
themselves; a willingness to assess goals in moral
terms" (p16), to combat the widespread feeling among
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the population at large of fear or mistrust of
schools.

3. freeing the rules by which resource allocations were
made to schools and encouraging much greater
flexibility in the kinds of persons employed in
schools and in the school's capacity to deploy these
people.

4. the development of wholly new kinds of criteria to
assess the effectiveness of educational programs and
resources.

5. increasing choice with respect to educational goals,
programs and outcomes and the consequent
encouragement of differences (pp15-18) .

Greenfield declared:

we need to be able to change a lot of things about
schools - who teaches, what is taught, how it is
taught - in order to see what happens if we do. Such
experimentation in schools is often thought to be
foolhardy or dangerous, but these judgments come from
the rationalist perspective and do not take into
account the value of intuition, commitment, and the
simple sense of adventure which many people have
(p19).

The paper developed this notion of experimentation even

further, advocating James March's "technology of

foolishness", an openness to playfulness in designing new

schools and giving some specific suggestions for example,

departmentalised schools with groups of staff working in

specialised programs with responsibility for a single

educational goal instead of schools with what Greenfield

called "a tourist approach" to the world:

They drive students through the landscape saying, "Look
at this; look at that; on your left is ..." It is the
educational counterpart to the tourist who says, "If
this is Tuesday, this must be Belgium," but the phrase
now runs, "If this is Tuesday, this must be the Royal.
Ontario Museum" (p21).
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Other suggestions for experimentation involved offering

different kinds of services within programs, for example

how might schools be different if psychologists, social

workers, doctors or lawyers were actively involved in the

development and operation of school programs? and what

about different kinds of designs for schools? Greenfield

asked, "where is the Canadian imagination about schools?"

(p21). One answer seemed to be that it is in the minds and

hearts of people other than teachers and planners.

Greenfield preferred the hope of such dreams to "the

planner's traumatic vision of the way the world ought to

be" (p23).

Greenfield enjoyed preparing and presenting this

paper. The gentle provoking of his audience to begin to

question the accepted but unreal rationality of the world

of schools and to consider the freedom and flexibility

offered by experimentation and involvement, to dream dreams

and then to act to change the state of school organisation

and thinking about schools was a conscious aim. In another

context the paper tested out some of Greenfield's current

thinking on the real nature of organisations, the lack of

rationality in organisations, the need to change the

current images for thinking about schools and the possible

benefits to be gained by experimentation in new designs of

schooling.

This strain of thinking and writing continued in a
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companion volume to the Class Size Question entitled

Clarifying the Class Size Question: Evaluation and

synthesis of studies related to the effects of class size,

pupil-adult and pupil-teacher ratios (1976a). This volume

contained the proceedings of a seminar on Class Size

Research held at OISE in May 1975. Doctor Erwin Miklos,

Donald Erickson and Henry Acland offered critiques of the

research rationale. Erickson's rejoinder was wittily

titled, How are we gonna keep the customer buyin', Ryan?

or Ontario's Green Field of class size research! This was

followed by eleven papers discussing the five types of

research, a panel discussion and a final reply by

Greenfield and Ryan. Greenfield called his paper Towards a

Framework for Research on the Class Size Question. He

reviewed "where we are in this examination of the class

size question and how we got there" (Greenfield, 1976a:179)

and answered the three critics in such a way as to move the

discussion from the proposed models to focus on the

proposals which the researchers developed after they were

invited to consider the issues in the class size question

and to react along specific lines of inquiry. Greenfield

maintained that models or frameworks of research could

never be validated by argument and analysis but ultimately,

must be validated by the research they generated. He

noted the political considerations that were important in

determining class sizes and moved to clarify the

distinction between the production and service models and
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to establish their relevance in the conduct of research on

class size. "Models" for Greenfield were "essentially

images of how we conceive some part of the world around

us" (p182). One of the major difficulties in applying the

production model in research was:

... that schools are simply not organised in the way
assumed in the model. They do not permit the researcher
to follow a clear line from goal through application of
resources to outcome. Instead schools - as they are
commonly regarded - wrap up goal, resources and
outcomes into a single interacting package (p184).

The service model of schooling recognised the

indeterminateness of what goes on in schools and the

"personalistic bases which people use to judge schools"

(p185). The failure of the model was that it did not go

further than this general analysis. It failed to specify

how the important variables which it identified were linked

together.

Greenfield accepted the critique that the research

recommended in the Class Size Question constituted:

an open-ended inquiry into the entire schooling process
rather than a precise agenda for research on the
essential class size questions (p186).

and reiterated his belief that understanding of the class

size question could only be reached through basic research

directed at some fundamental problems in education.

Paradoxically, for Greenfield:

where class size research can be most detailed is also
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where it is the least helpful in answering the ultimate
questions about the effects of class size (p186).

Hence the need for the research program to examine the

issue from several different perspectives. Specific

research proposals from an array of scholars were

positively commented upon and the lines of investigation

suggested by the researchers were summarised within a

framework of schooling as a social process. Greenfield

believed that this new model:

... builds on the notion of process and perception,
which was central to the service model, and
demonstrates how schooling is affected by complex
interacting forces which shape both the physical form
of schools, their instructional programs, and the
process which occurs within them (p201).

The model was comprehensive and non-mechanistic and saw

class size as a dependent variable shaped by the

political and social forces which determined the

characteristics of schools. It did not make a causal

relationship between class size and outcomes but considered

the dynamic processes internal to schools and classrooms

such as the behavior of teachers and students and the

quality of interactions between them. Finally, the model

encouraged "controlled and limited experimentation with the

characteristics and organisation of the school process

itself" (p202).

Greenfield's chapter concluded with a table

detailing a series of questions raised by the researchers,
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which the research model encompassed and which may give

direction to further research. Whether this was pursued is

not known. It certainly was not pursued any further, at

least in published form, by Greenfield. His involvement

with this project concluded with the publication of this

second volume. He had suggested a framework for research

and made a convincing theoretical argument for such

research and then it seems, he left it for others to

pursue. Greenfield saw himself as a theorist not a

researcher. This was one of his answers to the charge

often made in later years that he had no research agenda

nor record to validate his theory. Greenfield worked best

in the realm of ideas and as the years passed, the

practicality of things became even less important to him.

He was less concerned with the putting into practice of the

ideas, less concerned with what they might look like in a

research document. At this stage, however, ha was excited

by the potential new directions for research and keen to be

part of creating this new direction. These papers

represented a kind of conceptual bridge which Greenfield

was building between the statistical, quantitative research

he was proficient in and a qualitative kind of research

that was based on a different methodology which

incorporated quantitative methods where meaningful and

appropriate and which recognised the interpretation of

experience as a necessary and vital and often neglected

element in worthwhile research. Greenfield, however, chose
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not to pursue the path of active involvement in practical

research himself but followed the ground of "high theory"

Doctor Peter Ribbins declared that:

what Thom is, is a theorist calling for people to work
in another way, which, in particular, is saying that
educational managers need to be philosophers"
(Ribbins' interview, 23.1.91).

Greenfield did try to develop a research program around

his ideas as these papers show and he did guide his

students at OISE in qualitative research. He had his

graduate classes keep diaries and analyse these entries and

so learn from their own experiences. He used extracts from

literature to illustrate the realities of organisational

life and to form the basis for lectures and frameworks for

research (The Blue Book, 1979) but this was not research

conceived in a narrow, positivistic way because it involved

more than objective, quantifiable, predictable data that

would not be recognised as research in some circles.

The last paper in this period dominated by

Greenfield's thinking about research was published in the

Canadian Society for the Study of Education Yearbook,-

Greenfield was president of the society at the time -

entitled Bilingualism, Multiculturalism and the crisis of

purpose in Canadian Culture (1976c). The 1976 Yearbook was

devoted to issues and research concerning bilingualism in

Canadian education. Greenfield's article focused on

purpose - at the micro level of why we wish students to
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learn second languages and at the macro level of purpose in

Canadian culture. The paper dealt with the language

learning question under three themes "which sequentially

widen the focus of analysis" (Greenfield, 1976c:108) -

firstly, the facts of second language programs and their

context in Canadian society (descriptive research); then

the social and cultural implications of second language

learning in Canada (descriptive/interpretive/analytic

research) and lastly some questions about the purposes

people saw in Canadian life and culture (experimental

research). The argument moved from questions about

bilingualism and second language learning to the social

context for such learning and finally to the crisis of

purpose in Canadian culture. Greenfield reiterated a

premise that had been fundamental in his thinking since the

late 1960s and that was the need for clarity in goals. In

this context he stated:

If we are to ask the question,' What happens when
children learn a second language and how can they best
learn it?' then we must first learn to pose the
questions, 'How will they use the language and for what
ends will they use it?' ... Only if we come to grips
with questions of why we wish students to learn second
languages will we be able to design effective means for
them to learn; and only then will we be able to conduct
systematic and meaningful research on the consequences
of doing so (p108).

Greenfield asserted that second language and cultural

programs in the schools illustrated a malaise that was

common to Canadian education generally:
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We approach them technocratically, with little concern
for what they are to do as long as we can convince
ourselves that the programs are 'effective', acceptable
to tax payers, and good for children. Whether the
programs meet any of these criteria is seldom known,
for they rarely receive searching analysis in terms of
their relationship to the language and cultural
questions which so obviously beset Canadian culture
(p112).

Language is central to culture but to focus on second

language learning alone was similar to focussing on the

issue of class size alone. The view was too limited. Both

needed to be seen within the wider context. Second

language learning needed to be considered within the

context of Canadian culture. Greenfield defined culture

as:

a process within which people interpret their
experience and find meaning in their lives. Culture
requires action, interaction, and communication among
people. It is a process in which symbols, ideas, and
values are heavily involved (p118).

The emphasis was on process. Political decision making and

educational policy were clear indicators of Canadian

cultural process, a process which occurred within

institutions - in the case of educational policy, within

education systems and schools. The paper advocated a

greater sensitivity to problems in Canadian society, some

of which are enumerated in the article and a more

supportive analysis as a basis for developing policies to

deal with them. Greenfield explored some of his

sociological and philosophical interests in this paper and

reminded his readers how much artists and writers, like

204



Northrop Frye and Emily Carr can teach educators and social

scientists. Greenfield again made the point that there are

many paths to the acquisition of knowledge, one of which

is science.

1976 saw the end of papers dealing with issues that

were not directly motivated by or flowed from the IIP74

paper. For some years hence, Greenfield concentrated on

the explanation and defence of the position he had

articulated in Bristol and then he began to expand and

develop his thinking and to consider the implications for

education, research and practice. Some scholars believed

that he "almost got himself in a warp" and repeated again

and again the same old arguments (Haughey interview,

22.10.90); that he made his mark in the 1970s and hadn't

done much really since. "He doesn't do any research. He

doesn't do any field work. He hasn't done much writing to

speak of ..." (Hickcox interview, 1.11.90). Greenfield,

when reflecting on the period 1972-1986, said:

I honestly tried to listen to the criticisms that were
made; to respond to them and to try to formulate a more
adequate statement. And I don't say that what I said in
1972 can be taken as final, but if you look at 1972-
1986, you'll see a consistent line of thought and
development, and you'll see that it addresses a wider
range of issues than prominent critics like Griffiths,
have acknowledged, and certainly far wider than someone
like Willower, has ever acknowledged (Greenfield
interview 26.9.90).

The next section deals with that pivotal period in

Greenfield's life, 1973-1975.
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THE GREENFIELD REVOLUTION

Evers and Lakomski coined the term, "The Greenfield

Revolution" and considered it " the most important

theoretical development in recent educational

administration (Evers & Lakomski, 1991:76). When asked his

view on this slogan Greenfield replied:

... those ideas were not of my invention ... I drew
them from other spheres and applied them to
organisation/administrative theory, so, the
revolutionary heart that I am responsible for, is the
direction of those ideas to that sphere. I would hope
that in doing so, I didn't just let in ideas from one
sphere to another. I would like to think that there was
some addition, that, in making those applications with
a new, new set of problems - I hesitate to say it;
maybe it is justified - that there is some advance in
our understanding of the social world challenge.; there
is some small contribution. If I have a regret, I guess
it is that when people read my work, they see it in the
way Colin Evers talks about it, as revolutionary, or
the unleashing in administration of revolutions that
had taken place elsewhere and that's all. I would
regret that very little comment on my work has taken
the revolution for granted, as it were, and asked, "How
then does he see it? What are the implications of
looking at administration in these terms? What do you
get? Very, very few people have acknowledged that there
might be something added beyond the revolution itself.
The issue has been about the revolutionary way of
thinking about it, not what the revolution might have
brought. (Greenfield interview, 4.10.90)

The Precursor

1973 was a very significant year in Greenfield's

professional life. He returned from a sabbatical year

1972-73, spent equally between the University of Alberta,

the University of British Colombia and two sites in

Germany. In March 1973, he gave the first of what he

called his "new thinking" papers (Greenfield interview,
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26.9.90) to a colleague to present in New Orleans at the

AERA symposium on Developing Effective Educational

Organisations: Concepts, Realities and Strategies for

Change. He wrote the paper while on sabbatical leave,

"when he had nothing better to do" (Greenfield interview,

26.9.90) and decided not to return from Germany to present

the paper himself at AERA. Originally entitled

Organisations as Social Inventions: Rethinking Assumptions

about Change, (another version, revised later in 1973, with

the addition of one paragraph under the heading

Rationality in Organisational Design was entitled,

Organisations as Social Inventions: Some Considerations for

those who would design schools to serve human ends). The

paper caused no stir at all. It was just another of many

being presented. It was printed in the Journal of Applied

Behavioral Science, "not the most likely place for such an

iconoclastic piece of work" (Greenfield interview,

26.9.90). Greenfield wanted it to be published in The

School Review, a very old journal published at the

University of Chicago and now called The American Journal

of Education. It was accepted but there was a year's delay

on publication and the Journal of Applied Behavioral

Science actually sought out the paper for publication,

after an enterprising sub-editor had come across it simply

by looking at the papers that had been presented at the

AERA. Greenfield recalled that he had a kind of instant

success with this publication amongst the Harvard
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psychologists like Chris Argyris, who were interested in

understanding and dealing with change. Greenfield

recalled:

It was a notable and noted paper in that quarter, but
not in educational administration. Educators do not
read the Journal of Applied Behavioral Science. It's a
social science journal. But what is ironic is that my
first success in presenting my ideas was in an American
journal, devoted to the topic of change but which
celebrates the modern methods of social science.
(Greenfield interview 4.10.90).

The focus of the paper was change and Greenfield tried to

bring in "all the understandings that were beginning to

emerge from my reading and thinking" (Greenfield interview,

4.10.90). His sabbatical months in Alberta and Vancouver

were spent reading intensely and widely. He came across

some of the work of Max Weber (often quoted in this paper)

and David Silverman's Theory of Organisations (1970) which

was being used as a text in the Department of Educational

Administration at the time and which appealed to him,

"because it brought in more of an action orientation with

the more intentional perspective on how people shape

organisations" (Miklos interview, 22.10.90). Miklos

recalled that there were signs that Greenfield's thinking

had moved off, had moved into a different direction ...
and [I] became aware that a rather significant change
in his thinking had taken place, but it wasn't really
clear what the nature of that shift or change was
(Miklos interview, 22.10.90).

Greenfield attended some doctoral seminars while at

Alberta. Doctor Margaret Haughey was in one group and

vividly recalled one session where:
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Thom and Erwin played a verbal tennis game that we sat
back and watched. As Thom chose to challenge, Erwin
chose to support and ask questions and critique ... No
one in the group, I think, ended up doing a pure
positivist study after that. We all ended up in
something of what was then called Action Research. We
all ended up doing interviews or talking ... my whole
sense of looking at administration in a different way
grew out of a sense of wonderment that we had at what
Thom was saying. Do I remember his specific words? No,
but I do remember that it helped us come to some sense
about the grounding of administration in a world of
practice rather than this esoteric subject that was
studied at university. Thom was the critical person
in changing the perspective, in not letting the
paradigm continue to unfold as had happened in the late
1960s/early 70s (Haughey interview, 22.10.90).

By the time Greenfield left Vancouver the paper was

finished. He sent a copy of the paper to Professor Robin

Farquhar, Chair of the Department of Educational

Administration at OISE and his successor. Farquhar

remembered commending him on the strength and originality

of the paper but cautioned him not to "throw out the baby

with the bath water" as he tackled the popular approach to

theory (Private correspondence). The caution went

unheeded. Greenfield then went to Germany and there he

encountered some of the European sociological writings that

were highly influential in his thinking at this time. In

his words:

I quite deliberately went to Germany to be part of
European social and philosophical thought, and immersed
myself in German literature and culture generally. I
spent the early part reading as widely as I could, to
get a better understanding of what I saw happening in
my field of study and in my own life. I was going back
to an aspect of my education that, in a sense, I had
shut the door on. I had the opportunity to go back and
do what I might have done ... it was very valuable for
me because many of the things I'd been talking about,
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about social reality in theoretical terms were
suddenly, very vividly, apparent to me. One cannot
live in another culture, in another language, without
realising how powerfully the social world around us is
created and invented, and how different the assumptions
and creations are in some circumstances than in the
ones we are used to ... I quite deliberately did not
want to use the advantages of a tourist. I did not live
as a tourist. I lived as close as I could as a member
of German society, speaking German most of the time,
and becoming very, very fluent in it, and I realised
just how powerfully those linguistic and cultural
settings shape our experiences of organisations. That
to me, was simply a confirmation of what I had been
saying, and, if you look back to the papers pre-1973,
you will certainly see those ideas beginning to form.
That '73 experience put them on a whole new basis, both
in terms of the intellectual ideas I was in contact
with, and, even more particularly, in terms of the
personal experience I had of looking at the world
through another language and another culture
(Greenfield interview, 4.10.90).

Another language, another culture and exposure to

the thinking of the European sociologists contributed to

Greenfield's "gestalt switch", to his own particular

learning of a different way of seeing (Gronn, 1985:56).

Organisations as Social Inventions (1973b) was the first

comprehensive explanation of this new thinking.

Greenfield called it "an anti-organisational view

of organisations" which asked simply for "a human

perspective in understanding and assessing organisations"

(Greenfield, 1973b:561) and was searching for a concept of

organisation which recognised its base in human action

rather than in objective structure. The nature of

organisations was the focal question of the paper. For

Greenfield, individuals and organisations are "inextricably

intertwined" (p552) and organisations are social
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inventions, invented social reality (p556) a reality which

holds for a time and then is vulnerable to redefinition

through changing demands and beliefs among people (p560).

Individuals not only create the organisation. They are the

organisation (p556). Organisations are dependent upon the

meanings and purposes which individuals bring to the

organisation (p559). Different individuals bring different

meanings and organisations are social realities within

which individuals interact (p556) and engage in a

continuous process of bargaining and coalition (p557).

People act out of values and values are the building blocks

of organisations (p570) so, organisations become complex

patterns of choice made by individuals in pursuit of ends

that are meaningful to them (p561). To understand what is

going on in organisations behavior must be explained in

terms meaningful to the actors involved (p558). The

individual with ideas, aspirations, needs, motivations,

goals, values and meanings and the individual in

interaction with other individuals is at the heart of what

came to be called Greenfield's subjectivism. In this

paper, Greenfield began to articulate a definite shift in

thinking from the earlier papers where the emphasis was on

organisation as a reified entity to the current belief in

organisation as social invention. His own life experience,

especially the events at OISE, 1970-1971 and the

experiences of his sabbatical year, both in Canada and in

Germany and his reading of Weber in particular, undoubtedly
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provided the "transducer" (p560) for his personal and

professional reappraisal.

The influence of Max Weber was paramount in the

formation of Greenfield's subjectivism. Many of the

subsequent papers called on Weber for substantiation and

reinforcement and this was the first paper which quoted

Weber. On Weber's notion of Verstehen, Greenfield wrote:

a concept requiring that the actions of men be
understood in terms meaningful to them, not in terms of
values and meanings held, however dearly, by outside
observers ... Therefore, the kinds of organisation we
live in derive not from their structure but from
attitudes and experiences we bring to organisations
from the wider society in which we live. Organisational
change then, requires more than structural change; it
requires changes in the meanings and purposes that
individuals learn within their society (p558).

and Weber's action analysis, which if we followed:

... we would first seek to understand schools in terms
of the subjective rationality of those involved with
them before we try to transform them. Perhaps we might
begin to realize, as Weber did, that many actions in
organisations are best seen not as means toward some
ultimate end but rather as ends in themselves (p567).

That is, Greenfield's growing belief that only the actor

can begin to reveal his/her reasons for acting and that

these reasons lie somewhere within the values, beliefs,

motivations and purposes underlying the actions. Schools

and education need to be understood from the points of view

of those who experience them. A corollary of this view

stressed the importance and particularity of each specific

and unique situation and raised the question of choice
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between different subjectivities and the difficulty of the

implicit relativism of such subjectively constructed

realities. Subsequent papers developed these ideas.

A belief in the centrality of subjective experience

in the creation of organisations and so of schools raised

questions in other related areas - Greenfield was none too

concerned in this paper with these related fields. The

focus of the conference for which this paper was prepared

was change. He did mention some attempts to change

structure and reform schooling such as the setting up of

alternative schools and the decentralisation of education

that promoted "organic growth" (p565) and widespread

participation in decision making that ended up creating

conflict and stress instead of harmony and truth. To

explain this outcome, Greenfield stated:

we are forced to see problems of organisational
structure as inherent not in 'structure' itself but in
the human meanings and purposes which support that
structure. Thus it appears that we cannot solve
organisational problems by either abolishing or
improving structure alone; we must also look at their
human foundations (p565) .

He mentioned the vexing issues of measuring school

effectiveness and indirectly raised the question of

research; of schools as images of culture and considered

briefly the place of values in schools. These themes were

developed in subsequent papers. For the moment, Greenfield

sought to set a firm, philosophical foundation for his new

thinking. To do this he adopted what became a common
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framework for subsequent papers, a critique of current

beliefs and practices amply substantiated from the

literature; his alternative view again amply supported from

the literature; a further explanation of some facets of the

alternative view which led to some provocative questioning

and a discussion of implications and suggestions for

further thinking and action. Greenfield's conclusions to

his published papers were always steely clear, simply

expressed and linguistically economical in summary. They

almost insist that the reader continue thinking! In this

instance, Greenfield concluded:

Most theories of organisation grossly simplify the
nature of the reality with which they deal. The drive
to see the organisation as a single kind of entity with
a life of its own apart from the perceptions and
beliefs of those involved in it blinds us to its
complexity and the variety of organisations people
create around themselves. It leads us to believe that
we must change some abstract thing called
'organisation' rather than socially maintained beliefs
about how people should relate to one another and how
they attain desired goals. The more closely we look at
organisations the more likely we are to find
expressions of diverse human meanings. The focus of
investigation should not be, 'What should be done to
improve this organisation?' but, 'Whose meanings define
what is right to do among people here involved with one
another?' The difference in these questions is, of
course, the difference between ought and is. But we do
judge what is, and we do call Machiavelli immoral for
separating ends and means. Yet when we come to judge
our organisations, will we think of them as artifacts
of human creation and remember what it is we judge? If
we do, we may come to agree with Cassius:

The fault, dear Brutus, lies not in our stars,
But in ourselves ... (p571).

The Cause Celebre - IIP /974

Theory in the Study of Organisations and

214



Administrative Structures: A New Perspective was the

original title of Greenfield's IIP74 presentation. The

published version (Hughes, 1975) bore the title, Theory

about Organisation: A New Perspective and its Implications

for Schools. The suggestion for the revised title was

Hughes's (Hughes interview, 23.1.91). The change was not

as small as it first seemed. The focus was theory. The

revised title referred to the notion of organisation as an

abstract reification, the centre of Greenfield's critique

and the focus was very clearly stated to be schools, a kind

of subspecies of organisation and the actual, practical

settings where the reality of educational administration is

experienced by the majority of educators. The word

"theory" in the title was what attracted Dean Dan Griffiths

to attend Greenfield's session at IIP. The word "new"

occasioned some criticism later from Professors Jean Hills

and Don Willower in particular. Greenfield declared that

perhaps the word should be omitted. It was not "new" to

the field but it was "new" to Greenfield (Greenfield,

1977/78:87). Hughes remarked that it was "new" for

"someone to be using that perspective in looking at schools

and in looking at managing schools" (Hughes interview,

23.1.91).

The request to Greenfield to present a paper at

IIP74 came from George Baron, professor of Educational

Administration at the University of London Institute of

Education (actually the first professor of educational
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administration in the UK) and the coordinator of IIP74.

Baron and Greenfield had met in Alberta and had established

some kind of rapport. Baron, who had followed Greenfield's

career since Alberta, wrote and invited him to be part of a

joint session at 11P74 on educational leadership. This had

been the focus of Greenfield's studies and research at the

University of Alberta when Baron first met him. Greenfield

accepted the invitation, mentioned in his return letter

that his ideas on leadership were rather different from

what they had been some years ago and sent Baron a copy of

his 1973b paper, Organisations as Social Inventions. Baron

immediately replied, telling Greenfield to forget about the

leadership session, offering him a full session of his own

on whatever he liked and suggesting some development of the

ideas expressed in the 1973b paper. He also made reference

to the work of some British sociologists which he thought

Greenfield would find interesting. Greenfield recalled

(Greenfield interview, 26.9.90) that one of these was

Filmer. From him Greenfield picked up the word,

"phenomenology", a word not mentioned in the 1973b paper.

Having read "Silverman and a good deal of German history,

philosophy and sociology, centering in particular, on

Weber" (Greenfield and Ribbins, 1993:240) Greenfield, with

the Filmer book:

put another foundation stone in place, and it all came
together, all sensible and apparent. George gave me
the title and I recall just sitting down and the whole
thing just seemed to flow out (p240).
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The paper aimed to articulate and elaborate to an audience

of educators the alternative approach to theory tentatively

begun in Greenfield's 1973b paper and then to extend this

critique and application of new thinking, from the

philosophical foundation to further understandings of

theory, research, organisation and actual daily practice in

schools. The official published version differed somewhat

from the original - which was printed in the Canadian

Association for the Study of Educational Administration,

(CASEA) Bulletin later in 1974. A longish introduction

was added which immediately set the subjectivist platform

with remarks like:

human action and intention [are] the stuff from which
organisations are made ... organisations and
individuals are inextricably intertwined ...
(Greenfield, 1975c:71).

Greenfield noted, ironically, the potential these ideas

had for long-standing debate and then focused on schools.

Some actual text was used from the 1973b paper, ideas were

repeated and the focus on schools was similar (,1973b:559-

562; 564-569 passim; 570-571). The section on Implications

towards the end of the paper was extended considerably to

include some of the points raised in criticism at the IIP

session, the implication of the work for practice and its

effects on practice and the research implications of the

paper (Hughes interview, 23.1.91). The words, "English"

and "England" in the original were changed to "British" and

"Britain". The paper also appeared in Houghton, McHugh and
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Morgan (1975). This was used as a text by the Open

University in a course entitled, Schools as Organisations.

Greenfield actually revised the paper for publication in

this volume at the request of Roy McHugh before publication

in the official proceedings of IIP74. Professor Hughes

considered that the revised version was better than the

original because it addressed some of these various issues

and suggested to Greenfield that that be the version

printed in the official IIP record of proceedings the

copyright of which he had signed over to Athlone Press.

Besides it was confusing to have two versions of the paper

in circulation.

The Houghton, McHugh, Morgan publication contained

one serious error in the text where, in the section on

Organisational Science and the Profession of

Administration, it stated:

Such an examination is not only appropriate but
essential in the face of an alternative view which sees
organisations not as structures subject to universal
laws but as cultural artefacts dependent upon the
scientific meaning and intention of people within them
(Greenfield in Houghton, McHugh and Morgan eds.
1975:62)

The actual text read, "dependent upon the specific meaning

and intention of people within them". It is completely

incongruous to use the word "scientific" in this context.

The meaning is confusing, if not distorted and the force of

the statement with its emphasis on the particularity of

situation and people concerned is missing. This is a simple
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but serious misprint.

The Alternative View

Greenfield used the same format in the 1975c paper

as he had in the 1973b paper - description and critique of

the present state of affairs; presentation of an

alternative view substantiated by appropriate references to

the literature; explanation of significant issues;

questions arising; discussion of implications and

suggestions for further thinking and action.

Setting the scene involved critique of "the science

of organisation" (p72), the kind of thinking that had been

developing in the USA since the 1940s and was evident in

the work of Griffiths (1957,1958a,1959,1964,1969a), Halpin

(1957,1958,1960,1966), Campbell and Gregg (1957), Getzels

(1958), Campbell and Lipham (1960) and the kind of

knowledge informed by such science - generally considered a

"social science" because organisations have a human

component that is seen as "universal, timeless and

imperfect only in its incompleteness" (p73) and some idea

of a "general theory which enables the researcher to

describe, explain and predict a wide range of human

behavior within organisations" as endorsed by Griffiths

(1964:3). In its application to education this science of

administration meant that the professor supplanted the

practitioner as the source of valid knowledge and, in

Chester Barnard's terms, "the scholar's knowledge of the
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abstract principles of structure rather than the

practitioner's knowledge of concrete behavior led to

greater understanding of organisations" (Barnard in

Simon,1957:pp xlii-xliv). The scientist and his theory

with its universal applicability, provided the rationale

for understanding schools and the social sciences provided

the research tools needed to identify and resolve

administrative problems (Greenfield, 1975c:74). The

understanding of organisations as they really are

predetermined how administrators could be trained to

improve schools and the quality of whatever it was that

went on within them.

The critique focused upon the systems view of

reality. The alternative view presented the human

invention or phenomenological view which had its roots in

European philosophy and social science and could as well be

called " the method of understanding" (p74) as it is called

in the work of Max Weber. Greenfield declared that the

sociological roots of this new thinking were being highly

influential in education in Britain and had some support in

the USA. However, there was no phenomenological influence

in organisation theory in USA as yet although there was a

long standing phenomenological tradition in some sociology

schools and only incipient influence of this school of

thought in Britain, (see Tipton, 1973; Silverman,1970).

Greenfield presented two fundamentally different
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ways of looking at the world. In the natural systems

view:

social reality is usually construed as a natural and
necessary order, which, as it unfolds, permits human
society to exist and people within it to meet their
basic needs. Alternatively, social reality may be
construed as images in the mind of man, having no
necessary or inevitable forms except as man creates
them and endows them with reality and authority (pp76-
77).

For Greenfield, the preeminent element in any social

reality was the individual and the system was a derivative

from the individual rather than the converse. There was no

objective social reality. There was always only, following

Weber, "the subjective understanding of the action of

component individuals" (p82) or people's interpretations

of social reality and therefore, there could be no

universal theory but rather, multifaceted images of

organisations. The choice among images involved moral

questions. Theory, research and ethics were closely

connected (p86).

With this as the basic foundation of belief or

ideology, the perception of reality changes. Organisations

are "cultural artefacts" (p78) dependent upon the "specific

meaning and intention of people within them" (p84). The

direct experience of people in specific situations, which

Greenfield calls "observed phenomena" (p85) leads to

inquiry, which then leads to theory. Theory was defined as

"the sets of meanings which yield insight and understanding

of people's behavior" (p83). Research, theory and
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methodology were closely associated. Since research "aims

at dealing with the direct experience of people in specific

situations" (p85), case study and comparative and

historical methods became the preferred means of analysis.

Greenfield advocated the notion of Weber's "ideal types"

(p85) which provided an image of a social situation at a

particular time and place (p86). By looking at images of

different organisations or of the same organisation at

different times and comparing the images, the complexity of

reality could be grasped. He also mentioned the

investigation of language and the processes of

interpersonal interaction as areas of research that would

promote a fuller understanding of the world.

The human invention view presented society as

conflicted, governed by the values of people with access to

power and the problem "is not whether order shall be

maintained but rather who maintains it, how and with what

consequences" (p87). The image of the organisation as

battlefield rather than the organisation as an instrument

of order becomes dominant "as people strive to impose their

interpretations of social reality upon others" (p87). The

source of problems in organisations, then, rests in the

"conflicting beliefs held by individuals" (p89) about what

they should do and how they should behave with each other.

In specifying the implications of this alternative

view of organisations and of schools, Greenfield relied
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heavily on ideas expressed previously in the 1973b paper.

He focussed on seven significant areas of organisational

life:

1 since organisations are definitions of social
reality, the need to understand and tolerate
differences in the meanings and purposes of
individuals in organisations. Greenfield encouraged
the active seeking out of the "varying meanings and
objectives that individuals bring to organisations",
and of "differences in objectives between different
kinds of people in organisations and begin to relate
these to differences in power or access to
resources" (Greenfield, 1975c:90).

2 the importance of a searching analysis of ideas
conceived in one cultural setting before they are
blindly applied in other cultural settings (p91) and
the role of international associations to "open
windows on our understanding of organisations rather
than propagate received notions of organisational
theory" (p91).

3 the danger of believing and acting upon the symptoms
of social problems rather than their sources, as
reported by the mass media. Greenfield asserted that
to really understand organisations, one's own
experience of life in organisations is the starting
point (p91).

4 the redirection of training programs for
administrators from attempts to teach "a broad
social science of organisations-in-general towards a
familiarity with specific organisations and their
problems" (p92) with a strong clinical base where
both the theoretician and the practitioner are
intimately involved.

5 the need for research to be informed by better
images of what schools are, - not the factory nor
the system but the "public utility" (p93) and for
methods of research "which attempt to represent
perceived reality more faithfully and fully than do
the present highly quantified and abstruse
techniques" (p92).

6 the specifics of research to begin with getting the
facts about the basic elements of social situations
and then to include the description and analysis of
subjective states. Greenfield proposed the
conceptualistion of two kinds of variables, outside
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and inside variables - outside variables lend
themselves easily to quantification and involve a
minimum of interpretation; inside variables are
those which may only be expressed through the
interpretation of experience (pp94-95).

7. the continuing study of organisations from the
perspectives of the social sciences, with particular
attention given to "the way people construe
organisational reality and with the moral and
ethical issues involved in these construings" (p96).

Greenfield's conclusion focussed attention upon the central

issue in this argument, the interpretation of experience as

the foundation of knowledge about organisation. Greenfield

wrote:

If, as the phenomenologist holds, our ideas for
understanding the world determine our action within it,
then our ideas about the world - what really exists in
it, how we should behave in it - are of the utmost
importance. And if our ideas about the world are
shaped by our experience, then the interpretation of
experience is also of paramount importance. It is this
process, the placing of meaning upon experience, which
shapes what we call our organisations and it is this
process which should be the focus of the organisation
theorist's work. And unless we wish to yield to
universal forces for determining our experience, we
must look to theories of organisations based upon
diverse meanings and interpretations of our experience
(1975c:96).

In his response to the British Symposium on

the IIP74 paper and reflecting on these two papers

Greenfield later wrote:

I do not claim the papers are works of art; I merely
say they express in a fervent and passionate way the
sense I could make of several years of struggling with
organisations, theory about them and the life which
pulses through and around them (Greenfield,
1977/78:88).
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FIRST REACTIONS

Lively reactions to Greenfield's paper were

recorded right from the actual presentation in Bristol.

Professor Meredydd Hughes was the Chairman of the 1974

International Intervisitation Program (IIP) organising

committee. He had seen the text of the paper beforehand and

realised the likely impact that it would make. He recalled

discussing the paper beforehand with quite a number of

people and was expecting an animated response. Papers were

distributed as people arrived in Bristol so quite a lot had

a general idea of the content beforehand and there was

already a feeling of tension in the room before Greenfield

began his presentation. He remembered that Greenfield did

not keep closely to the paper because it had been given in

advance. Rather, he spoke "more briefly to his thinking

and there was time for quite a big follow up discussion, a

widely ranging discussion that covered many issues from the

paper" (Hughes interview 23.1.91). Professor Hughes

recalled that some tempers were frayed:

All the American professoriate was there ready, so were
the Australians as well, and it was quite an occasion.
Thom was, in effect, alone responding because the kind
of thing he was saying was very unfamiliar to most
people who were there. I think some of us had just
begun to read some of the sociology that he was drawing
on there, but had not at that stage, worked out its
implications for educational administration.

I well remember Robin Farquhar, also from OISE at that
time, expressing his surprise. He said,"I've lived with
this man here and I've not known what he's been
thinking about". It was quite clear that the 1973
paper had not been widely read and had not made the
impact that the 1974 paper did. The reaction of Dan

225



"Griffiths' brooding presence", of my challenging him
from the floor, and of my telling him, "You are poorly
informed". While he was correct in believing that the
group , especially the Australians and the Americans,
read his paper as"... deliberately challenging,
threatening and hostile" (Greenfield & Ribbins,
1993:244-245), he should not have been surprised
because it was just that. The style was
confrontational, the attacks on theorists were personal
and the content refuted everything most of those
present had spent their lives teaching. This was my
introduction to Thom Greenfield. It was also my
reintroduction to the intellectual world of educational
administration (1994:1).

Professor Erwin Miklos also recalled feeling that

Greenfield's paper was a personal attack on scholars. He

was not present at IIP 1974 but remembered that shortly

after Greenfield returned he wrote a longer than usual

letter and shared some of the feelings he had when his

paper received such a negative reception:

I think he just wanted to tell somebody that he found
it very, very difficult ... The Canadian Association
for the Study of Educational Administration was just
getting started and Thom gave us permission to
distribute copies of the paper and, although it did not
become widely publicised, Jean Hills reacted to some of
the ideas. We never did have any coming together, any
kind of real discussion or real debate of these ideas
but some of us who were in the more traditional line,
had some difficulty getting it out of our heads that,
in some sense, this was really a criticism and a
critique of us personally. It was difficult not to
take the critique personally. We should have been able
to separate the ideas from a criticism of the people
who held those ideas. It was mixed up. It wasn't just
a reaction to the ideas. It was taken personally -
"here's somebody attacking us". Some of us who had
known Thom for years wanted to know why he was doing
this to us. It's taken quite a while for the ideas to
be examined in their own right and for many of us to
say we shouldn't be taking this personally (Miklos
interview 22.10.90).

Professor Derek Allison's response in 1974 was that
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of a Masters student at the University of Alberta. He

remembered that:

Several members of the Department, including Les Gue,
my advisor, had attended the Greenfield session. Their
recounting of events kindled keen interest and copies
of the paper were soon circulating. I can distinctly
remember my first attempt at reading it. I quickly
became mired in a mixture of fascination and confusion,
dazzled by the erudition and scholarship but deeply
disturbed by the spectre of phenomenology and the
elusive uncertainties about the world and organisations
conjured up by Greenfield's new perspective. After a
while I was reassured to find that most other people in
the department were of somewhat similar mind. Our
professors, while proud that one of their graduates had
become the centre of attention, implied we should not
take Greenfield's arguments too seriously. Here is an
interesting alternative to the established ways of
studying educational administration, they appeared to
be saying, but the important thing is to understand the
basics (1994:6).

Allison proceeded to acknowledge the "wisdom of such a

stance" (p6) and further commented:

I followed the crowd and adopted the widely subscribed
"wait and see" attitude: I was content to acknowledge
that Greenfield had challenged established assumptions
but was prepared to provisionally accept the continued
tenability of those assumptions pending the outcome of
"the debate" (p7).

Associate Professor Yvonne Martin (Martin

interview, 7.9.90) commented on the anger she felt when she

first read the paper. She was angry because she had spent

so many years perfecting the systems approach to research,

how dare someone come along and say there is another way!

She left the paper for some time, came back to it later on

and began to settle with the ideas and gradually her

disturbance and disquiet were alleviated.
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Professor Peter Ribbins remembered first reading

Greenfield in the mid seventies and the sense of excitement

he felt. Greenfield's IIP 1974 address was one of three

things that profoundly influenced his thinking then. The

three were:

Silverman, 1972; Julian Ford's Paradigms and
Fairytales, - this was theory and ideas about
methodology and Greenfield's UP '74 paper. There was
tremendous excitement in UK. As a community, we never
had any grandiose ideas about the Theory Movement. The
idea of a grand theory always seemed slightly absurd to
people in the UK. I saw Thom's paper as a call to
arms. It was a fundamental challenge to the advocates
of the Theory Movement (Ribbins' interview 23.1.91).

Professor Don Willower who was not present at the IIP

conference in Bristol and only read the paper some years

later, commented:

so when Greenfield came out with his ideas about
quantitative and anti-quantitative research and
talked about phenomenology, he was saying a lot
of things I kind of agreed with but I was really
taken aback by his simplistic view of it. First of
all, I knew what phenomenology was. I had studied
it. I'd read Husserl and I knew that he was not
talking phenomenology. The only thing that was
close to phenomenology that he was talking about,
that phenomenologists are interested in, was
introspective analysis and that sort of thing.
To this day, I'd probably call it subjectivism.
The paper caused such a furore, partly because
the field is so unsophisticated both philosophically
and in terms of research ... Greenfield was a person
of the times. If it weren't Greenfield, it would have
been someone else. There surely would have been
something because educational administration followed
the social sciences and, in fact, proved how right
Greenfield was.

The other thing to consider is the place where the
1974 paper was given. The British are more receptive
to that sort of thing than the Americans. It got more
attention because of where it was delivered. If he
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gave that paper at AERA, it might not have gotten any
attention (Willower interview, 6.11.90).

Professor William Walker from the University of New

England was present at IIP74 and was one of the group

responsible for the planning of IIP78. He wrote:

I am still shaken by the heat engendered by Barr
Greenfield's now famous (or infamous) paper on
phenomenology and the theory of organisations. I was
not particularly excited by the paper so competently
delivered in Bristol during July 1974 and I must admit
to being not particularly excited by it today. Dr.
Greenfield had a point to make and he made it very well
... A first rate scholar, Greenfield opened new doors
for some and pricked the pretensions of others who were
hiding behind closed doors (Walker, 1977:3).

Different people, different responses! The reactions

previously reported, recorded either word-of--mouth

recollections of people who were present at Greenfield's

presentation or who read the paper soon after its

presentation, or written accounts that deal specifically

with responses to the IIP74 paper, responses made soon

after the presentation and/or publication of the paper.

These extracts are reported because they offer some insight

into personal responses to the paper. They are not offered

as critiques, although there are elements of critique in

some. The nature of the critique of the IIP74 paper is

explored in later chapters.

CASEA published the unrevised version later that

year. There was some comment on it in the CASEA Newsletter,
which Greenfield felt was "not simply negative but personal
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and nasty as well" (Private correspondence, 18 May, 1991).

The situation seemed to settle for a while. Greenfield

returned to OISE and his academic pursuits, namely his

involvement in field studies previously reported and

teaching. He was however, personally hurt by the whole

experience of IIP. The unexpectedness of such a vitriolic

response certainly added to the strength of his feelings.

Greenfield's own reflections some seventeen years later are

poignantly recorded by Ribbins (Greenfield and Ribbins,

1993:243-245).

PUBLISHED COMMENT

The first published review of IIP 1974 was by

Donald Layton, then Associate Professor of Educational

Administration, SUNY-Albany, printed in the UCEA Review,

November 1974. The article was entitled The Third

International Intervisitation Programme: An Eye-Witness

Account. Layton called Greenfield's paper "one of the most

provocative papers presented" (Layton, 1974:10). He summed

up the effect thus:

Greenfield's assertions aroused considerable debate. He
had called into question the very foundation of many
- if not most - of the administrative training programs
in Canada and the United States. The impact of the
social sciences, especially of the so-called systems
approach, on the training of school administrators in
North America has been incalculable. UCEA has been a
dominant force in fostering such approaches in these
training programs and several speakers at the Programme
demonstrated the influence the American-inspired social
science model is having in shaping training programs in
Australia, Great Britain, and the developing countries.
It is understandable therefore, that Greenfield's ideas
met considerable resistance. Some thought his paper was
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hopelessly naive and, indeed, tried to convince the
author of the errors of his thinking (p10).

Layton's review was a comment and reaction to the whole

IIP conference, only the third held - UCEA launched the

first IIP in 1966 in the USA and Canada; the second IIP

was in Australia in 1970. The aim of these conferences,

whose original idea was conceived by Jack Culbertson in

1963 and enthusiastically supported by William Walker of

the University of New England, Armidale Australia; William

Taylor of Oxford University; George Baron of the University

" of London, all of whom were present at IIP74 in Britain and

Arthur Reeves of the University of Alberta, was the

creation of international networks of scholars and the easy

exchange of ideas about the training of educational

administrators (for a full account of the creation of IIP,

see Culbertson, 1995:177-192). In 1974 these conferences

were still something of a new thing and organisers were

anxious about the direction of their growth. The interest

evoked by Greenfield's session at IIP and its aftermath,

initially encouraged and distributed in UCEA publications

namely, the UCEA Review and the Educational Administration

Quarterly, had no small influence on the continuing

popularity and development of the IIP conferences.

One other consideration is relevant here, in the

context of the continuing debate over Greenfield's ideas

and that is the light it throws on the nature of the

educational administration culture as it was in USA at the
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time. Culbertson reported that US attendees at the

IIPs differed in motives from other attendees. He noted

that:

Since US training programs were buttressed by a long
tradition, some UCEA professors, as "expert" trainers
felt a limited need for "foreign" ideas (1995:199).

This "limited need" resulted in "limited participation" in

the IIPs. Culbertson continued:

Given the hundreds of professors who held posts in UCEA
universities, leading Commonwealth professors were
disappointed when only 14 and 15 professors,
respectively, took part in the second and third IIPs.
Commonwealth leaders were also frustrated because UCEA
universities, as they saw it, did not send their most
respected professors to the IIPs (p200).

One reason for this, Culbertson noted, was the heavy summer

teaching loads of these professors. Nevertheless, the fact

remained that the second and third IIP conferences were

attended largely by Commonwealth participants. Culbertson

conceded that "the discontent of UCEA participants may have

had a negative effect upon the exchange of ideas between

Commonwealth and US faculty" (p200). These facts add some

further information to an understanding of the response

that followed Greenfield's paper. Layton's review was a

general review of the whole program, in which Greenfield

featured prominently. The second response was a fairly

detailed analysis of Greenfield's paper only by Doctor Jean

Hills of the University of British Columbia, printed in the

CASEA Newsletter 1975.
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Hills discussed Greenfield's argument under four

theses which he believed, rested on "serious deficiencies

of understanding and interpretation". The four theses

were:

1. ... there exists a body of theory and assumption
which runs squarely at odds with that which has
provided the ideological underpinnings of
educational administration as it has developed over
the past two decades (p2). (Hills used the original
version of the paper printed in the CASEA Bulletin,
Fall 1974).

2. The body of theory and assumption referred to in (1)
above must be adopted if we are able to understand
organisations.

3. Any effort to understand organisations in terms of a
single set of ideas, values and laws must be doomed
to failure.

4. Experimentation and quantification are inappropriate
approaches to the study of organisation
(Hills, 1975:1).

He proceeded to argue against each of these theses in turn.

Firstly, he remarked on two ambiguities he needed to

resolve. He noted variations in definition of terms that

Greenfield used, for example, "systems theory, systems

view, the natural systems view, functional analysis, the

theory associated with the systems view" (p6) and decided

that functional analysis a la Parsons constituted the core

of Greenfield's "systems view" (p2). He could not "decode

some of Greenfield's utterances" (p2), especially

concerning phenomenology and the systems view. To solve

this second ambiguity, Hills presented his own Table (p4)

summarising the differences between functional analysis and
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phenomenology according to Greenfield. This corresponded

to Greenfield's Table (Greenfield, 1975c:7-8) in the

original paper which distinguished between "alternative

bases for interpreting social reality, a natural system and

human intervention" (Greenfield, 1975c:77). Incidentally,

this Table was omitted from the 1974 CASEA publication of

the paper. Hills quoted extensively from Parsons to

substantiate his own arguments against Greenfield's views

and concluded that:

the opposition which Professor Greenfield sees between
functional analyses and phenomenology is more a product
of his own lack of understanding than of the intrinsic
features of the approaches themselves. At the very
least, it should be clear that the fundamental tenets
of the phenomenological view are integral parts of
functional analysis (Hills, 1975:10).

Hills's counter arguments to theses 2 and 3 centred

around Greenfield's misunderstanding of phenomenology.

Thesis 2 focussed on the objective or subjective

interpretation of reality with some discussion about the

different roles of "cultural scientist" and "physical

scientist" (pp10-12). Thesis 3 considered Greenfield's

contention that general laws concerning the behavior of

people in organisational settings were impossible. Hills

noted the moral premises that determined behavior and

remarked on their variability. He concluded by actually

agreeing with Greenfield that there are manifold

differences in behavior found in people in organisations

but that "is no reason for abandoning the search for lawful
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relations" (p15).

Thesis 4 concerned methodology. In a brief

section Hills declared that Greenfield's opposition to

quantification and experimentation stemmed from a deficient

understanding of "variability, variables and the necessity

of determining the values of variables in particular

instances" (p15) and was unwarranted because:

relations among variables can be stated with a limited
degree of precision. Thus, the generalisations, "people
behave in accordance with what they believe," and
"y = x + 7" do not differ in form (p15).

His argument was unclear but he did raise the issue of the

measurement of values and beliefs that Greenfield focussed

on in detail some years later. Hills concluded his

comments with some thoughts on Greenfield's conception of

Weber's ideal types. He contrasted Greenfield's

understanding with that of Parsons's view and clearly

preferred the latter.

Greenfield responded quickly to Hills in an article

entitled simply A Response to Jean Hills, printed in the

CASEA Newsletter, February 1975. The tone was sombre and

the argument was incisive. Greenfield began by noting that:

My paper has circulated now among a number of persons
in Commonwealth countries and the United States who are
interested in organisation theory and educational
administration. The response is rarely indifference.
Objections to it come usually from two quarters: from
Marxists, usually Englishmen and from systems
theorists, usually Americans. In both cases the
objections are expressed vehemently and often take the
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form of denouncing me as "naive", "confused", "poorly
informed" or "deficient in understanding" (1975a:1).

Greenfield welcomed Professor Hills's critique, the "first
considered and extensive comment" (pl) on the paper but

regarded Hills' arguments, based as they were on

philosophical assumptions, as "hard to settle through

exchanges of this kind" and unhelpful for those "who want

to see what can be done with the phenomenological

assumptions made in the paper" (p1). The focus of

Greenfield's response to Hills was not debate, not which
theoretical perspective was right but "how the

phenomenological perspective can be changed into research

or how findings from such research can be synthesised to

expand our knowledge about organisations" (p2).. Greenfield

acknowledged the difficulties inherent in such research and

noted that Hills did not address these at all. Hills's
comments addressed theoretical issues. Greenfield's

response focussed on the practical application of the

theory in research.

For Greenfield, Hills's first thesis included much
of what was contained in the other three and so he

addressed his remarks principally to the first thesis.

Despite Hills's assurances that the functional and

phenomenological perspectives were compatible, Greenfield

could not reconcile the major contrasts between the two

perspectives. Yet paradoxically, Greenfield wrote:
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this new approach in dealing meaningfully with the
particulars of specific situations is capable of
speaking meaningfully not only to persons in them but
to others as well. Thus the phenomenological view
assumes a particular importance to those who are
concerned with human freedom and the right of
individuals to interpret their own experiences and to
set their own goals. In this respect, phenomenological
research is like artistic expression which forges out
of particular experiences, artifacts which speak
meaningfully to larger, if not universal audiences
(p2)•

The systems perspective, Greenfield asserted, had not

directed theorists and researchers to "very useful

questions and has not said much of interest about them"

(103). Even the images used to describe schools from a

systems perspective were useless. They did not describe

"parts and functions in an organisation ... [but rather

became] a prescription for its design" (p3). Greenfield

concluded his response to Hills by clarifying his meaning

regarding quantification and experimentation. His

contention was that:

slick methodolf,gy cannot substitute for empty concepts
in the theory used. [I] object when researchers
mistake quantitative relationships for substantive
connections ... it is not sufficient to be able to make
statistical or logical sense; variables must also make
sense in the setting which they describe (p3).

Hills commended Greenfield for preparing so

"provocative" (Hills, 1975:19) an essay which stimulated a

great deal of thought in him. Years later (Private

correspondence, 27.11.90), Professor Hills recalled that

this was the first time, in his awareness, that there had

been a public exchange of opinions in the field.
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Greenfield had stirred up interest and energy among

scholars and that was very healthy for the field but

substantively, there was not all that much significant

disagreement between himself and Greenfield. Lt was all

about "meaning". Greenfield disagreed strongly with this

view (Greenfield interview, 28.11.90). Two years later,

1977, Professor Hills was invited to comment in the UCEA

Review on the series of exchanges between Greenfield,

Griffiths, Walker and Crane and Gibson that had occurred

within the two years since his own first foray into the

.
discussion. These exchanges and the beginnings of the so-

called "Griffiths-Greenfield debate" are considered in the

next chapter.
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