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Abstract

This dissertation explores school principals” work in Grenada, a former British colony in the
Caribbean. The dearth of perspectives of school leadership in/on the Global South, broader
tensions in the field around standards, frameworks, and expectations around the
principalship, and, particularly in Grenada, the lack of documentation around principals’
work, geo-economic challenges including fiscal constraints, and sociohistoric ideologies and
tensions around labour, civic duty, and Christianity contextualized the study. The study was
qualitative and interpretive, utilizing direct observations and semi-structured interviews to
garner eight (four each in primary and secondary schools) public school principals’
understandings, actions, and challenges relative to their work. The research framework
constituted a relational understanding of principals’ labour as embedded and embodied in
context intertwined with a conceptualization of work as a social construct. This necessitated a
focus on principals’ thinking about their work and the actions they undertook daily but also
probing the conditions and relations around which such thinking and actions unfolded.
Principals understood work as, a calling/vocation, service, and commitment to student
learning. Consequently, they undertook many denominational-based actions and other duties
around organizational management, instructional supervision, and community relations,
overall reporting high volumes of administrative tasks, little time for instructional
supervision, and high volumes of unfree labour. Limited governmental and denominational
supports, inadequate and outdated infrastructure, pedagogy, and resources, negative public
regard for some schools, and intimidation dictated day-to-day undertaking of work, driving
high rates of manual labour, fundraising, and charity among principals. The findings
underscore the highly administrative nature of the work of school principals and corroborates
incumbents’ admissions in the literature of time constraints in undertaking instructional
work. The findings also illuminate wider evidence in the field of the highly compliant nature
of principals’ contemporary work, with Grenadian principals working long, arduous hours
notwithstanding grave socio-economic hardships — not of their making — constraining their
abilities to perform their work. Principals ascribed this commitment to their Christian (moral)
principles and broader civic beliefs, but it was apparent that broader societal expectations
around principals’ labour and some principals’ fear of victimization also ensured compliance

and control of principals’ labour in Grenada.



Keywords: Caribbean school principalship, school leadership in the Caribbean, principals’
work in the Global South, relational understanding of principals’ work, school principals’
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Summary for Lay Audience

Grenada is a small nation state in the Caribbean also discussed as part of the Global South. In
the field of educational administration and leadership, our collective understandings of the
work of school principals are largely informed by perspectives in/from the Global North,
especially the United States and some parts of Europe. Herein, the most influential literature
around principals’ contemporary work promotes instructional leadership and other types of
leadership that prescribe behaviours that “successful” principals purportedly undertake in
turning schools around. This is despite evidence that principals are bombarded with
administrative tasks, emergencies, and other issues demanding attention during the workday,
finding little time to undertake instructional supervision or consciously demonstrate
prescribed “leadership” behaviours. This thrust toward leadership, including instructional
leadership, is couched in dominant, neoliberal-centered discourse wherein principals’ labour
is commodified, and the principal is cast as the instrument of school reform, discourse that
drives the proliferation of long working hours, work intensification, and wellbeing issues for
school principals. This study problematizes this universal acceptance of not just what school
principals do but what drives their work. The study defines work as a socially constructed
phenomenon unfolding in context. Such a situated gaze exposes for analysis not just the
kinds of understandings, actions, and challenges that characterize principals’ work in
Grenada, but the conditions and relations in and around which such work unfolds and is
sustained in this small nation state in the Global South. Through qualitative inquiry, eight
public school principals shared their perspectives on the understandings, actions, and
challenges of their daily work and the conditions around which they undertake work in
Grenada. The results corroborate broader evidence of high volumes of administrative tasks
and little time for instructional supervision. Particularly noteworthy were the long working
hours and copious amounts of manual labour, fundraising, and charity performed by
Grenadian school principals. Overall, principals’ work in Grenada was contextualized by
longstanding sociohistoric, political, and economic arrangements including poverty,
principals’ Christian (moral) principles and civic beliefs, broader societal expectations

around principals’ labour, and fear of victimization.
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

This thesis explores school principals’ work in Grenada. Grenada is part of a tri-
island state that includes the sister isles of Carriacou and Petite Martinique and is situated
in the southernmost part of the Caribbean just over the apex of South America. It is a
former British colony and relatively new nation state, having gained formal independence
from Britain in 1974. Grenada has been categorized by global economic organizations
such as The World Bank and the International Monetary Fund as a third world or
developing country and, in more contemporary parlance, as part of the Global South.

Grenada is also the land of my birth and upbringing.

The study draws on a relational lens, is couched within an interpretivist paradigm,
and utilizes a qualitative approach to garner the perspectives of eight public principals in
elementary and secondary schools about their work. I utilize direct observations and
semi-structured interviews to collect data for the study. My interest in school principals’
work partly originates from my lived experiences as both a citizen and schoolteacher in
this country. | witnessed firsthand the shortcomings of my country’s education system,
including the lack of proper and adequate infrastructure, the ill-preparedness of some
teachers and principals for their work, and the contested understandings and expectations

around educational work undertaken in schools.

At the same time, my rationale for conducting this study extends beyond personal
motivation. | am passionate about the field of educational administration and leadership
and committed to scholarship that meaningfully supports school principals in their work.
Towards these ends, | problematize the dominant, neoliberal-leaning discourse in the
field of educational administration and leadership that casts principals’ labour as a
commaodity and the school principal as the instrument of school reform. In
problematizing this solitary gaze on the school principal, | draw on scholarship
mobilizing relational and other critical frameworks privileging context to draw attention
to our propensity in the field for fixating on the concept “leadership” and its many
handles while placing blame for school failure on principals and teachers in schools. |

argue that too often, this discourse insufficiently attends to the conditions that foster and

1



sustain educational work and educational workers. Instead, in this study, I privilege
context and draw on Eacott (2015a) who asserts of the relational approach to the study of
the school principalship, “[t]he lack of attention to the situatedness and specificity of
contexts leads to a privileging of the directly observable features of practice rather than
the underlying generative principles. The loss of context creates the illusion of
‘leadership’ as a universal construct” (p. 43). The relational approach advanced in this
thesis therefore attempts to bring to the fore not just the kinds of work that Grenadian
principals undertake daily, but the conditions (historical, social, cultural, economic, and

physical) in and around which principals” work emerge and is sustained.
The Research Question

Research is never neutral. It is sensitive to political, ideological, social, religious,
and cultural factors in the particular setting in which it takes place. Education is a
social phenomenon intricately interwoven in the social, economic, and cultural fabric
of any given society. Of necessity, therefore, educational research must be interpreted

within the context in which it is taking place.
Errol L. Miller!, Renowned Caribbean Scholar (Miller, 1984, p. 27)

Grenada has faced social, political, and economic challenges over its history. Not
many years after independence, growing political and civil dissent over the ruling party’s
ideology, governance, and vision of nationalism culminated in two violent and bloody
political revolutions that created instability, thwarted development efforts, and inspired
direct intervention by then United States President Ronald Reagan (Brizan, 1998;
Hickling-Hudson, 2000a, 2014; Jules, 2013; Rose, 2004; Steele, 2003). In 2004, the
passage of Hurricane Ivan impacted Grenada’s gross domestic product (GDP) at a rate of
200% (Government of Grenada, 2020). Hurricane Emily, though not as strong a storm as

Ivan, also set Grenada back in 2005, as did the global financial crisis in 2008

1Miller, E. L. (1984). Educational research: The English-speaking Caribbean. International Development
Research Centre.



(Government of Grenada, 2020). In addition to challenges that natural disasters, political
revolutions, and world markets have presented to this small nation state, Grenada has
amassed a high public debt and continues to borrow from regional and international
organizations to both service this debt and undertake development efforts (see
Government of Grenada, 2020; International Monetary Fund, 2018a, 2018b; The World
Bank, 2020). This overarching reality is important to consider because it impacts the
scales and kinds of development projects that Grenada’s government can undertake,

including in education.

But while the government of Grenada has acknowledged deficiencies in education
quality and delivery in the country — deficiencies that are substantially rooted in
economic constraints and have persisted over decades (Knight, 2014; Ministry of
Education, 2006) — other sociohistoric and cultural arrangements with respect to
institutional norms, citizens’ beliefs and way of life, and societal understandings around
morality, religion, and civic duty further shape Grenada’s educational context. Owing to
its colonization by Europe, with Britain being its last and longest ruler, Grenada identifies
as a Christian nation. This legacy of slavery has fostered complex relations in
contemporary Grenada as evidenced in discourses, expectations, and practices relative to
public life and, more central to this study, understandings around occupational labour,
notions of “hard work”, “service”, and “charity”, and what it means to be a “Christian”
and “servant leader”. It is in this context that | situate the study, drawing on Eacott
(2015a) in mobilizing a relational understanding of the school principalship to explore
how social relations, as constituted and enacted in sociohistoric, economic, and cultural
arrangements, produce and reify certain forms and scope of work for school principals in

Grenada.

The research question posed in the study is: What is the work of school principals
in Grenada? Four sub-questions support this main question:
1. How do principals understand their work?
2. How do principals spend their time?
3. What challenges do principals face in their work?
4

. What strategies do principals employ in their work?
3



This study positions work as emerging in context. Necessarily then, | situate work as a
socially constructed phenomenon (Applebaum, 1992; Fineman, 2012; Hall, 1975, 1986).
Grint (2005) concurs that work is “socially constructed and reconstructed....it is
contingent and requires perpetual action by agents for its reproduction” (p. 2). In other
words, what constitutes work is amenable to change, shaped by pervading socio-historic
conditions and people’s lived experiences within said socio-historic contexts. For Eacott
(2015a), work is embedded and embodies. In his quote above, renowned Caribbean
scholar and historian Errol Miller alludes to work’s embedded and embodied constitution
in the Caribbean. As Miller (1984) recounts of the Caribbean in the mid to latter parts of
the 20™ Century, the colonial systems and structures that had anchored the region for well
over a century and a half became the source of disenfranchisement after the economic
depression of the 1930s, with Caribbean citizens across the islands clamouring for self-
governance from imperial rule. Miller continues that the ideology, institutions, and norms
that flourished across the islands during this period reflected the social, economic, and
cultural ambitions of the people that largely unraveled without political and/or civil
unrest, with Grenada representing “the only instance to date in which a government has
changed in the English-speaking Caribbean by means of armed struggle” (p. 28). While
much has been written about this period in Grenada’s history, there has been a dearth
since, so little is known about the contemporary way of life in Grenada, whether in the
context of social, economic, or educational ideology and norms. In fact, this study
represents the first of its kind, empirical or otherwise, to document the work of school

principals in this country.

The research question and four sub-questions facilitate an in-depth probe into the
substance, scope, foundations, and conditions of Grenadian school principals’ current
work. The notion of work, that is, what is work and who engages in what kinds of work,
how and why, is influenced by the meanings (i.e., understandings) people develop from
their lived reality within sociohistoric context (Applebaum, 1992; Fineman, 2012; Hall,
1986). In studying the work of Grenadian school principals, | examine how incumbents
spend their time daily as | see this as a reflection of what [their] work is. Put another way,

it is my position that what principals do, i.e., how they spend their time, reflects their



interpretations of and participation in the range of relations in and around work. I also
examine conditions and events that test principals’ capacity to undertake their work, to
the extent that they exacerbate, impede, increase, and/or otherwise impact principals’
work. I describe these as challenges that principals face in their work as they speak to the
overarching context within which principals’ work unfolds, shaping not just what
principals do, but how and why they do it. | also explore how principals respond to their
work and, more specifically, the challenges around such work by examining the course of
actions or plans principals employ daily. | describe such responses as strategies and focus
on those that mitigate or otherwise respond to the challenges that principals face in their
work. Further, getting to the “why” of Grenadian principals’ work involves probing the
understandings principals hold about their work. For, the meanings people ascribe work
are enmeshed within bounded and dynamic social interactions (Applebaum (1992;
Fineman, 2012). Indeed, this study underscores Hall’s (1986) assertion that work is a
multifaceted and complex social phenomenon, with overlapping, intersecting and
interdependent dimensions. Overall, | surmise that exploring the understandings
principals hold about their work, how they spend their time, the challenges they face, and
the strategies they employ given these challenges facilitates a fulsome probe into the

substance of the work of school principals in Grenada.
Defining Work

But what do | mean by work? I have alluded to work’s socially constructed and
modulated nature and pointed to the centrality of participants’ lived experiences of work
in generating any meaningful account of what work is for school principals in Grenada.
However, it is important to be explicit about what | mean by work and what it means to

study the work of school principals in Grenada.

In the educational administration and leadership literature, work broadly refers to
what principals do in their capacity as, depending on jurisdiction, school administrators,
school managers, or head teachers. Educational scholars have employed different terms
to describe what principals spend their time doing, such as actions, activities, tasks,

thinking, decisions, and behaviours (for example, see Gaziel, 1995; Horng et al., 2010;
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Miller, 2013; Mulford et al., 2004; Swapp, 2012; Pollock et al., 2015a; Pollock, et al.,
2015b; Winton & Pollock, 2013). In conceptualizing what I mean by [principals’] work
and what it means to study [principals’] work, a necessary component of the study for me
Is examining how principals spend their time as a reflection of such work. In other words,
what are principals spending their time doing? This necessitates exploring principals’
actions, by asking them about these actions, observing them undertake (these) actions,
examining policy documents that direct and mandate (these) actions, and probing other
sociohistoric, economic, political, and cultural conditions that shape (these) actions and

around which (these) actions unfold.

Hence, in this study, | define work as the actions that principals spend their time
undertaking in, or relating to, their capacity as head of their schools. And, because work
is conceptualized as a social construct enacted in context, the definition of work
employed in the study is necessarily expanded to encompass the understandings,
challenges, and conditions around which these actions emerge and are sustained. This
overarching framework is in keeping with the relational approach that drives the study.
Further, within this framing and definition of work, the notion of time is not advanced as
a strictly quantifiable element in the data collection process, nor is it privileged in the
follow up discussion of the study’s findings. While | take note of the duration of
principals’ actions during the observations and interviews, | am more concerned with the
qualitative purpose, that is, the (symbolic) meaning, that participants ascribe an activity. |
probe not just the actions but what drives them as this latter focus allows for the
generation of the kinds of productive and generative principles that the relational
approach seeks to uncover and promote. Hence, my focus is on how and why principals
undertake an action with respect to their work as a school principal in Grenada, in the
sense of that action’s connection (or disconnection) to a perceived understanding of work
and/or a challenge, strategy, or broader condition around which work unfolds in the

Grenada context.

Lastly, in probing this “doing” relative to principals’ work/actions, I make space
for both physical and mental actions. Broadly speaking, an action is the state or process

of doing something, typically to achieve an aim. | describe actions in the study as
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behaviours, thinking, activities, and/or tasks principals undertake or participate in that
achieve some purpose related to their position as a school principal (Pollock et al., 2015b;
Swapp, 2012). I extend my examination of work to include principals’ actions before,
during, and after official school hours and any categories of non-paid, voluntary, unfree,
and/or coerced work. This expanded conceptualization of work takes into consideration
changing ideologies, constitution, and practices around principals’ work (England &
Harpaz, 1990; Gaziel, 1995; Livingstone, 2001; Miller, 2013; Tancred, 1995; Pollock et
al., 2015a; Pollock et al., 2015b; Swapp, 2012; Willis, 1980). A comprehensive
exploration of how principals spend their time also necessitates a general accounting of
the people with whom principals interact, where interactions and other actions take place,
and the nature of interactions and actions (Gaziel, 1995; Horng et al., 2010; Swapp,
2012). Moreover, there is growing attention to principals’ mental health and wellbeing
including the emotional and cognitive actions and processes involved in principals’
labour (Darmody & Smyth, 2016; Hauseman, 2018; Pollock et al., 2019a; Riveros,
2015b; Walker, 2020, 2021; Winton & Pollock, 2013). Considering this evidence, my
definition of work encompasses these dimensions of work to more thoroughly account for
the range and dimensions of actions that Grenadian school principals undertake in their

day-to-day work.

| find it important to make explicit here that while my conceptualization and
engagement of work in this thesis necessarily draws on frameworks and understandings
in the broader educational administration and leadership literature, the relational
approach that | am advancing in this study leads me to prioritize my analysis of this
phenomenon specific to the context(s) that Grenadian school principals find themselves
working in, recognizing, of course, that some aspects of such contexts may be shared
with principals in other jurisdictions. For instance, as | examine in the thesis, the
standards that the Grenadian school principals in the study draw upon for their work
substantially are moral standards stemming from their Christian faith and their civic
convictions enacted against grave socioeconomic constraints. This reality is at odds with
the more highly professionalized and de-spiritualized practices and the standardized,

prescriptive standards and frameworks of principals’ work in many other jurisdictions



and so represents a noteworthy analysis as a particular contextual influence on the work

of Grenadian school principals.
Rationale

In many Western societies, the school principalship represents the onsite, de jure
head of day-to-day operations in schools (Owens & Valesky, 2011). As holders of this
office, and considering the current strong push for principals to be instructional and
visionary leaders (Barnett et al., 2012; Day & Gurr, 2014; Fullan, 2014; Grissom et al.,
2013; Maxwell, 2014; Swapp 2012), increased surveillance and accountability regimes in
principals’ work (Alvoid & Black Jr, 2014; Arlestig et al., 2016; Darling-Hammond,
2009; Hauseman, 2020b; Pollock, & Winton, 2016; Riveros et al., 2016; Winton, &
Pollock, 2015), and the creation of increasingly prescriptive leadership frameworks to
monitor and gauge principals’ labour (Ball, 2011; Riveros et al., 2016; Swapp, 2012),
school principals are positioned as central facilitators of the education process. However,
how principals go about fulfilling these expectations and the courses of action they
employ to do so are caught up in a range of interactions and conditions that have
hithertofore been sidelined in school leadership inquiry. Instead, the school principalship,
seemingly irrespective of jurisdictional contextualities, has become commodified and
instrumentalized along particular ends due to a pervasive neoliberal agenda driving
education reform on a global scale (Ball, 2011; Eacott, 2011, 2015a, 2015b; Riveros,
2016; Riveros, et al., 2016; Swapp, 2012). The preoccupation has been with the principal
as the agent of change in schools. As Lynch (2014) asserts, current education reform
attempts to offload the responsibility of education to the individual. Consequently,
incongruence between school leadership standards and principals’ practices are either
ignored, explained away, or attributed to an ‘unsuccessful’ or ‘ineffective’ principal and
the notion of ‘success despite context’ continues to be advanced, somewhat
unencumbered. In this study, I challenge decontextualized and ahistorical representations
of and discourses around the work of school principals by privileging the study of the

conditions in and around which such work unfolds.



Hence, one of the central propositions I take up in this study is the school
principal as instructional leader. Principals are widely tasked with the responsibility of
leading a school’s instructional program (Barnett et al., 2012; Grissom et al., 2013;
Maxwell, 2014; Owens & Valesky, 2011), and evidence suggests that in schools they are
second only to classroom teachers in influencing student learning (Leithwood & Seashore
Louis, 2011). I am not suggesting that principals do not and/or should not share the
responsibility of student learning and neither am | objecting to the school principalship
being ascribed importance in supporting this goal. My discomfort is with the
categorization of principals (solely or chiefly) as instructional leaders when the evidence
strongly indicates that principals are mostly engaged in other kinds of daily work; many
hardly find the time in their busy work lives to engage in sustained and meaningful
instructional work. In many Western countries, many government policies and some of
the educational administration and leadership literature, including those around principal
leadership frameworks — arguably beginning with the International School Leaders
Licensure Consortium (ISSLC) standards in the United States and then catching on in
other countries —explicitly push instructional leadership as the central work of a school
principal. And many principals acknowledge that they would like to be able to prioritize
instruction-related work, but they also tell us that high volumes of work, escalating pace
of tasks, and other emergencies and deadlines consuming their time make it difficult,
impossible even, to undertake such work (Brauckmann & Schwaarz, 2015; Grissom, et
al., 2015; Gronn, 2003; Swapp, 2012). This dissonance has not been substantially taken

up in the literature and is an incongruence that | highlight in this study.

At the same time, the lack of empirical evidence around Grenadian principals’
work makes it difficult to discuss, theorize, or otherwise address such work. This dearth
accounts for the study’s exploratory nature and is partly why the specific research
question posed is, “what is the work of school principals in Grenada?”. However, there is
some evidence of such work’s problematic state. The government of Grenada
acknowledges in its vision and strategic plan for education document, Strategic Plan for
Educational Enhancement and Development 2006-2015 (SPEED I1) that “lack of teacher

training and principal preparation continue to hamper the realization of learning



objectives at both the school and national level” (Ministry of Education, 2006, p. 45).
However, apart from this broad admission of the poor state of principals’ preparedness
for their work in Grenada, SPEED |1 offers no other details. Given the dearth of empirical
evidence around principals’ work in Grenada, it remains unclear what such “lack of
teacher training and principal preparation” constitutes and how, if at all, this issue, and
others, impact or are impacted by the contexts in which principals work, and/or how

incumbents think about and undertake their work. This study addresses these questions.

The government offers further insights into the state of education in Grenada,
hinting at issues that may factor in principals’ work. According to SPEED II, “few
students in primary and secondary schools acquire the necessary knowledge and skills as
outlined in the prescribed curriculum especially in the areas of Mathematics and
Language Arts” (Ministry of Education, 2006, p. 44). The document continues that this
deficiency “impedes government’s target of developing a more diversified, competitive
and knowledge-based economy through the development of its human resource”
(Ministry of Education, 2006, p. 40). The neoliberal rhetoric in this statement is
problematic, especially for a small, developing country such as Grenada that struggles to
secure needed human and material resources for its development. Small nation states are
not insulated from globalization and are particularly vulnerable (Alexander, 2001; Ball,
1998; Moutsios, 2009; Naude, et al., 2009). Smaller islands in the Caribbean are
especially so because they lack the knowledge, skills, and resources to compete (Ali,
2010; Green, 2002; Louisy, 2001; Melville, 2002). This is an important context to
consider in this study because it speaks to the constraints facing Grenada relative to

educational development.

Neoliberalism’s economic stealth is advanced through political, linguistic, and
social channels, with education served up as both panacea and vessel (Rizvi & Lingard,
2010). Rizvi and Lingard (2010) refer to the global politics of education, positing that one
way that neoliberalism’s reach is furthered in/through education is through governments
lacing bilateral reports and discourse as “global education imperatives” with language
around how to align to this ideal (p. 37). As scholars assert, the school leadership

standards movement, the more recent thrust of the New Managerialism in education, and
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the instructional leadership rhetoric are all rooted in economics and global
competitiveness (Brown, 2016; Carnoy & Rhoten, 2002; Darling-Hammond, 2009;
Lashway, 2006; Lynch, 2014). In the context of Grenada, the government’s response to
low student achievement is to leverage the nation’s school principals as “instructional
leaders and agents of change in schools” (Ministry of Education, 2006, SPEED I, p. 44).
But, in addition to scarce resources, the government has not kept abreast of current
technology, research, and practices to improve student learning, so schools in Grenada
today continue to be served by outdated technology, curricula, and teaching methods
(Grenade, 2015; Knight, 2014). Consequently, this emphasis on instructional leadership,
absent other structural reform around educational funding, policy, and work, may yield
little fruitful results. At a minimum, an important precursor to any such discussions is the
collection of empirical evidence around how school principals in Grenada spend their
time, and the conditions that inform how such time is spend. This study addresses these

important questions.
Positionality

My positionality in this research stems from my years navigating Grenada’s
education system, first as a student, then as a secondary school teacher, and now as a
budding doctoral scholar based in Canada. | left Grenada in 2010 to take up graduate (and
after postgraduate) studies in Canada, after 11 continuous years of fulltime employment
with the government of Grenada as a secondary school teacher. The politics of national-
diaspora identity (Premdas, 2004; Sutton, 2000; Wilson, 2012), ascribed to Caribbean
nationals who live or spend time overseas and ‘visit’ their homelands, goes before me,
influencing how I am perceived and received by ‘locals’ and the doors that are opened or
shut to me consequently. In some ways, I remain “one of them”, and this insider status
(Dwyer & Buckle, 2009) allowed me much leeway in recruiting participants and
generally establishing a relatively smooth data collection experience. In other ways, the
hyper-personal political context, experiences of oppression, and crab-in-a-barrel,
clientelism, and patronage mentalities endemic to Caribbean, Black, formerly colonized,
and otherwise small nation states constrain and frustrate the citizenry (Steele, 2003;

Veenendaal & Corbett, 2020). Indeed, much has been written about the complexities and
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contradictions of the colonial experience, including colorism, and notions of deficit
mentality and migrant mentality in the Caribbean (Miller, 1984; Newton Moses, 2019;
Rubenstein, 1983). The process of conducting this study was made unduly harder because
locals, particularly some in the Ministry of Education whose job was to facilitate this
research, needed me to “know my place”, so to speak, and otherwise show me that | was
not better than they for having studied (and/or lived) abroad (a coveted feat). Indeed, the
complexities of the colonized individual and our postcolonial struggles and contradictions
continue to make interesting fodder for research. Despite the setbacks, | persevered, and
the rich accounts of Grenadian principals’ work generated made all the challenges

worthwhile.

The issues that inform my stance relative to the historic, social, political,
economic, and educational context of the study revolve around my experiences and
knowledge of discrimination, negative public regard for schools, and grave fiscal
constraints manifested in unsatisfactory teacher and principal training and qualifications,
pedagogy, and curricula. As a student in Grenada’s education system, I experienced first-
hand schooling’s punitive, rigid, classist, and inequitable structure. Most traumatic for me
was corporal punishment, still a main form of discipline in Grenadian schools. Further, |
was educated in, and largely taught students using, deductive, teacher-centered methods.
Individualized instruction was minimal, and many students struggled to keep up with the
pace of instruction. Truancy rates were also high (Ministry of Education, 2006).
Questioning teachers (and parents, and pastors, and political leaders — any elder or
superior, for that matter) was frowned upon and deemed rude, and discipline was strict

and abusive.

And while Grenada’s classism may not be as palpable as Jamaica’s, Guyana’s, or
Trinidad and Tobago’s, for instance, it still left an indelible mark. I was poor, very dark-
skinned, vocal, and female; four strikes amplified together. Despite being a bright child, |
was sidelined for my fairer-skinned companions at school and in banks, government
ministries, and wider society. Further, high public regard for a Catholic education,
especially at the secondary level, strongly influenced how citizens interacted with non-

Catholic schools and thus the work of educators in Catholic and non-Catholic schools
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alike. As | examine in Chapter Three, Catholic schools are among the oldest and most
prestigious institutions in Grenada, with many lighter-skinned and well-to-do Grenadians
attending and graduating from these institutions. And while these schools have become
much more accessible by the poor and working-class Grenadian, the stigma and prestige

around schooling continue to shape local culture.

In addition to the superiority of a Catholic education, geography also factored; the
schools considered most esteemed were in the capital city (i.e., the town) in the south of
the island and better supported by government and citizenry. This directly impacted
lesser regarded schools’ ability to generate funds to meet school needs, impacted staff
and teacher morale in these schools, and created tension among schools. As an example,
while I attended the top secondary school (of Catholic denomination) in my parish, by
societal standards, I still only attended a “country” school, not one of the esteemed
Catholic “town” schools. My contributions in the classroom at college, education
workshops, and other public spheres were not as valued as my peers who attended these
more well-regarded schools in the capital city. Further, I taught in a (non-Catholic though
denominational) school located in the north and while it was nestled just atop that
parish’s main town and performed well both academically and in sports, by societal
standards it was still considered a mere “country” school. Our contributions in academics
and sports were often trivialized and as educators at that school we worked extra hard, it
seemed, to earn the respect of society.

Notwithstanding the many hardworking educators in Grenadian schools, |
considered some principals academically, professionally, and emotionally unprepared to
hold any position of authority over others. With regards to their academic qualifications,
few principals had up to a bachelor’s degree by the time I left the system in 2010. For
many years, the accepted protocol has been to get into teaching straight from secondary
school to teach at the primary level and from (tertiary) college to teach at the secondary
level. This meant that well into the 1980s most of Grenada’s primary school teachers had
only O’ levels and secondary teachers only A’ levels as their highest level of
qualifications. So, Grenada’s educators started their careers with no formal specialization

in teaching or subject knowledge, and then a few years later (and after becoming
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permanent, i.e., attaining permanent teaching contracts usually after a two-year period of
probation) secured their teacher certification — a two-year program — first year full time,
second year part time — through the Teachers College division of the country’s sole
national college in affiliation with The University of the West Indies, the region’s oldest
postsecondary institution. | deemed this level of preparation for teaching inadequate and I
was often vocal about it. As an example: I started teaching in 1999 with O’ and A’ levels
(see list of acronyms at the beginning of this dissertation); by 2003 had completed this
two-year training; the next year (2004) started my bachelor’s degree in education —
delayed one year by Hurricane Ivan’s passing — and completed in 2008; the next year
(2009) successfully applied for a scholarship to pursue a master’s degree in education in
Canada; and left Grenada in 2010 to take up same. And, whether due to knowledge
deficit or a lack of vision or funds, there has not been any sustained and/or substantive
principal training and/or preparation programs to support teachers and principals in and
for their work in Grenada. Further, some principals were spiteful, domineering, and aloof
both in principle and to those they disliked, seemed contented with the status quo,
interpreted and applied polices, rules, and regulations rigidly, sought compliance through
punitive transactions, and from what | could see, spent their time undertaking menial
labour, writing letters soliciting donations, attending funerals, and holding staff meetings.
All rose to the position through teacher seniority, and most were male, married, and
Christian. These are the experiences that go before me in conducting this research.

In sum, my experiences of unprofessionalism, poverty, neglect, and
discrimination in the education system and my beliefs that principals needed to attain
better qualifications, their work could be more meaningful and impactful, and they, more
knowledgeable, visionary, compassionate, and eager administrators/managers, drove my
interest to specialize in the study of the school principalship at the graduate level. So, my
lived experiences go before me in this research. These experiences are firmly embodied
and have been marked by violence, race, ethnicity, class, ideology, culture, politics, and
location. They frame the lens through which I conceive of principals’ work and my
approach to the study. From an emic perspective (Dwyer & Buckle, 2009) | want to

investigate principals’ work in Grenada because I see such work as practiced around
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problematic ideologies and expectations, severe economic constraints, and content
knowledge limitations. However, as a student and teacher there were limits to my
understandings of principals’ work and so I want to garner fuller, current perceptions of

the work of Grenadian school principals from those who practice it.

In self-positioning in this study, | attempt to make visible and keep track of my
subjectivities (see England, 1994; Gadamer, 1970, 1977; Gallagher, 1992) because “the
‘practical” activities of generating and interpreting data...are linked in a continuous
process of critical reflection and transformation” (Schwandt, 2000, p. 190-191). | concur
with Gunter (2005) that no one floats free of field positions and positioning regarding
knowledge claims. I further concur with Riveros (2015a) who credits Thom Greenfield
with positing that “our observation is infused with values and therefore we cannot have
neutral or objective perceptions of the social world” (p. 63). Indeed, “[c]onceptualization
does not float free of field positions and positioning regarding knowledge claims and so
field members must always ask: who is doing the conceptualization, why and to what
effect and what impact is it having?” (Eacott 2015a, p. 166). So, I draw on Patton’s
(2002) concept of “researcher reflexivity” along with Fine’s (1994) notion of “working
the hyphen” in situating my positionality as researcher vis a vis my participants in being
as conscious as possible of the cultural, political, ideological, and linguistic foundations
of my perspective as well as and against the voices of the principals in the study. | agree
with Schwandt (2000) that the social researcher’s aim needs not be to extricate
themselves from their experiences and subjectivities, but one of critical self-examination
and modification to facilitate maximal understanding between themselves and
participants. My attention to subjectivities and biases is thus deliberate and not linear.
While I do not speak for participants, | attempt to be conscious of how my subjectivities
and biases color the lens through which | view the study and my approach to its conduct.
It is my hope that my explicit articulation of my biases and my commitment to intentional
reflexivity yield a rich account of Grenadian principals’ perspectives of how they have
come to think about and undertake work and the substance, conditions, and challenges of

such work.
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Significance of the Study

From a comparative perspective, Dimmock & Walker (1998, 2000, 2005) have
long lamented the Western-centric nature of the field of educational administration and
leadership. As | outline in the next chapter, the field of educational administration and
leadership has its genesis in the United States and its subsequent developments have been
substantially framed within the mores of this country (Owens & Valesky, 2011; Tyack &
Hansot, 1982). Developing countries, like those in the Caribbean and/or that are part of
the Global South rhetoric, struggle to build their education systems to the scope and
technologically advanced level of sophistication as their counterparts’ in more developed
countries. But their reliance on international aid from organizations controlled by North
America and Europe, high consumptive culture, and porous borders make them
especially vulnerable to assimilation of discourse and standards coming from these
developed regions (Jules, 2011; Miller, 1984; Sutton, 2000; Swapp, 2015). In other
words, small developing states like Grenada, while they may have escaped the full(er)
force and impact of globalization, are susceptible to its implications, and oftentimes these
states’ relationships with bigger countries are to their disadvantage (Alonso, 2002;
Archer, 2006; Swapp, 2015; Tikly, 1999). The challenge this unbalanced relationship
poses for Grenada, particularly, is that discourse around education has not been informed
by local context but adopted from the policies and mandates of other influential
international organizations and global discourse. There is a lack of empirical evidence
around the work of school principals in this country, a void this study attempts to fill.
Absent such data, government rhetoric often seems decontextualized and ahistorical in
nature, not rooted in or particularly germane to the educational climate in the country. It
IS not surprising, though disappointing, that international interests in Caribbean affairs
have been largely economic. The Caribbean boasts features that make it attractive to the
developed world/Global North. The region remains historically connected to Europe
(through the Commonwealth, diaspora, language, and culture, to name a few) and has
rich natural resources, a tropical climate that makes it popular with North American and
European tourists, proximity to three continents, namely South America, North America

—in fact, it is nestled between North and South America — and Africa (separated by the
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Atlantic Ocean), lax tax laws, receptive immigration laws, and is geographically
accessible to and from other parts of the world, making it an international gateway to

these parts.

Certainly, neoliberalism has wrought significant changes to the work of school
principals in more economically advanced societies, and heightened accountability and
surveillance systems serve to channel school principals’ practices in particular directions.
This trajectory heavily hinges on performativity, accountability, the use of data, test
scores, and, more broadly, the instrumentalization and commodification of school
principals’ labour (Armstrong, 2014; Eacott, 2015a; Pollock, 2016; Pollock & Hauseman,
2015, 2018; Pollock & Winton, 2016; Pollock, et al., 2015a; Pollock et al., 2015b;
Riveros, 2016; Riveros et al., 2016). Contemporary principals in these regions thus work
in a tense and hectic environment and studies have begun paying attention to principals’
emotional, physical, and mental wellbeing (Hauseman, 2018, 2020a, 2020b; Pollock et
al., 2015b; Pollock et al., 2020; Pollock et al., 2019a; Walker, 2020, 2021). But is this the
same or similar in the Grenadian context? There is room for more robust, empirical probe
around how jurisdictional contexts account for differences and subtleties in and across
local education settings with respect to principals’ contemporary work (Eacott, 2015a;
noted exception Miller, 2018a, 2018b; Pollock et al., 2015a). This study takes up the
latter part of this void. Such a focus underscores how (and that!), despite pervasive
economic-driven discourse, local and subregional contextualities are powerful shapers of
understandings, discourses, and practices in school administration. The same attention
that has been given the study of the school principalship in developed regions has not

been applied to other, lesser regarded spaces and this is a gap this study seeks to address.

As | articulated above, the lack of empirical evidence around Grenadian
principals’ work constrains any meaningful efforts to address such work. It is true that
serious economic challenges impede the quality and delivery of education in developing
countries such as the Caribbean, but other historic, political, and social antecedents also
flavour and muddy developmental paths. While most of the islands that comprise the
Caribbean are now independent states and share a common language and colonial

heritage, richly unique characteristics differentiate islands from each other. The region
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thus represents an ideal site to investigate the phenomenon of principals’ work, in
bringing to the fore and exposing for analyzing the ways the region’s colonial history,
current geo-economic and political struggles, and complex social life contextualize
understandings and practices relative to education and educators’ labour. In fact, Jules
(2015) has argued that from a comparative perspective, there is much that unites the

Caribbean into a common space for comparative study and analysis.

It is within this context that | place the significance of this study, in illuminating
the context of Grenada, a small island in the Caribbean, characterized as a poor,
developing country in the Global South. I make the argument that though, in some ways,
the principalship in Grenada is discussed and legislated similarly as in other, more
developed nations or other Caribbean islands for that matter, and principals experience
work in some similar ways as their peers in these nations, particular contextual
circumstances shape what work is for principals in Grenada and how incumbents go
about their daily working lives. Such a targeted exploration of the conditions,
understandings, strategies, and actions of school principals can inform local and regional
diagnosis of persistent issues in Caribbean countries around school reform and how

principals’ work supports, and can better support, this outcome.

It is limiting, inaccurate, but not inevitable, to continue to talk of the school
principalship, or more specifically the work of principals, in universal terms when this
phenomenon has gone undocumented in many jurisdictions of the world. It is
irresponsible for us as scholars to clump the work of school principals into a unitary or
dominant category without empirical basis. We do a disservice to principals, and for the
purposes of this study I zero in on principals in Grenada, to articulate ahistorical and/or
decontextualized understandings of the how, why, and when of their work. Hence, the
academic potential of this study to the broader literature on school administration as a
subset of the field of educational administration and leadership makes it worthy of
undertaking. As scholars concur, there is rich comparative analysis (Dimmock & Walker,
1998, 2000; year; Hickling-Hudson, 2000b, 2006) or, as Larsen (2018) puts it,

transnational value, in garnering and examining evidence of how the school principalship
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is conceptualized and enacted in jurisdictions that have traditionally been ignored or cut

off from mainstream educational research.

Further, mobilizing the relational approach to illuminate the conditions in and
around which work emerges and is sustained in Grenada adds depth to the study of the
school principalship in Grenada, and fosters more productive discussions of the scope,
substance, and challenges of principals’ work. Such a framework also has the potential to
inform our collective, theoretical understanding of the dynamics of school administration,
illuminating the ways school principals understand and translate legislation around their
work and the factors that drive certain kinds of work. The research thus has immediate
utility to Grenada but wider relevance to the field of educational administration and
leadership. At a minimum, research conducted outside the radius of the Global North
(i.e., the United States, Canada, and Europe) broadens discussions about the substance of
school principals’ work in other parts of the world, the shapers of and constraints to such
work, and the possibilities that hitherto unknown knowledge around work offers up for
comparative, cross-cultural insight. More specifically, renowned Caribbean scholar Anne
Hickling-Hudson (2006) has called for research into Caribbean school leadership that
examines school leaders’ work from a postcolonial perspective, especially in relation to
small islands’ developmental challenges in the face of globalization. This research into
the current work of school principals in Grenada thus adds an international, ‘Global

South’ perspective to discourse and debates around the school principalship.

Thesis Outline

In Chapter One: Introduction to the Study I outline the focus of the study as the
work of school principals in Grenada. | identify the main research question and four sub-
questions that guided the study, as well as its undergirding ontological, epistemological,
and methodological considerations. | also justify why the study is relevant and timely, for
Grenada, the Caribbean region, and the wider international literature informing the school

principalship.

In Chapter Two: Review of the Literature | situate the foundations of

understandings of the school principalship in the broader context of educational
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administration and leadership. I also examine early schisms and continued tensions in the
field and important implications for empirical study of the work of school principals. The
chapter also situates the contemporary practice of work in broader neoliberal discourse
around the performance, commodification, and instrumentalization of school principals,
problematizing this prevalence and arguing for a context-focused examination of school
principals’ work in Grenada. The chapter ends by examination the denomination-based
work of school principals working in religious schools, mobilizing the notion of servant

leadership to examine how such work is undertaken in some jurisdictions.

Chapter Three: The Grenada Context is dedicated to presenting the Grenada
context. Herein, | examine the foundations, structure, and aims of the country’s education
system, describe the composition and demographic makeup of students, teacher, and
principals in the education system, and then highlight some major challenges facing
education and educators in this small nation state. I also situate major sociohistoric,
economic, and cultural antecedents shaping ideology and norms in Grenada and end by

examining the policy documents that inform how principals are to spend their time.

Chapter Four: Research Framework describes the study’s framework, which is
constitutive of a conceptualization of work as a social construct, framed through the lens
of the relational approach. Within this overarching framework, the concepts
understandings, actions (including strategies), challenges, and conditions are analyzed
within and against the overarching context of principals’ work in Grenada. The chapter

also situates interpretivism as the overarching paradigm undergirding the study.

Chapter Five: Methodology picks up from the previous chapter to expand on the
overarching methodology informing the study. I situate and justify the use of qualitative
inquiry and two research methods, direct observations and semi-structured interviews, in
collecting data on the research question. | also describe the research participants, explain
my selection and recruitment processes, and end by describing my steps in data collection

and analysis.

The findings of the study are presented in chapters six through nine. Each chapter

addresses one of the four research questions. Chapter Six: Principals’ Understandings of
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Work addresses the first research sub-question around the understandings principals hold
about their work. Three such understandings are examined, work as a calling/vocation,
work as service, and work as commitment to student learning. Chapter Seven: How
Principals Spend Their Time addresses the second sub-question, describing how
principals spend their time undertaking faith-based, administrative/management, and
instructional work. In Chapter Eight: Challenges Principals Face in Their Work, | address
the third sub-question around the challenges that principals face in their work. Some
major challenges presented are limited supports, ambiguities around formal work, and
implicit beliefs and expectations around labour and the work of school principals. And, in
Chapter Nine: Strategies Principals Employ in Their Work, | examine how principals
navigate the challenges and broader reality of their work. Key strategies highlighted for
analysis included an ethic of care, knowledge acquisition, self-help, collegial supports,

and micropolitics.

In Chapter Ten: Discussion, | engage in a critical discussion of the study’s results.
In doing so, | return to the literature, research question, and research framework. |
critically interrogate the nature of Grenadian school principals’ work, especially in terms
of its intensity, volume, and ambiguity. | also problematize the notion of work as service
in the Grenada context, especially principals’ self-identification as stewards, servants,
and Christians compelling problematic volumes and scope of work. | also examine
compliance and control as exhibited in the Grenada context, arguing that though
principals’ actions in securing compliance and control may resemble their peers in other
jurisdictions, particular sociohistoric and prevailing regimes fuel such compliance. The
discussion also centers the micropolitical nature of school principals’ work also fueled
and sustained by and through these regimes.

In Chapter Eleven: Conclusion, | recapped the study’s overarching
conceptualization of work as a social construct embedded and embodied in context,
revisited the major findings around how work is understood and undertaken and the
challenges and conditions impacting understanding and undertaking of work in the

Grenada context, articulated some future research directions that can support the school

21



principalship in Grenada, and described the important contributions this study makes not

only at the local level, but the regional and international, as well.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, I locate my study within the context of the existing literature. This
is important because our understanding of the field of educational administration and
leadership is based on a cumulative history of the ontological and epistemological
foundations of school organizations and the people who work in them (Burgess &
Newton, 2015). It is important to acknowledge, draw on, and examine this history in
ongoing quests to improve our thinking and practices relative to schooling and the
organizations in and through which schooling unfolds. Herein, I highlight major
movements in the history of educational administration and leadership as an area of
inquiry and practice, situating same within and against sociohistoric, economic, and
cultural arrangements and describing the changes in the thinking and practice of school
leadership and principals’ actions over time, place, and space. Hence, the chapter outlines
educational administration and leadership’s historical trajectory to expose for discussion
the founding principles, places, and spaces upon which the practice of school
administration still hinges, center the major highlights over decades and examine the
current neoliberal thrust in education and the school principalship and locate the study of
principals’ work within and against this broader reality. I also introduce the relational
approach that undergirds this study and examine faith-based work as undertaken by

principals in denominational schools.
Early School Administration

The birth of educational administration and leadership as a field of inquiry was in
the United States, over a century and two decades ago (Allison, 1989, 2015; Tyack &
Hansot, 1982). The origins of the field drew from the positivistic tenets of the natural
sciences, in that the epistemology, ontology, and methodology of early research in school
administration were predicated on the assumption that human behaviour was predictable
and structured and so could be studied as cause-effect hypotheses (Greenfield, 1980;
Owens & Valesky, 2011). This is an important element of the field’s history to situate
because it speaks to current (and persistent) debates in the study and practice of

educational administration. In fact, some assert that logical positivism, especially in the
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application of Systems Theory in studying organizations, is still popular in educational
research today (Bush et al., 2010; Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2008; Owens & Valesky,
2011). As Gulson & Symes (2007) put it, “educationalists tend to be the followers of
broad epistemological trends, or ‘turns’, rather than their initiators” (p. 97). I call to the
fore the genesis of educational administration because to better situate the persistent

disagreements over knowledge production it is important to consider the field’s origins.

Owens & Valesky (2011), in providing a historical treatise of the study and
practice of school administration, described the formation and rise of Taylorism and
Fayolism in the early 20" Century. These educational scholars credit the latter movement
and its pioneer French industrialist Henri Fayol with shaping our historical and
contemporary knowledge and practice of educational work and school organizations.
Some of the earliest pieces of work in the field of administration examined the functions
of managers/administrators (for e.g., Drucker, 1974; Getzels, 1958; Getzels & Guba,
1957; Gulick & Urwick, 1937; Simon, 1960, 1950, 1946). Specific to educational
administration, Owens and Valesky (2011) assert that earlier studies built on, in design
and theory, Fayol’s 1916 scholarship into the work of managers, specifically his five-
pronged characterization of administrative/management functions, namely: planning,
organizing, co-ordinating, controlling, and commanding. For their work in public
administration, for instance, Gulick and Urwick (1937) expanded Fayol’s
characterization to develop the renowned acronym, ‘PODSCORB’, to refer to seven tasks
chief executives undertake in their work, namely: planning, organizing, developing,
staffing, coordinating, reporting and budgeting. (As I reference below, the PODSCORB
framework constituted an entire module in my teachers’ training in 2003.) Irwin Miklos
then built on Gulick and Urwick’s work to make the first substantial attempt to theorize
the work of school principals (Allison, 1989). In 1968 and 1975, Miklos substituted the
functions controlling, commanding, and directing for stimulating, influencing, leading,
and evaluating results, and altogether identified seven processes of administration, and
six areas of administrative operation (Owens & Valesky, 2011). The processes were: (i)
planning; (ii) making decisions; (iii) organizing; (iv) coordinating; (v) communicating;

(vi) influencing; and (vii) evaluating. These processes were carried out in relation to the
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following areas: (i) the school program; (ii) pupil personnel; (iii) staff personnel; (iv)
community relations; (v) management; and (vi) the physical facilities. These processes
and areas made their way into the earliest efforts to theorize the field of school
administration (Gronn, 1982; Morris et al., 1981; Owens & Valesky, 2011) and there is
evidence that subsequent foray into the study of principals’ work continue to bear
elements of Miklos’ matrix (for e.g., see Gaziel, 1995; Martin & Willower, 1981; Morris
et al., 1981; Wolcott, 1973). This is an important foundation to establish because it points
to the origins of (even contemporary) understandings of the dimensions, actions, and

areas of school principals’ work.

However, the founding frameworks for studying and evaluating the work of
school principals were problematic. Scholars asserted that simply lifting and applying
research designs from other fields including psychology, business, and the hard sciences
to study what school principals do was impractical and futile. Critiques argued that these
designs were fundamentally incongruent for studying principals, and that the field of
educational administration would be better served by its own theoretical science (Allison,
2015; Owens & Valesky, 2011). This period became known as The Theory Movement or

The New Movement.

The Theory/New Movement

The Theory/New Movement (hereafter referred to as the Theory Movement) did
not aim to generate practical knowledge to train school administrators. Instead, the idea
was to generate a theoretical framework with which to “give meaning and order to
observations already made and ...specify areas where observations still need to be made”
in the areas of school administration (Getzels, 1958, p. 235). In so doing, papers adhering
to the philosophy of the Theory Movement attempted to make space for the psycho-social
dimension of schools as organizations, an element deemed absent in prior research foci
(Allison, 2015; Getzels, 1958). Proponents theorized that to arrive at a much fuller
picture of school administration, it was important to account for the complex interplay
between a school as an organizational structure (the nomothetic) and its human side (the
idiographic) (McGregor, 1978; Owens & Valesky, 2011, Ubben et al., 2011). In fact,

Owens and Valesky credit the Theory Movement with the emergence of a ‘systems
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theory’ approach to the study of schools as complex human organizations. These works
on school administration borrowed from Herbert Simon’s (1946) pioneering (and
positivistic) work on administrative behaviour (Allison, 2015; Owens & Valesky, 2011)
which deemed the prevailing administrative principles guiding the work of administrators

simplistic and obsolete and thus ineffective in ensuring organizational efficiency.

Unsurprisingly, dissent continued in the field. It continued to be assumed that
principles developed elsewhere could be applied to the work of school administrators
with similar results. Not only was Simon’s work in administrative behaviour considered
inadequate for school settings, critics argued that there was no science to explain human
behaviour in organizations; no way to “give meaning and order” to principals’ work. As
Wenger (1999) argues, “one can design roles, but one cannot design the identities that
will be constructed through those roles” (p. 229). A most ardent critique of The Theory
Movement, Thom Greenfield, argued that it was an epistemological fallacy to view
school organizations as ‘real entities’ acting independently of human control and thus
amenable to change. Instead, Greenfield (1977) espoused, “[t]he dynamic of organization
is made from nothing more substantial than people doing and thinking” (p. 92). He went
on to argue that organizations were intangible entities, “expressions of will, intention, and
value (p. 104), representing “arbitrary definitions of reality woven in symbols and
expressed in language” (p. 109). He further reasoned that “if there is no science that
explains human action within organizations.... how then can administrators be trained
and made to serve their organizations beneficially?” (p. 111). Thom Greenfield is
credited with recognizing the limits of educational training programs to, as Gronn (2003)
describes, “tightly and precisely mould the consciousness and future behaviour of its
products” (p. 2). Instead, Greenfield (1984, 1991) asserts that the focus should be on
studying principals in their context, and their character and actions, and not generating
abstract theories of leadership that do not reflect the complexities of principals’ daily
working lives. Importantly, Greenfield interrogated the very assumptions that were and, |
argue, remain at the heart of the study and practice of school administration.
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Implications for Studying Principals and Their Work

Thom Greenfield’s contributions, and indeed the early study and practice of
school administration, present important implications for the contemporary study of
school organizations and principals who oversee them. To begin, Greenfield’s critique of
the then popular thinking and practices around school administration, and in particular
the people who work in them (and are served by them), lies at the heart of questions of
epistemology and ontology. In arguing that it was impractical and futile to strive for, and
hence that theory and practice should go beyond, a science to explain human behaviour,
he was sounding an important caution, one against the generation of prescriptive
frameworks and conceptualizations around the school principalship and the incumbents
who occupy the position. This argument goes to the heart of my discussion below about
the mobilization, absent a situated understanding of context, of the terms ‘management’,
‘administration’, and ‘leadership’ at different periods of history to advance particular
understandings and expectations around the work of school principals, including the
attachment of other leadership handles to more contemporary discourse around school

administration.

Instead, as scholars writing on Thom Greenfield’s contributions concur, the
subjective perspective is an important epistemology in ‘understanding’ organizations and
the principals who work in them (see Allison, 1989; Riveros, 2015a). As Riveros (2015a)
reiterates, people (i.e., human beings) are inherently moral beings and our social
institutions reflect (and inform) our moral nature; school principals, then, are active moral
beings with values and the capacity of forethought, hence any “notion of moral order
contrasts with the idea of natural order, that is, the idea that the laws of nature determine

the structure of reality” (p. 61). Riveros expands:

To Greenfield (1991), organisations are first and foremost moral orders that
legitimate a particular structure through symbols, meanings, and actions. It is
worth noticing that Greenfield was not opposed to the idea of structure or
hierarchy in organisations. He was interested in the justification of hierarchies as
moral orders. He questioned models of organisation whose sole purpose is to

impose and coerce. In his view, the legitimation of a hierarchical structure should
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rest on the recognition of different values and voices within the organisation;
dialogue, conflict, and dissent become essential to the functioning of schools (p.
61).

It goes to reason that a hierarchical education system that prescribes, punishes, and/or
lauds specific kinds of educational behaviour while stifling and/or not making space for
individual, diverse, and/or even differing voices is antithesis to what Greenfield was
advocating. The contested and complex ways that education unfolds across borders is
testament to the myriad social relations that have played out in and through organizations
and systems, and with the people who fill and serve in them. Indeed, social, economic,
and political movements have, over the course of different periods of time in history,
produced particular understandings and actions relative to educational workers, including
teachers and principals (Eacott, 2015a; Larsen, 2011) and this basis must not be slighted
and/or ignored. At any given time and in any given space or place, school principals
confront and must decide between competing values, intentions, and purposes, and so
mere rational/logical analysis of their actions will not suffice (Hodgkinson, 1978). Hence,
our empirical investigations of principals and their actions must be reconsidered to reflect
the complex relations around how work is produced, in other words, work’s embedded

and embodied nature. As Allison (2015) puts it:

university departments should rid themselves of the historically rooted grand
delusion that they can or should train administrators in the specific techniques of
their trade and accept that their modern mission is to educate prospective and
practising administrators in the complexities of their work and responsibilities. (p.
46)

Given educational administration and leadership’s strengthening propensity towards
accountability and surveillance, however, it is evident that the pull towards prescriptions
and frameworks to control (measure and survey) principals’ work may continue unabated

into the near future.

Hence, Greenfield’s contributions underscore the subjective nature of the study of

the school principalship and the people who occupy the position. Such studies necessarily
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reject predictability and universality claims and rely on the human perspective. Hence, a
qualitative inquiry that draws on the interpretivist paradigm seems well suited to this
study. But, I argue, the value of such an undertaking does not have to have limited utility
—a claim often made against qualitative research and the interpretivist paradigm — and
neither is such an undertaking definitive. As Eacott (2015a) asserts, “the scholastic
endeavour is never complete or settled once and for all” (p. 54). Following Eacott’s
position, studying principals and their work is an ongoing exercise; what we are
attempting in each piece of research is a “grounded description of the specific conditions”
in which principals’ actions play out “at a particular time and space” (p. 54) and our
“construction and ongoing re-construction of the research object in time and space would
advance our understanding of the administration of organisations in new and fruitful
directions” (p. 27). In this study, I pay attention not only to the actions that play out with
respect to principals’ work, but the conditions under which they do. In other words, |

address how and why are principals undertaking work in Grenada.

As scholars argue, not only does educational administration as a field of scientific
inquiry have its genesis in the United States (US), but major developments and trends in
funding, evaluation, research, policy, and practice have occurred within the mores and
standards of this jurisdiction (Allison, 1989, 2015; Owens & Valesky, 2011; Tyack and
Hansot, 1982). In fact, even with strides made in educational research exploring the
school principalship in many jurisdictions over the last several decades, the most
influential data informing the field is still considerably based on context in, from, and
around the US (Owens & Valesky, 2011; Tyack and Hansot, 1982). Conspicuously
negligible are rich and robust accounts of principals’ work from other perspectives, such
as of the Global South (Hickling-Hudson, 2000b, 2006; Dimmock & Walker, 1998, 2000;
Miller, 2016, 2018a, 2018b). Instead, developing countries, many susceptible and reliant
on foreign aid, typically are on the receiving end of discourse and policy transfers around
education. Larsen (2018) considers the limits of traditional comparison and transfer
research in comparative international education (CIE) and as a replacement advances a
transnational history perspective to inform research in this field. As she asserts, a

transnational history perspective represents a “shift beyond the comparative to consider
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historical links, flows, and connections across national boundaries” and, importantly, “the
connections and links enabled through such flows” (p. 102). I contend that by failing to
investigate education systems and the regimes that sustain them, including the school
principalship, in hitherto ignored jurisdictions we miss an opportunity to do so.

As | describe in the next chapter, this missed opportunity is keenly apparent in the
Grenadian context, what with our alarmingly high public debt, vulnerability to economic
instability, crippling dependence on international aid both financial and resource-wise,
and troubling public systems, including education. The lack of empirical and theoretically
grounded discussions on not just what the climate of the school principalship is in
Grenada but the sociohistoric links and connections that shape this climate and
principals’ thinking and practices of work, complicates attempts to engage in balanced,
informed discussions on charting a course of action going forward. Unless we reconcile
our priorities as a people and confront the historic, economic, and cultural decisions that
have led us to this time and space relative to the practice of education in Grenada, | fear
our current challenges will continue unabated. Hence, as | articulate in this thesis, |
position educational research in the Caribbean relative to, against, and within this
historical foundation to articulate the field’s Westernized and Eurocentric genesis and
prevalence and justify this research into the school principalship in Grenada, a
developing country and part of the Global South. The relational approach I advance in the
study sets the tone for such a research inquiry.

Introducing the Relational Approach

| have posited in this thesis that notwithstanding similarities in principals’ work
across different (and even within) jurisdictions, such work “on the ground” unfolds
within shifting socio-political climates, norms, and ideologies. For instance, Pollock et
al.’s (2015a) comparative study of the changing context of school principals’ work in
three jurisdictions — in the American states of Arizona and New York and the province of
Ontario in Canada — illustrates the different ways in which school leadership and
principals’ work were defined and enacted across borders. A pervasive neoliberal agenda,

and issues around standardized testing, accountability, lack of principal autonomy, work
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intensification, and student diversity among others overshadowed principals’
understandings and undertaking of their work in all three jurisdictions, but differences in
school funding, laws, regulations, and public sentiments on immigration and the
education of visible minorities, high-staked accountability, and the pace of school
legislation resulted in appreciable divergence in how principals thought of, prioritized,
and addressed these issues. What this study illustrated was that contextual differences in
education ideology, political ethos, and societal values in the three jurisdictions
accounted for the emergence and emphases of varied kinds of thinking and actions on the
part of principals and other administrators. My position in this thesis is that principals’
thinking and undertaking of their work (in Grenada) coalesce around broader
sociohistoric, economic, and cultural circumstances peculiar to Grenada but also
symptomatic of a pervasive Caribbean ethos. | examine this context in more detail in the

next chapter.

The concepts context and relations referenced earlier speak to another important
takeaway from Greenfield’s contributions to the theoretical study of principals’ work.
Above, Greenfield (1977) describes organizations as “arbitrary definitions of reality
woven in symbols and expressed in language” (p. 109). He is pointing to the centrality of
context in studying educational work and the people who undertake them. He is also
alluding to the privileging of relations, that is, the dynamism of people’s actions and
reactions within the structures, rules, and other social arrangements of the institutions and
broader societies in which they work. This calls into question the proliferation of the
school effectiveness discourse and the articulation of prescriptive frameworks for
principals” work. This is not to suggest doing away with standards in place to govern
school systems; governments have a fiduciary duty to educate and account to its citizens,
and to have and maintain integrity of government systems, standards are appropriate,
even necessary. However, the commodification and instrumentalization of terms such as
leadership (Eacott, 2015a; Riveros, 2016), the recasting of administrative labour towards
more market-driven ends (Riveros, 2016; Riveros et al., 2016), and the proliferation of
increasingly punitive surveillance and accountability measures that typify school

administration in some jurisdictions (Darling-Hammond, 2009; Pollock & Winton, 2016)
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belie governments’ legal and ethical responsibility to enact policy in the best interests of
citizenry. There hardly seems anything fair, just, or reasonable about the ahistorical and
decontextualized nature of some of the literature on contemporary educational
administration and leadership.

However, situating context and relations as central to the study of principals’
work is an important step in addressing the instrumentalization and recasting of
principals’ work. This is where the relational approach comes in. This is not to say that
this approach will be the panacea to the study and practice of school administration but
that the findings of such investigations will tell a more accurate and meaningful story to
inform discussions going forward on the future of the field and the work of principals.
This is particularly significant in the Grenada context given government’s porosity of
foreign policy and wherein serious deficiencies in the education system exist that are
compounded by the lack of any meaningful documentation and/or description of school
principals’ work. Eacott (2015a), in advancing the relational approach, situates context
and relations in the study of principals’ actions and problematizes what he characterizes

as the organizing of administrative labour in this way:

[L]eadership remains a vacuous concept connected to attributes, factors,
behaviours, interventions, all of which lack a solid grounding in a specific
context. It is however the context that gives behaviours or interventions meaning
and significance. Similarly, the values, philosophies or other aspects of the
individual articulated in neo-trait perspective lists only exist through practice.
Any separation between the individual actor and their attributes is premature. Or
more forcibly, they cannot be separated from the self. The lack of attention to the
situatedness and specificity of contexts leads to a privileging of the directly
observable features of prac