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Abstract Enrolling in the wake of an administrative and
educational reform, the implementation of a new
“results-based” management is shaking the schools’
traditional values and practices, so the culture that
characterizes them. In light of the results of three descriptive
studies conducted with different groups of stakeholders
concerned by this change, this text examines some of the
main facilitators and barriers associated with schools’
readiness to implement new regulation and evaluation
practices. It also shed some light on competencies needed by
school principals and their assistants to manage such a
cultural change.
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1. Introduction: Context and Issues

Since the late 90s, Quebec schools are the target of
numerous attempts initiated by the Ministry of Education
and calling on them to rationalize their management and be
indebted to it. Thus in the early 2000s, there appears a new
measure asking each school to elaborate a Success Plan [1].
This plan was added to an Educational Project that often fails
to dwell on the academic performance of students. It required
the school management staff to mobilize their teachers
around a number of priority actions that could improve the
performance of students. Since 2000, other laws have
accentuated the obligations to which the institution managers
must now comply. One of them requires school boards and
their schools to follow a new approach called Results-Based
Management. Schools managers must henceforth agree with
their school board a Management and Educational Success
Agreement, which in turn fits into a partnership agreement

between the school board and the Ministry of Education.

This agreement must set the school’s targets with respect
to perseverance and academic success, in addition to
identifying the priorities and planning the actions by which
the school will reach the targets put forward. Finally, the
school principals have to follow an accountability process
through which they will present and justify to their school
board the results achieved.

The implementation of these changes was not without
pushing, to different degrees, values, habits and practices of
schools, so the mission and culture traditionally associated to
it. Such a mutation was going to challenge in first place those
responsible for the management of the schools. The
expectations expressed by school authorities toward school
principalship were indeed carrying major cultural challenges.
Such changes could only have a major impact on the practice
of the school manager’s profession. Various researches
conducted in Quebec for more than a decade have shown an
increase and a complexification of the functions and
responsibilities of school managers [2, 3]. Other studies
relate the loss of autonomy experienced by directions,
resulting in a heavy, rigid bureaucratic management
insensitive to the new requirements imposed on them [4, 5].
Such a reduction of their leeway, and the loss of energy that
follows, would impinge on the efforts that the management
staff must spend to meet the specific needs and priorities of
their communities.

In short, the numerous new legal obligations represent a
considerable upheaval for school managers. The school is
now legally accountable for its results. This shift implies and
requires a profound change in its culture and a renewal of its
practices. As expressed by Rondeau [6], trigger such a
change “requires an effort to change the organizational
culture and bring the various actors to change their usual
ways of doing things, and to increase their level of
professionalism and accountability with respect to outcomes
intended”'. And as assert by Goksoy [7], in this process of

! Author’s translation from French.
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change, school managers have to play a leadership role.
Therefore, in the context of these major changes, it was and
is still expected and understood that the role of the school
managers is to lead this change of culture [8], and to
convince their staff it is their responsibility to account for the
results that the school has set and the use made of resources
allocated to it. To do so, the management staff is expected to
comply with a framework defined by the school board. It is
his responsibility to rally school stakeholders about the way
to develop a success action plan that aligns with the process
put forward by the school board, to see after its
implementation, to set up control and monitoring procedures,
and finally to assess and report the results achieved.
Although the school managers are getting more familiar in
recent years with the steps necessary to complete a planning
process, the nature of a results-based success plan requires
them to find strategies to ensure staff co-operation and
commitment and to provide regulation and assessment
practices that allow the school to explain and account for its
activities and resources use.

For many school communities, the establishment of this
new administrative system will require the school principals
and their assistants to undertake an against-cultural change.
How to set up an accountable culture within the institution?
How to bring the staff to adopt changes in its practices
consistent with this plan? How to cope with the resistance
and difficulties that will arise? How to develop strategies that
will mobilize and facilitate the coming of a new culture?
What resources and resources can help them? These are
certainly challenges to which managers will have to compete
and develop their skills.

2. Research Questions

In light of this new contextual change and taking into
account the opinions of various groups of actors influencing
the implementation of this cultural change at the school level,
this articles aims to provide some answers to the following
two questions:
®  What are barriers and facilitating factors that are likely
to influence schools’readiness for change?

® What are the skills and competencies required by
school principals to implement new regulation and
evaluation practices that fit a school results-based
management?

3. Theoretical Referents
3.1. Relevance of Organizational Readiness for Change
Concept

Given the strategic nature of the changes to be made to
school culture?, the literature on organizational readiness for

? In practice, the culture of an organization is the set of beliefs and rules of

change (ORC) appears particularly relevant. According to
Weiner [9], the concept of ORC refers to the collective will
and determination of the members of an organization to be
psychologically and actively engage in the implementation
of change and success. Vakola [10], explicating his
multilevel ORC conceptual model, will be more explicit
arguing that “Organizational change cannot be effectively
implemented without change recipients’ willingness to
change themselves and support the suggested organizational
change program/initiative. These changes cannot occur if
employees are not ready for it.” Although some authors
suggest that the concept of ORC can be studied at the
individual, group, and organizational levels [10, 11], those
having conducted work on organizational change highlight
the relevance of studying collective practices changes at the
organizational level [12], considering that these changes can
be described as complex because they require multiple
simultaneous changes. Although this model has been used
generally in the field of health care, to our knowledge the
ORC concept appears central and crucial to the study of
organizational change specifically targeting schools’
regulation and evaluation practices, whether upstream or
downstream of the management process. It seems indeed
justified considering that the cultural change requested from
schools requires their members to engage in a collective
learning process and to integrate new practices and ways of
doing [13].

3.2. ORC Definition

After conducting a systematic review of literature Attich
et al. [14] synthesized the existing evidence on conceptual
models/ frameworks of ORC in healthcare services and used
these as a basis to develop a comprehensive framework of
ORC. As a result of their work, these authors conclude that
researchers give varied definitions to concepts related to the
ORC. According to Nickel et al. [15],

Weiner’s definition raises two important points: (1)
readiness is a collective state shared by organisation
members and (2) readiness is specific to a given
change effort. The first point highlights (a) that
significantly differing perceptions of readiness
among organisation members (e.g., various hospital
staff members, employees, and providers) may
indicate a lack of shared readiness and (b) that these
perceptions are shared among organisation members.
The second point emphasises that ORC is specific to
each change effort; an organisation may have high
readiness for one change effort while possessing low
readiness for another.

In the same vein, Holt et al. [11] argued that the concept

conduct that defines “how things work here.” These beliefs and rules are not
always written, and in fact, most of the members of a company would be
hard to explain. But knowing the rules and sharing the beliefs defines a “we
and whoever contravenes finds himself immediately labelled “them.” [31]
(Author’s translation from French)
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Readiness for Change is a complex multi-dimensional
construct including psychological and structural factors that
can be located at both individual and organizational levels.
For the purposes of this article it seems relevant to retain
Gagnon et al. [16], proposed definition which draws on the
contribution of the researchers to which we have just
referred:

According to Weiner et al., Organizational
Readiness for Change (ORC) is defined as a key
overarching concept to assess organizational
members’ collective motivation and capability to
implement change. Readiness for change is a
comprehensive attitude influenced simultaneously
by the nature of the change, the change process, the
organization’s context and the attributes of
individuals.

3.3. The ORC Framework

The ORC model was first develop by Weiner [9].
According to Weiner and colleagues, this conceptual model
is relevant in identifying ORC determinants [9, 17].
Following his review of literature, Weiner [9] concludes that
the great majority of the works done tend to recognize that
the collective determination to get involved in a change
process seems to be a predictor of successful change.
According to Armenakis, Harris and Mossholder [18] this
determination manifests itself in beliefs, attitudes, and

intentions and is reflected in organizational members’
perceptions regarding the extent to which changes are
needed and their collective capacity to lead them well. As
Haque [19] highlights, the work in this field of knowledge
suggests that change agents should first increase the
readiness of people and of the organization to change, before
attempting for instance to counter resistance. It is precisely
this role of change agent that schools’ managers must play to
prepare their respective communities to the cultural changes
to which they are invited.

Finally, as suggested by the work of Eby, Adams, Russell
and Gaby [20] Chase [21] and more recently by Shea, Jacobs,
Esserman, Bruce and Weiner [22] this perception of
organizational readiness for change can be viewed as a
continuum from a high degree of preparation (where
employees believe that the organization is able to adequately
manage change and adapt successfully) to a low degree of
preparedness (where employees believe that the organization
is not ready to engage in a change process). Consequently,
the theory posits that when organizational readiness is high,
organizational members are more likely to initiate change,
exert greater effort in support of change, and exhibit greater
persistence in the face of obstacles or setbacks during
implementation. The likely outcome is greater consistency
and quality of intervention delivery (i.e., effective
implementation). Here is the conceptual framework
developed by Weiner [9]:
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Figure 1. Determinants and Outcomes of Organizational Readiness for Change
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3.4. Organizational Readiness for Change Dimensions

As illustrated in Figure 1, this model suggests that
organizational readiness for change is based on two
dimensions: change commitment and change efficacy. As
mentioned above, ORC refers to organizational members’
shared resolve to implement a change and their collective
ability to do so; respectively, these dimensions are known as
change commitment and change efficacy [9, 23]. In practical
terms, readiness for change requires both willingness and a
capability to change [11]. More recently, Nickel et al. [15]
use the terms “collective commitment” and “collective
efficacy” to designate these two dimensions.

‘Collective ~ Commitment’ refers to whether
organisation members, collectively, value the change:
do members perceive that the change it necessary,
and/or important, and/or beneficial? ‘Collective
Efficacy’ relates to organization members’ shared
perceived ability to mobilise the necessary resources
and cognitive abilities to execute the proposed
change. (...) Barriers and facilitators in the form of

task demands, resource availability, and
situational/contextual factors, and the interactions
between these three influence organisation

members’ perceptions of collective commitment and
collective efficacy.

And Nickel et al. [15] specify that although collective
efficacy and collective commitment are conceptually distinct,
the two concepts are empirically related influencing each
other and sharing some common but not completely
overlapping factors. Holt et al. [11] add that they are
“particularly salient when a change has system-wide
aspects”.

3.5. ORC Determinants: Change Valence and
Informational Assessment

This model posits that organizational readiness for change
is the product of two constructs: change valence and
informational assessment. Weiner uses the concept Change
Valence to measure organizational members’ perceptions of
the proposed change that is if this change meets a need, if
there are interests to be gained either for them or for the
organization. [23]. Drawing on the work of many authors,
Jones, Jimmieson and Griffiths [24] define this value as the
extent to which employees perceive positively the need for
the company to change (i.e. change acceptance), and the
extent to which they believe that the proposed changes are
likely to have a positive impact on them and the entire
organization. In a similar perspective, Weiner [9] states that
the members of an organization may consider that a change
is necessary because it either can solve a major problem,
offer a benefit to the organization, its employees or
customers, because it is consistent with the core values of the
organization, and it has the support of management,
organization leaders or peers. However, he stresses that

individual motivations to engage in the implementation of a
change is less important than the level with which the
members of the organization collectively value a change
project. For their part, Shaw et al. [23] identify perception of
effectiveness and cost effectiveness while Bosworth et al.
[25] add a fit with the organizations' mission, goals and
values and a perceived increase in job satisfaction as other
factors that are associated with change valence.

A second category of ORC determinants is regrouped
under the concept of Informational Assessment [9, 23].
Determinants of this second dimension are based on the
members’ assessment of the information they possess
regarding three aspects of a change project: knowledge about
how the proposed change will have an impact on their tasks
(task demands); perception of the resources (e.g., people,
competencies, money, equipment, space, [T support)
presently available and eventually needed to realize it
(resources perceptions); and other situational factors such as
time necessary to implement this change and it’s timing, it’s
link and coherence with actual structures and actions
currently under way, management support, and internal
power dynamics generated by the nature and type of change
to implement.

Finally, Weiner’s model infers that these determinants are
related to the degree of commitment and determination
creates a desire among members of the organization to invest
in the process of change through initiatives, persistent efforts
and cooperative behavior, all leading to an effective
implementation of change.

3.6. Contextual Factors

Weiner [9] and Holt et al. [11] have argued that the
organizational contextual factors are a necessary dimension
of readiness prior to a successful implementation of any
change. Weiner’s model also inferred that change valence
and informational assessment will be influenced by
contextual factors which could possibly vary from one
organization to another and serve as facilitators or barriers to
readiness for change. Following their research in the field of
health care, Nickel et al. [15] also points out those contextual
factors may amplify or dampen ORC.

Drawing on other researchers, Cinite [12] considers
among possible factors, a culture that encourages and
supports innovation, risk taking and training; flexible
policies, rules and procedures for recruitment, selection,
training, performance management and recognition; past
change experiences; available resources (human, financial ,
material), sufficient and tangible funding, reward and
incentive systems, and an encouraging climate and cultural
environment. For their part, Holt et al. [11] claim that
quantitative and qualitative structural factors will enhance or
inhibit the implementation of a change.

As a result of recent research, here are some of the
conclusions to which their authors arrive concerning some
contextual factors. After a recent qualitative research
involving eight hospitals, Nickel et al. [15] conclude that
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several factors that emerged from their data like limited
human resources and staffing, cultural norms, administration
support, and training have already been noted in other
contexts. As for Shaw et al. [23], they found that change was
facilitated because the program aligned with the values and
goals of the organization. To conclude this section on
contextual factors, the findings of Attiech et al. [14]
summarizes well the state of knowledge on their importance,
to the effect that they influence readiness and are considered
a key dimension in the assessment of ORC.

3.7. Inducing Organizational Readiness for Change:
Management Practices

According to our review of literature, managers must rely
on a set of strategies, practices and interventions in order to
generate the commitment of their staff and convince them
that change is within reach. Cinite [12] considers these
practices as potential determinants of ORC. Consistent with
the model chosen, the actions to be taken should be focused
on contextual factors in order to value the proposed change
and to ensure that the means and conditions to achieve it are
gathered. Relying on the authors consulted, it appears that
the tasks to which managers are invited are mainly focused
on four roles and on the mastery of skills related to them.
These roles are change agent, communicator, guide, and
decision maker. Some of the main actions and attitudes
related to these roles are presented in the following
paragraphs.

A manager must first communicate his vision of the
needed and desirable organizational mutation [11, 12, 22].
For instance, the manager must justify, based on data, facts,
problems, needs, and new obligations, the need for change.
He should promote individual, organizational and
community benefits in favor of this challenge, and be
convincing in his advocacy that the status quo is no longer
possible and the reason why certain behaviors and habits
need to be changed. It is his responsibility to demonstrate
that change is within their reach, consistent with certain
values, guidelines and objectives of the organization and that
certain practices and habits are already in line with the
change. Without denying the limits and constraints related to
its implementation, the manager must draw attention to the
possible changes that can be brought to certain practices,
organizational structures and administrative procedures in
order to facilitate the process. It is also up to him to identify
leads, opportunities, and resources that can help, support,
promote and facilitate change [12, 21, 22, 26].

It is the manager’s role [6, 12, 21, 26] to develop
facilitation strategies supported by a detailed implementation
plan that define roles and focuses on clearly articulated goals,
objectives and desired outcomes, and detailed activities to be
undertaken. It’s up to him to specify the monitoring
mechanisms that may allow adjusting along the road, to
identify indicators to facilitate the assessment of the project
and simplifying reporting of the level of progress. By so
doing, it will be possible for him to express and justify the

needs and the support required to ensure readiness for
change. Finally, by setting up a participatory management
structure [21] the manager has more chance to join and rally
the driving forces of its organization, demonstrating his
opening to listen and his flexibility with respect to decisions
to be taken [12]. Haque [13] indicates that participation in
decision-making can allow employees to have a sense of
exercising power over the current change and some leeway
in its development.

4. Research Design and Methodology

The data analyzed in this article come from three recent
research conducted recently in the Province of Québec,
Canada. A qualitative research approach was chosen so as to
access interviewees’ perceptions [27, 28]. The data collected
through semi-structured interviews were aimed among
others at identifying the factors that were facilitating or
harming the mandate received by principals and their
assistants to implement a new results-based and accountable
management system. In doing so, this research also aimed to
identify the skills and competencies required by school
principals to accomplish their mandate. Specifically, these
data were collected from key informants coming from
nineteen school boards. Interviews were conducted with
superintendent teams from five school boards; individual
superintendents and assistant superintendents from twelve
other school boards; twelve school board educational
directors; seventeen human resources directors; thirty-three
coaches of new school principals and assistant school
principals; twenty-seven experienced school principals; and
thirty-six new school principals and assistant school
principals.

5. Analysis and Interpretation of Data

The analysis and interpretation of the data is structured
according to the two specific research questions, namely: 1)
what are barriers and facilitating factors likely to influence
schools’ readiness for change?; 2) what are the skills and
competencies required by school principals to implement
new regulation and evaluation practices that fit a school
results-based management? The analysis and interpretation
of data is based on Weiner’s three dimensions of
determinants relating to a collective Organizational
Readiness for Change, namely Change Context, Change
Valence, and Informational Assessment. With respect to the
second question relating to the identification of skills and
competencies, considering it overlaps the model’s three
dimensions, it will take into consideration the facilitators and
barriers identified to answer the first question.

In reviewing this data analysis, it is important to remember
Weiner’s assertion to the effect that these three categories of
determinants are not independent, but interrelated. For
example, the assessment of the perceived availability of
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required resources (category: Informational Assessment) is
not unrelated to the perception of the current school
organizational resources (category: Contextual Factors).
Moreover, some existing elements of the organizational
culture can affect the value attributed to the change.

By concluding this analysis’ introduction, it is worth
reminding that, according to the hypothesis put forward by
Weiner, these categories of determinants relating to the
model’s dimensions, should allow assessing the ORC of an
organization, namely the degree of collective commitment
and sense of efficacy over the intended change.

5.1. Change Context: Barriers and Facilitators

ORC model identifies five categories of factors:
organizational culture, policies and procedures, past
experiences, resources and structure [9]. With respect to
organizational culture, many comments drew attention to the
fact that generally, there are no formalized and systematic
accountable practices in Québec’s school system and
therefore a new results-based management can only meet
resistance from teachers and often from principals
themselves. Teaching supervision and evaluation has always
been based on means, not on results if it ever exists. This
might explain the following comment from an interviewee:
"The obstacles are ... resistance to change in classroom
teaching practices, resistance to change in teacher evaluation
practices.”” The data collected during the interviews also
suggest that the new legislation imposing the signature of a
conventional agreement on a success plan has caused
insecure and recalcitrant teachers to take refuge behind their
collective agreement to protect them. Some participants
draw attention to the obligation for principals to comply with
the teachers’ collective agreement negotiated at the
provincial and regional levels and reach an agreement with
the union when it comes time to determine teacher training
activities. According to them the procedures arising from
this agreement explain the uncomfortable situation and
continuing fear mainly felt by new principals to end up in
front of union grievances whenever they want to innovate or
initiate change with regard to teaching practices. The
following comment will summarize the context in which the
directions are caught: “As far as pedagogical innovation is
concerned, we always have a sword of Damocles over our
heads. Management must not make a false step in relation to
the clauses of the collective agreement because it makes
them submit to grievances on the nose."

In the opinion of some participants barriers also come
from school board policies concerning the rotative allocation
of school principals every four or five years. As pointed out
by an interviewee, “you can’t see results in a school if you
are there less than six years. I've been here for four years and
I'm just starting to see what influence I can have.” The
teachers’ collective bargaining agreement also presents a

* 1t should be noted that all excerpts from the interviews that are reported in
this text have been translated

similar barrier to implement such a crucial change, as
indicated by one of the participants: “you develop your
success plan with a school team and next year it’s not even
the same team”.

Other comments insist on the rigid budgetary framework
which does not allow allocating money to projects and
activities related to the educational success plan while
forcing directions and their team to be accountable for their
student achievement. Many interviewees stress principals’
complain about cuts to teacher training budget that greatly
impaired the flexibility necessary to carry on change
practices, underlying that more financial resources would
likely be a facilitator in the implementation of a new culture.
Nevertheless many comments identify moves from their
organization to facilitate the advent of the desired change.
They refer to the given importance by school boards to train
and support the new results-based management. For example,
interviewees will underline the appointment of coaches for
new principals, training sessions to improve principals’
managerial and educational skills, the implementation of
professional learning communities for principals and
teachers, helping educational and human resources
consultants, and computing systems to inform schools about
students’ results.

As we will see now see, all these contextual factors will
influence the way organizational members perceived the
value of the proposed change and assess their chance to
implement it.

5.2. Change Valence: Barriers and Facilitators

It is important at the outset to recall the meaning given by
the authors to the concept of Change Valence. It refers to the
degree to which organizational members value the proposed
change, which means they perceive positively the need for
change, perceive a benefit to change for them and the
organization, and assess that this change is consistent with
the core values of the organization. The following sections
report the main barriers and facilitators and identified during
the interviews conducted.

Two main types of barriers emerge from the data analysis.
The first group expressed a sense of concern toward a
negative benefit for principals to implement such a drastic
cultural change. Among the difficulties facing school
managers there is that of convincing teachers to review their
teaching practices while they often feel “not having the
required knowledge” to do so. Several interviewees allude
that the implementation of a results-based system is a very
high step to take for principals and that they feel a high level
of insecurity. Some comments even put forward that some
principals’ lack of motivation was attributable to the fact that
this change was contrary to their values. One participant
indicated in this regard they “were uncomfortable because,
when they were teachers, they did not like to be assessed”.
To them, "the implementation of a management agreement
based only on students’ results was appalling”.
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A second group of barriers also relates to the perceived
negative benefit. It refers to principals’ feelings of impotence
and incapacity about changing teacher practices. As one
interviewee mentioned, they fear that “implementing
results-based management implications relating to reporting
and accountability would add to the refusal of teachers to
collaborate”. Furthermore he argues, inter alia, that “the low
level of motivation for the problems of student retention and
achievement among teachers could go as far as “to refuse to
sign the Convention Management and the Educational
Success Plan between schools and the regional boards”. The
same teachers’ attitude regarding supervision practices by
principals was also mentioned as a major barrier. Such a type
of regulation would be a major challenge for a majority of
principals that have to earn a pedagogical credibility with
their staff. Another participant considers that “the lack of
scientific support” linked to student achievement factors
weakens the principals’ pedagogical discourse and add
another crucial barrier.

It is, however, important to stress some facilitators that
were mentioned such as the fact that improving students’
achievement is a shared value among schools’ managers and
teachers and that more resources and support will likely be
seen as beneficial to the school. Some interviewees also
perceived in the implementation of the new regulatory
system an opportunity to enhance the principals’ credibility
and educational leadership. One of them will go as far as to
say that if a principal successfully plays his role of leader,
“he could make a difference in the classroom”.

5.2.1. Informational Assessment of Tasks Demandsand
Resources: Barriers and Facilitators

According to the review of literature, informational
assessment is a broad concept that refers to information
employees possess regarding three aspects of a change
project: knowledge about what tasks are involved and need
to be performed (task demands), perception of resources and
time available and needed (resources perceptions), and other
situational factors. These determinants would influence the
will and determination of a school team to believe in the
possibility of implementing the proposed change. In this
section, we first address tasks demands and resources
determinants.

Many interviewees identified the enlargement and
cumbersomeness of principals’ role as a significant
challenge that hides several barriers. They mentioned new
rules and procedures the school staff will have to accept and
follow, and demanding tasks principals will have to perform
in order to implement a results-based management in their
schools. They pointed tasks related to change planning,
proposing measurable goals, objectives and targets to be
reach and linking these to the school mission,
operationalizing relevant strategies, ensuring necessary
resources, putting in place an informational system to
monitor and follow the progress of student achievement,
mobilizing and convincing his staff to accept new means to
supervise, coach and evaluate the teaching program and class

practices. Even though such tasks may seem clear at first
sight, translating them into action is perceived complex and
less obvious. A last barrier is worth mentioning. The
implementation of the new results-based system will require
training activities and coaching support. It would be difficult
for school staff to perceive he could count on any new money
to carry change practices. But some interviewees referred to
the “rigid budgetary framework which does not allow
teachers to allocate money to projects and activities related
to the educational success plan”, while forcing school staff to
be accountable. Furthermore, they stressed the important
25% cuts made to the teacher training budget”.

There were comments that pointed at facilitators. Most
interviewees focused on resources put in place to train and
support principals and their staff. Many regional school
experts like superintendents, central educational consultants
and human resources specialists were mobilized. Principals’
and teachers’ learning communities were put in place to
facilitate the implementation of new supervision and
evaluation procedures and to encourage new teaching
practices. Of course during training meetings school
managers received full of “how to” advices and warnings on
how they should proceed and act to implement the new
results-based and accountable system. Some were quite
paternalistic like “be perseverant” and “courage, put on your
pants” while others were somehow an apology of their
management style. A superintendent was proud to argue
“We feed our principals regularly, we give them result
examples. They are given tools by giving them information.
For example, all directions receive their own dashboard.”
However few empowered them to do their job given the
unfavorable general context for its implementation. Another
facilitator mentioned by some interviewees referred to the
importance for a school board to clearly express its
expectations toward the content of a school student
achievement plan, the required forms to complete and the
time schedule to be respected.

5.2.2. Situational Factors: Barriers and Facilitators

By situational factors Weiner refers to other determinants
organizational members take into consideration and which
influence their commitment and level of investment in the
change project. Among those mentioned in the literature
there are the project’s change timing, its link and coherence
with actual structures and actions currently under way,
management support, and internal power dynamics
generated by the nature and type of change to implement.

Most of the determinants identified by interviewees
relating to the last category of determinants were perceived
by school principals as major barriers. They had a link with
the climate of relations between management and teachers,
and between sub-groups of teachers. Repeatedly,
interviewees underline the uncomfortable situation and
continuing fear of principals. One of them mentioned that
whenever principals want to innovate or initiate change with
regard to teaching practices they fear “to end up in front of
union grievances”. According to another participant this
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situation is constantly present in view of the fact that a
section of the collective agreement “imposes directions to
agree with the union” when it comes time to determine
teacher training activities. Factors such as “intimidation of
principals by union representatives” and “fear engendered by
union pressure” against teachers who wish to collaborate
with school managers, proceed to change their teaching
practices, or work for the implementation of new regulatory
practices. Such working relationships were to prevent
principals, and mainly newcomers from playing their roles
and prevent collaborative staff members to perceive the
difficulties that these divisions would raise during the
eventual implementation of the desired change. Finally,
according to many stakeholders interviewed, change rhythm
and lack of time required to implement new regulatory
practices based on students’ achievement results is another
barrier that plays on the feasibility of this cultural change. As
mentioned by one of them, it is more or less an impossible
challenge for principals to create a collective will while
“rapidly and successfully attempting to fix new success plan
targets, assure financial and professional support, and
propose new means and procedures to monitor the teaching
practices changes and assess the school level of success”.

5.3. Basic Competencies Related to the Management of
an Organization’s Cultural Change: Skills to Master

According to Weiner’s model [9] managers could
influence their staff perceptions of some ORC determinants
through the way they lead change. However their
interventions would require the mastery of specific skills. As
was mentioned earlier, this model points at three groups of
determinants which may, on the one hand, lead to collective
commitment and determination of their staff members to
make change (change commitment), and secondly to the
conviction of their collective capacity to implement change
(exchange efficacy). The qualitative data collected refer to
basic skills that school managers must master to manage
organizational change and knowledge relating to the object
of change itself, namely in the case of interest here, the
regulatory practices a school needs to implement in order to
comply with an accountable management approach based on
students’ achievement results.

The basic competencies to manage the dynamics of an
organization’s cultural change revolve around key skills
frequently discuss in the literature bearing on organizational
change. Those more often mentioned relate to mobilizing the
school staff, setting up an informational strategy that will
facilitate communications with staff and organization’s
political  instances, sharing and delegating his
decision-making authority, and developing a collective
competence for successful change process [12, 13, 21, 29,

30].

According to the data collected from schools’ stakeholders,
the main specific competencies principals should master are:
a) Help their staff understand the political, social and

economic reasons underlying the imposed change;

b) Justify this change relying on a pedagogical argument,
on facts and data;

c) Clarify the leeway and flexibility that the school
benefits;

d) Communicate a vision of the school’s educational
mission” in order to rally his school staff behind the
goals and priorities of the success plan;

e) Analyze the data needed to establish priorities and
outcomes that will give meaning to actions required to
implement new practices and ways of doing;

f)  Ensure staff cohesion around this vision;

g) Promote the possible gains that change will bring to the
school and its members;

h) Demonstrate the relationship between the intended
change and practices that already exist;

i)  Negotiate roles and responsibilities with his staff,
specify the tasks to be performed, as well as school
management processes and procedures and teaching
practices to be revised;

j)  Establish the operational feasibility of the change
project by assuring relevant decisional structures and
financial, human and technological resources;

k) Show his willingness to adopt a partnership and
participatory management approach, by informing
transparently, recognizing the expertise of his
employees, respecting their need for autonomy,
facilitating the expression of different and differing
points of view, solving conflicts, and searching
consensual decisions: and inevitably inform, explain
and justify the results achieved.

Here is how an interviewee summarizes in his own words
the challenge facing a school principal who has to manage
the change imposed by the recent legislation:

Principals must learn to drive change and driving
change is to have a clear vision of what you want,
what are the resources available to me, how to
motivate my teachers, and did I draw up a strategic
plan. All these tasks must be performed and are
essential ingredients to drive a change. He has to
master them all a lot much.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

This article aimed to identify from the perspective of
different groups of actors interviewed, firstly what were the
barriers and facilitating factors influencing the level of a
school readiness to implement a new results-based
management approach, and secondly what competencies
school principals must perform to lead their schools in such a
cultural change context. Data analysis relied on Weiner’s
three dimensions of determinants relating to a collective
Organizational Readiness for Change (ORC), namely
Change Context, Valence, and Informational Assessment.
According to the hypothesis put forward by Weiner, these
categories of determinants should allow assessing the ORC
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of an organization, namely the degree of collective
commitment and sense of efficacy over the intended change.
The data on context factors have highlighted barriers related
to organizational culture like no formalized and systematic
accountable practices, teaching supervision and evaluation
mainly based on means not on results, and the use of the
Teachers’ Collective Agreement to counteract any change
relating to teaching practices. Other barriers came from
principals and teachers allocation policies and financial
procedures insensitive to unforeseen needs generated by
changes and innovations. Facilitators were related to central
management and services support, training sessions to
improve principals’ managerial and educational skills,
appointment of coaches for new principals, implementation
of professional learning communities for groups of
principals and teachers.

Concerning data relating to Change Valence, barriers
referred to principals’ perceived negative benefit in the
implementation of a drastic cultural change. The anticipation
of a failure and its consequences on the school climate, an
unrealistic step to straddle, predictable teachers’ refusal to
collaborate, principals uncomfortable feeling with the values
behind the new management approach, lack of scientific
support to convince teachers and feelings of impotence about
changing teaching practices are all factors influencing how
organizational members perceived change value. To offset
these barriers, some facilitators such as the fact that
academic achievement is an important value for school staff
and a chance for principals to increase their educational
leadership were put forward.

Enlargement and cumbersomeness of principal’s tasks in
leading the implementation of a results-based management
was perceived as a significant challenge hiding several
barriers. They may appear simple and obvious to name, but
translating them into action is perceived as being less
obvious, more complex and heavy to carry on. If many
interviewees saw training and support offers by central
administration as a possible facilitator, as a whole it was
perceived not sufficient and appropriate given the
unfavorable context in which the principals must evolve.
Other barriers like the short timetable given to implement the
proposed change and the financial constraints faced by
schools over the past two decades are of concern. To
complete the staging in which most principals play their role,
the climate of relations between management and teachers,
and between sub-groups of teachers is perceived as a major
handicap.

As far as competencies deemed basic to meet the demands
of such a significant cultural change, the qualitative data
collected refer to skills school principals must master to
manage organizational change and knowledge relating to the
object of change itself, namely in the case of interest here,
the regulatory practices a school needs to implement in order
to comply with an accountable management approach based
on students’ achievement results.

The data analysis carried out and the results obtained lead

to make some remarks and suggestions with regard to
managing organizational readiness of a major and complex
cultural change and the model we used to identify and
classify these data. If Weiner’s three dimensions are relevant
to analyze and to a certain extent predict the way an
organizational change will be effective, the data analysis
made leads us to a few considerations. When we undertake a
context’s diagnosis of facilitating factors and barriers in
which change is to take place, the magnitude of this change
and its impacts seem to have a proportional effect on Change
valence’s assessment by members of an organization and the
probability that it can be realized. The multitude and
diversity of perceptions might vary considerably depending
on the importance of stakeholder groups, the nature of the
functions they occupy and their power over the decisions
regarding the proposed change. This may make it more
difficult to measure the degree of openness to this change,
except if there is a consensual perception and evaluation
which was not the case of the cultural change we analyzed in
this paper. In another vein, the factors and determinants of
Weiner’s three dimensions would gain to be more precisely
defined in order to improve data classification.

Finally, the data collected came from key informants from
nineteen school boards. The analysis did not take into
account the work functions of interviewees, nor the school
boards or schools in which they worked. It is important to
remember that Weiner’s model inferred that some contextual
factors could possibly vary from one organization to another.
The data analysis made so far convinces us to continue by
taking into account the functions performed by the
interviewees and the school board to which they belong.
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