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Abstract — The following text discusses the conditions
required for schools to change and be modernised, with the
Greek educational reality serving as a point of reference. After
defining the concept of school culture, the text draws attention
to the role attached to the profile of teachers, the principal and
deputy principal and students. It also features how this profile
is shaped through the perceptions that these individuals have
of themselves, their school and the profile of their students.
Finally, we advocate the position that the most important
changes and those most likely to cause long-term innovation
are the ones that start from within schools; not as a result of
orders and laws launched from above, i.e. by school
supervising authorities and, mainly, the central Agency of the
Ministry of Education. Thus, we highlight how positive the
role of a decentralised and decentralising system of school
organisation, management, supervision and control can be.
On condition that, however, the school staff is adequately
trained in new teaching methods, techniques and trends, has a
high self-esteem and a good relationship with students, the
majority of whom are willing and able to follow any changes
attempted in their teaching routine and school life in general.

Keywords — Educational Reform, Educational System,
Legislation, School Culture.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years discussion is all the more frequently raised
about the need to make schools a) effective — even though,
first, how we perceive this effectiveness and what exactly it
involves is not always defined or sufficiently clarified; and,
second, not all those involved on a theoretical, practical,
administrative, or central level with the school system share
the same views on what (i.e. which type of factors and
parameters) schools should be effective in. b) adapted to the
new and constantly changing environment of the society
and market, and also c) all the more closely /inked with the
local community where it is located so that the way it
operates and its outputs — to use a term from the systemic
theory or the theory of systems (Dekleris, 1986: 36) — can
be in line with its special conditions and respond to the
needs and problems of its residents to a relatively
satisfactory degree.

At the same time, the so-called innovation in schools’
operation has also attracted considerable attention; this is
another notion that cannot be easily, clearly or accurately
determined. In the text that follows we discuss, based on the
international bibliography and our experience not only as
active teachers but also as school principals with long
experience in running secondary education schools, the
factors that can lead to a change in the operation of school
units; one that can promote innovation (and creativity — that
is yet another term broadly discussed in terms of the
teaching methods used at schools) which will lead to an

improvement and increase of their effectiveness. The main
conceptual tool that forms the basis of our analysis is school
culture and what we place emphasis on, as regards the
conditions for such necessary changes to appear, is the role
of individuals and the personality (or the employment,
education, perception and personality profile) of the
teaching and administration staff employed in school units.
Thus, we choose school culture (which is different for every
school) as an ‘objective reality’ — as the great sociologist
Durkheim would say-, that is, a collectively shaped -
‘constructed’ constituent. On the other hand, as a
‘subjective’ reality we choose that which is composed by
the personality not only of the school principal but also that
of'its teachers. This choice derives from our methodological
approach (which also expresses postmodernism) on the
basis of which we believe that the social reality, which also
includes the school-educational reality, is shaped not only
by the solid institutions that relate to it and the
institutionalization processes that define it (see mainly the
legal framework regulating the operation of schools and
their relationship with State authorities), but also the human
factor which is fluctuant, changing and different from one
person to another. In conclusion, for an analysis of the
school reality to be successful and not insufficient, it cannot
be simply institution-centered but also human-centered —
and that is exactly what the following article wishes to be.

II. THOUGHTS ON THE COMPONENTS OF THE
DISTINCT IDENTITY — PROFILE OF SCHOOLS

School in general is an essential institution with a long
history; the same holds true for each separate school unit.
In other words, the school institution has two dimensions:
the general/overall that concerns the macro social level-
framework and the special/specific that relates to the local
and particular field, the micro social level-framework.

We approach and study the School institution in its first
dimension — which we also often refer to as educational
system (or Education) — mainly by analysing a country’s or
broader region’s (such as, for example, that of the European
Union) educational policy, educational legislation and
educational system, as these are shaped by the will, policy,
decisions and acts of State and interstate bodies or other
similar mechanisms. In fact, such kind of studies and
analyses of the educational system are often based, amongst
others, also on statistical details and quantitative data
archives or comparisons mainly based on quantitative data
which are established in terms of place (e.g. when we
compare what applies in one country to what applies in
another) and time, either short-term or long-term (about the
short-term or long-term in historical time, see Braudel,
1999 and Wallerstein, 2013).
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On the other hand, the school institution on the level of
specific school units - is approached and studied by
observing and assessing mainly qualitative and, to a much
lesser extent, quantitative elements. More specifically, we
study a school by shaping a satisfactory picture of (i) the
initiatives and projects undertaken by teachers and,
generally, all those working in it; (ii) the way its Principal
directs and manages' it; and, to a certain extent, (iii) the
relations of this school to the society in general and the local
community that surrounds? it in particular (i.e. its interior,
as we would call it, environment of its students’ parents and
guardians, and right next, its exterior environment, i.e. the
environment of the place where it is located, to which we
can also include the Municipal bodies and services that
support it either directly or indirectly). Besides, institutions
are active thanks to interindividual relations, human
interaction, social interaction.’

In addition, institutions are often perceived, albeit
implicitly, as aspects of an objective reality, whose
operation and structure does not seem to be extensively
formulated by the individuals that constitute it either by
experiencing it or working in it. However, it is true that the
action of individuals is important for the operation of
institutions. As a result, a deeper analysis of a school’s
special identity —profile- presupposes:

Knowledge, at least elementary, of the school teachers’
profile. This profile is established: (i) from the knowledge
of their subject area and teaching in general, (ii) from the
way they approach their students in general or in terms of
teaching, (iii) from their willingness to teach and work, and
(iv) from their views about school at large and the school
where they work in particular (e.g. about their students and
the potential they have). Display quotations of over 40
words, or as needed.

Knowledge of the so-called management profile of the
school principal, which is determined by the way (s) he runs
the school, his/her views on school administration and
direction, his/her administrative knowledge, abilities and
skills, and also: (i) his vision for the school (s)he is assigned
to and the extent to which (s)he can disseminate this vision
to the teachers (s)he is responsible for, (ii) whether (s)he is
appreciated by the teachers and students of the school (s)he
is assigned to (appreciation which, to an extent, affects the
aforementioned dissemination), and (iii) his/her view about
school in general and the school (s)he is assigned to in
particular (e.g. about its students and teachers and their
potential to be productive, effective and able to improve).

Note here that we intentionally use the word profile for
schools, even though it usually refers to the identity of
people, not collective institutions, in order to imply that the
special identity of each school unit is shaped mainly on the
basis of its teachers and Principal’s pedagogy, education
and employment culture.

! About the difference between direction and management in a school we
note that direction (i) relates only to human resources, while management
is indirectly related also to material resources, (ii) is linked to what we call
leadership in Management terms (Pagakis, 1998, 141-142), (iii) expresses
a qualitatively superior management style that does not only aim at a
school’s smooth operation but something more: turning the school into a
productive and effective educational organisation, which may also be
promoted in the local community (about the concepts of productivity and
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In other words, to return to our initial viewpoint regarding
the double dimension of the school institution, we conclude
that School in general, as an educational system, is centrally
determined. In its particular aspect, however, which relates
to the special identity of each school unit, it is determined
by factors specially related to each specific school and
primarily determined by the individuals active within it.
This ascertainment also holds true for education in Greece,
although the Greek educational system is a centralised
system with a strict operational framework, clear
hierarchical relations, extensive legislation — excessive laws
and a centrally determined style of school organisation and
administration (Koutouzis, 2012, 221).

II1. IN SCHOOLS, EFFECTIVE CHANGES START
FROM WITHIN

“The educational reform that did not take place’ is the title
of a now classic work by the father of the history of
Education in Greece, Alexis Dimaras. It is a fact that the
introduction and negation of reforming attempts is a major
component of the educational reality in Greece since the
Greek State was founded (Dimaras, 1998 Dimaras, 2013).
This misfortune may apparently be rendered from many
different angles. In any rendering attempt, however,
understanding a key concept plays a central role; a central
educational change may be conceived on a broad
sociopolitical level, but is disseminated downwards and
substantiated on the level of each individual and specific
school unit. Therefore, it seems that many reforms in
Greece fail, as they underestimate the role of the school
unit. It also seems that behind the impressive failure of most
reforms is how people actually experience change (Fullan,
1991, p. 8). And if we accept that successful changes can’t
only be applied fo people, but should be made with and by
them, then we are led to support (i) that we ought to look
more into how schools can change through processes
arising from within following a consensual activation of
their staff and (ii) that perhaps the aim of changes and
reforms ‘should be the school unit as a whole, not the
students or teachers or the curricula’ (Mavrogiorgos, 2010b,
50, 53).

Undoubtedly, the issue of ‘external’ general educational
reforms falls under the jurisdiction of the State — more
specifically that of educational policy that determines the
occasional government choices - and exceeds by far the
framework of this article, which focuses on small-range
actions which we believe that can also lead to small-range,
but, definitely, desired changes. And if a small change
cannot bring a significant-decisive improvement, we are
optimistic that many small changes may do so. Here we
focus on these internal reforming processes — particularly

effectiveness of organisations, see loannidou, 2010, 60- Saitis, 2002, 92-
93).

2 The term environment is here given the content that the systemic theory
attributes to it (see Dekleris, 1986, 34-36).

3 About this interaction, see, for example, Tatsis, 1992, 67-91- Gogou,
2010, 158-159- Karapostolis, 1984, 3-8.
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those that are found on the micro level of just one school

unit.

But how can we schedule any, even the slightest, change,
something new, some innovation in a system structured
since its very beginning (since 1832) to be centralised, like
the Greek educational system? To what extent is someone
allowed to act innovatively in a school reality that runs
counter to innovation both on an ideological and practical
level? In a school that imposes the same conditions-work
framework to all teachers (the same books for each subject,
the same syllabus, the same working hours, etc.)?
Nevertheless, it seems that even in a centralised educational
system, where the school unit should operate on the basis of
an externally determined and centrally formulated
educational policy, there is room for - at least some -
autonomy in the educational practice; room that relates to
shaping an “internal educational policy” in the school unit.

Thus, it is possible to develop creative and innovative
initiatives and take substantial decisions on a school unit
level in areas, such as:

e Human resources (drawing on the potential and
experience of teachers, auxiliary staff, students,
parents, local State bodies, supporting the professional
advancement of the teaching staff, etc.).

e  The curriculum (adjusting subjects and the syllabi, e.g.
introducing courses on local history, building on local
learning resources, developing different syllabi based
on the potential of students, setting goals and
objectives, etc.).

e The internal operation of schools (project scheduling-
planning-reviewing, setting priorities, organizing in-
school training courses/priorities, etc.).

e Teaching (adapting both the means available and the
teaching and learning methods to the status of teachers,
students, school units, etc.)

e Authority (delegating in such a way as to encourage
everyone involved to participate in consultative or
decision-making bodies or similar groups).

e The material/infrastructure (e.g. making the most of
teaching rooms, materials and means available).

e Time (allocating time in such a way as to respond to
the prioritisation of the school unit).

e Finance (drawing on the budget of the school unit).

e (Mavrogiorgos, 2010b, pp. 48, 51).

It is explicit that this internal educational policy should
be determined in such a way as to be in line with the general
principles defined by the central educational policy, given
that the school unit reports to certain supervising
authorities. As a consequence, the flexibility of the school
unit can fluctuate depending on whether and to what extent
the authorities view delegation favourably. To be more
specific, it may vary depending on how positive the
authorities are towards authorising individuals or collective
State bodies to schedule activities that make the most of
their experience, try new pedagogical approaches and
teaching methods and respond to requeOsts posed as a result
of the educational, geographical, social, etc. parameters that
shape their distinct reality, such as:

e The cultural and social make-up of the student
population.
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e  The material and technical infrastructure.

e The environment and the socioeconomic and cultural
features of the local community (employment,
tradition, history, relations with the school unit, etc.).

e The way that certain educational trends are
experienced on a school unit level (e.g. poor education,
poor school performance, school violence and
delinquency, educational changes and how they are
received, etc.) and the broader socioeconomic context.

We should note that the above discrete flexibility of
action is inextricably linked with innovation, which, as
rendered here, is not simply a change — i.e. a differentiating
transformation involving all possible aspects, as all
innovations bring changes, while each change is not
necessarily a form of innovation (Mavroskoufis, 2002). It
rather involves introducing specially designed practices that
aim at enhancing the ability of schools to provide quality
education / paedeia and are substantiated within a
framework that is specifically defined in terms of time and
place with the perspective and anticipation of improvement.

This  approach  regarding  change-improvement
presupposes that: (i) we understand the general social
operation of schools in today’s reality and develop similar
collective forms of intervention in this operation
(Mavrogiorgos, 2010a, p. 19), and (ii) we agree that what
needs to change/improve in schools is their culture, the
quality of interpersonal relations and the nature-quality of
learning experience, which are all developed inside them.
Besides, this kind of improvement can be attained, as
schools can achieve self-improvement if the conditions are
suitable and the out-of-school factors can ensure the
necessary conditions and the means required.

The fact that a school unit has - to the extent that we
described above - the potential to be autonomous and
introduce changes for improvement does not imply that it
takes full advantage of that potential or that the changes that
it chooses to enforce always have a positive outcome;
particularly when a school unit needs to overcome well-
established elements of its traditionally conservative culture
in order to implement an innovative change. Therefore, we
need to co-examine the concept of change for improvement
with that of school culture, as: a. to save any reforming
action in a school from having fatal consequences, it must
first be approved by its culture (i.e. the members of the
school community must first be convinced that the change
is necessary) and b. for a change to be considered
successful, it must be assimilated by the culture of that
particular school. Only after that stage is completed, the
change can actually be rooted in the school. This very
interconnection between change and school culture has
attracted an increasing research interest in recent decades
(Colley, 1999, p. 14).

IV. CONCEPTUAL DEFINITIONS AND
CLARIFICATIONS

Undeniably, the term school culture is difficult to define,
as it can be ascertained by the plethora of essays, articles
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and books available on the issue (see in Colley, 1999, pp.
11-18). Its essence, however, has been recognised since the
1930s and the relevant research interest has been intensified
since the late 1970s and thereafter (Craig, 2006, p. 1). More
specifically, the term school culture refers to the beliefs,
perceptions, relationships, attitudes, written and unwritten
rules that shape and influence how a school functions. The
term also covers issues, such as:

The physical and emotional safety of students, the
orderliness of the school area or the degree to which a
school accepts racial, ethnic, linguistic or cultural diversity.
Like the larger social culture, a school culture results from
both conscious and unconscious perspectives, values,
interactions, and practices, and it is heavily shaped by a
school’s particular institutional history. Students, parents,
teachers, administrators, and other staff members all
contribute to their school’s culture, as do other influences,
such as the community in which the school is located, the
policies that govern how it operates, or the principles upon
which the school was founded” (School Culture (glossary
entry). The Glossary of Education Reform. See also in
Peterson, 2002).

In brief, school culture affects the way people think, feel
and act. This perspective is provided by two well-known
succinct definitions: According to Deal & Kennedy culture
-that involves guidelines for school operation, beliefs and
expectations, particularly those linked with how people
relate to one another - is ‘the way we do things around here’
(definition by Marvin Bower adopted by Deal & Kennedy,
1982, p. 4). Following the same pattern, only more
complete, is Hobby’s definition, according to whom culture
is composed by the school’s common beliefs and values,
‘what people agree is true and what people agree is right’
(2004, p. 8).

V. SCHOOL CULTURE AS A CULTURE OF
CHANGE AND COLLABORATION

In any case, from the big issue of school culture here we
focus on its relationship with change, since the culture of a
school unit not only shapes everyday reality, its present, but
also has an important influence on encouraging or
discouraging any development process of this unit. If we
accept school culture as a set of rules, values and beliefs,
rituals, symbols and stories that make up the identity, the
school ‘profile’, then among the set of unwritten
perceptions that have been ‘sculpted’ through time and
determine its operation — such as, for example, what can be
discussed in teachers’ meetings, what makes a good
teaching technique, how we interact with parents, what is
the essence of the staff’s professional development, etc. -
are certain positive or negative attitudes regarding change,
such as, for example, the attitude which supports that it is
worth trying new teaching techniques because this is how
we become better teachers or it is not worth it, since we are
not paid well, etc.

In other words, to change/improve something in a school,
its culture should be open to what ‘we agree is right’ as far
as the change for improvement is concerned. Thereafter, in
order to build a real culture of change we should be aware
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of the existing culture upon which we intend to innovate
and also resilient to the turbulence that the new element,
innovation, brings. All these, however, are not so self-
evident, given that culture -inextricably linked with the
special tradition of each educational institution- exerts such
an immense influence on our attitude, while remaining so
deeply hidden, that is beyond our conscious control.

Besides, school culture is composed, almost by definition,

by elements that remain unchanged through time (Hobby,

2004, pp. 5-6), so as to add stability, safety and

predictability to any given school. Consequently, any kind

of reform or change in the established order may cause a

sense of loss of control and be experienced as threatening.

Thus, in order for the school system to withstand the

turbulence caused by the new elements, care must be taken,

on the one hand, to sustain a kind of balance between
maintenance and change, the fusion of the new with the old;
on the other hand, the members of the school community
should find this process meaningful -that it, accept -or even
anticipate- the new as an essential and indispensable
element to improve their individual or collective standing.
The question that arises from the above conclusions is
whether it is possible to shape a school culture of
innovation, given the general conservative dimension of
culture that we underlined earlier, as a result of which there
will always be some people who defend the safe and tested
way we ‘do things around here’. It is clear that we cannot
express any mechanical approach here about the deep and
long processes required to formulate a school culture that
would be positive to change. We can, however, highlight

certain facts that we should bear in mind towards such a

course of culture formulation:

e  Even though schools present common features as far as
their culture is concerned, they are separate and unique
collective entities. For example, the established school
celebrations, which mark school life in all schools, and
also the way these (routines) are realised and
experienced differs between schools.

e Introducing innovation in a school should not be
regarded as a goal in itself. Innovations are tools that
support transition to a better school. Consequently,
they should be scheduled with the necessary
precaution.

e Change, as learning itself, also requires courage.
Courage to express and tolerate disagreement, courage
to abandon the (certainty and) safety of the beaten track
for the unknown (Hobby, 2004, p. 19). It is easily
understood that the courage to take risks undertaking
responsibilities requires a supporting environment that
accepts the possibility of making mistakes and views it
as another chance for learning.

e In the international bibliography the role of the
principal is stressed as central in determining a school’s
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culture*. In fact, Edgar Schein claims that the dynamic
developments involved in creating and managing
culture form the essence of leadership and make us
realise that ‘leadership and culture are two sides of the
same coin’ (2004, p. 1). The above conclusion, in our
opinion, concerns educational systems that function in
a more decentralised manner; in those systems, the
principal has a strong influence over his subordinates.
In Greece, however, the principals of various types of
schools do not have a significant scope for action due
to the strict institutional framework of our educational
system (Pilitzidis, 2005).

In fact, the principal is today entrusted with many
expectations, since (s)he is expected to be a leader and
motivator of the school unit’, fulfilling all his/her
administrative duties at the same time. Apart from these, in
Greece, it is important that the principal sees him/herself as
a member of the team of teachers and the school community
as a whole, understand the way these teams function and be
characterised by a spirit of collaboration in relation to
his/her various associates. Of course, the principal of a
school unit may undertake various initiatives towards its
development within the limits of the relevant autonomy of
the school unit. The success of these actions, however, is
directly dependent on the willingness of the school
community -particularly the teaching staff- to collaborate
with him/her. And since the school community is a team,
then we need to see the way it is structured and works as a
team, and also the way the separate leading roles are shaped
within it, i.e. the people who will initially be the ones, as
pioneers, who will support -both on a practical and
‘ideological’ level- the innovative work and then act as its
multipliers. This ascertainment, however, does not mean
that we underestimate the role of the principal.

We conclude our discussion on changes for improvement
with three additional remarks:

e We perceive the school unit to be a learning
organisation that is constantly under a renewing
transformation process in order to respond effectively
to its changing internal needs and external demands.
And if organisations are products of the way people
think and interact within them, then an innovation for
improvement, a change for the better that introduces
and establishes a new way of thinking and interaction
among people, contributes to the advancement of the
whole organisation to an organisation in which people
continually expand their capacity to create the results
they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of
thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set
free, and where people are continually learning to see
the whole together (Peter Senge in Koleza, 2014, 14).

e Innovation is well-founded and bears fruit when it is
organised on the basis of collectivity and attempted

4 For a bibliographical review of the relationship between a school’s
leadership, school culture and students’ performance, see also in Mees,
2008.

5 In fact, the principal plays many roles at the same time. For example,
Deal & Peterson claim that the principal shapes the school culture,
fulfilling five different roles as ‘symbol, potter, poet, actor and healer’
(1990, 23-28).
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through participatory processes. Characteristically,
Saphier & King’s classification of the twelve norms of
positive school culture ranks collegiality first and
experimentation/innovation second (1985)°. Nurturing
a culture of collaboration among the entities involved
in school life -which presupposes being consciously
committed and taking common action and common
responsibility for decisions and results- is central in the
efforts to improve the operation of the school unit (for
relevant research data, see Valentine, 2006).

e It is equally important that participation in
collaborative action is of a voluntary nature. Voluntary
participation in shared decision making and common
work to achieve a goal is stressed in the classic
definition by Cook & Friend regarding collaboration in
the field of education as ‘a style of direct interaction
between at least two co-equal parties voluntarily
engaged in shared decision making as they work
towards a common goal’ (1991, pp. 6-7).

Therefore school culture can be either individual or
collaborative. Fullah & Hargreaves introduce their book
What’s Worth Fighting for? with the answers of two
teachers to a relevant question of an interview. The first
complains because his opinion is not taken under
consideration in decisions about his work, his experience is
not recognised and he feels he has been marginalised by an
indifferent administration. He says, among others:

Nobody has ever asked us our opinion about anything
[...] they just go ahead and proclaim and we have to follow
[...] there's a lot of dissatisfaction in teaching.

When the second teacher recalls a recent all-school
activity —a teacher who collaborates with his colleagues, has
confidence in his skills and abilities and feels respected- he
writes:

That was very involved [...] we certainly learned a lot
about planning ourselves, and I think we felt pretty proud,
because some schools did nothing or very little, and we
were very involved with it [...] Of course, I'm biased, but |
think the school atmosphere here benefits from the kind of
family atmosphere we have [...] I think it's because of staff
unity and the way the principal sees the school as a unit, not
as separate little divisions (1991, 15-16).

It seems, therefore, that although the two teachers are part
of the same system they experience their work in a different
way. Adapting the issue to the Greek reality, the words of
the first teacher reflect the culture of a Greek educational
unit. To these we can add more, such as the introverted
character of some schools, compliance to the formal
responsibilities-thorough coverage of the syllabus and
passing on responsibilities to the ‘upper level’.

However, there is also the other side. In a framework-
system where teachers are not encouraged and do not have
many opportunities for collaboration, there are
individuals/teams -with or without support- that render their

¢ The norms that follow are: High Expectations, Trust and Confidence,
Tangible Support, Reaching Out to the Knowledge Base, Appreciation and
Recognition, Caring, Celebration and Humour, Involvement in Decision
Making, Protection of What is Important, Traditions, Honest, Open
Communications (Saphier & King, 1985).
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work in terms of individualism and collegiality at the same
time. Should we wish to improve our schools, individualism
and collegiality can and should coexist (Fullan &
Hargreaves, 1991, 3). And there are initiatives that promote
this spirit. We refer to small-range transformational
interventions that are planned and implemented on a school
unit level and not only contribute to improving the everyday
reality of school life and the results of school operation, but
also put the relationship between school and society, in
general, on a different basis. This is accomplished as the
school, by taking initiatives, does not simply follow what
the system dictates, but also proposes, finding itself at the
spearhead of broader changes that restructure the culture
that is dominant in society and also some of the components
of society itself.

REFERENCES

[1] L. Gogou, “Understanding social phenomena and the prospects of
social research” (Greek title: [ katanoisi ton kinonikon
phenomenon kai I prooptikes tis kinonikis erevnas), Athina:
Grigoris Publications, 2010.

[2] M. Dekleris, “Systemic theory of State and Law” (Greek title:
Systimiki theoria Kratous kai Dikaiou.), in: M. Dekleris (preface
and ed.), Systemic theory (Greek title: Systimiki theoria), Athina-
Komotini: A. N. Sakkoulas 1986, pp. 12-95.

[3] A. Dimaras, “The educational reform that did not take place:
Historical documents” (Greek title: 7 metarrythmisi pou den egine
pote: Tekmiria istorias 1895-1967), Athina: Hestia Bookstore,
1998.

[4] A. Dimaras, “History of Modern Greek Education. The
‘Intercepted Leap.” Trends and Resistances in Greek Education
1833-2000 (Greek title: Istoria tis neoellinikis ekpedefsis. To
anakoptomeno alma. Tasis kai antistasis stin elliniki ekpedefsi
1833-2000), V. Vasilou-Papageorgiou (ed.), Athina: Metaixmio
Publications, 2013.

[5] E. Ioannidou, “Study and management of complex Key
Performance Indicators in Public Administration services” (Greek
title: Meleti kai diaxirisi syntheton dikton metrisis apodotikotitas
stis ipiresies tis Dimosias Diikisis (Governmental KPI’s). A
Master’s Thesis, Syllabus of Technologies and Management of
Information and Communication Systems, Department of
Information and Communication Systems Engineering,
University of the Aegean, 2010. Auvailable:
htipsz/pithos.okeanos . grnet.gr/public/OMykLTi2y7bal50jzdnXz1)

[6] V. Karapostolis, (1984). Rules, types and intensity in social
interaction (Greek title: Kanones, tipi kai edasi stin kinoniki
allilodrasi) In Social Research Review (Greek title: Epitheorisi
Kinonikon Erevnon), Volume 55, pp. 3-20. Available at
http://ejournals.epublishing.ekt.gr/index.php/ekke/article/viewFil
e/7376/7097.pdf

[7] E. Koleza, “School as a learning organisation. Can it exist?”
(Greek title: to sholio os organismos mathisis. Bori na iparxi?) In
M. Argyropoulou, E. Koleza & A. Tsiokanos (ed.), Minutes of 3¢
International Conference - Schools as learning organisations —
“School units as ‘Learning Organisations’: Approaches and
applications” (Greek title: I Sholiki Monada os enas Organismos
pou Matheni: Proseggisis kai efarmoges), 2014, (pp. 14-30).
Patras: University of Patras.

[8] M. Koutouzis, Administration — Leadership — Effectiveness: In
search of a field of application in the Greek educational system
(Greek title: Diikisi — Igesia — Apotelesmatikotita: Anazitodas
pedio efarmogis sto elliniko ekpedefiiko sistima) In D.
Karakatsanis, G. Papadiamadakis (ed.), in Contemporary Issues
of Educational Policy (Greek title: Sihrona Themata Ekpedeftikis
Politikis) pp. 211-225, Athina: Epikentro, 2012.

[9] G. Mavrogiorgos, Room for Innovative Initiatives in Schools,
School Innovation Network — Laboratory File (Greek title:
Perithorio gia Kenotomes Protovoulies sto Sholio, Diktio Sholikis
Kenotomias — Fakelos Ergastiriou), 2010a, pp. 15-20. Recovered
on 15-10-2017 from

[10]

(1]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

Volume 5, Issue 3, ISSN (Online) : 2349-5219

\\ IJ I RE S International Journal of Innovation and Research in Educational Sciences

http://blogs.sch.gr/niptylisou/files/2010/04/protovoulia-
fakelos.pdf

G. Mavrogiorgos, School Innovation and Educational Policy,
School Innovation Network — Laboratory File (Greek title:
Kenotomia kai Ekpedeftiki Politiki tou Sholiou, Diktio Sholikis
Kenotomias — Fakelos Ergastiriou), 2010b. pp. 45-56. Recovered

on 15-10-2017 from
http://blogs.sch.gr/niptylisou/files/2010/04/protovoulia-
fakelos.pdf

D. Mavroskoufis, Introduction and reception of innovation in
schools: theoretical framework and practical problems (Greek
title: I isagogi kai I ipodohi tis kenotomias sta sholia: theoritiko
plesio kai praktika provlimata). Nea paedeia, Issue 103, pp. 16-
23,2002.

G. L. Pagaki, “Human Resources Management”, (Greek title:
Diikisi anthropinon poron) Athina-Komotini: A. N. Sakkoulas
publications. 1998

S. A. Pilitzidis, The principal as an applying, shaping and
changing agent of internal/local educational policy (Greek title:
To diefthidiko stelehos os foreas askisis, diamorfosis kai allagis
tis esoterikis/topikis ekpedeftikis politikis), 2" Panhellenic
Conference: Primary & Secondary Education Administration,
University of Patras-KEDEK (Interdisciplinary Research and
Innovation Centre), 2-4 December 2005. Arta. 2005. Recovered
on 15-10-2017 from
http://didefth.gr/portal/view.php?i=248 &p=2 &t

C. A. Saitis, “The principal in modern school: From theory to
practice”, (Greek title: O diefthidis sto sinhrono sholio: Apo ti
thoeria... stin praxi), Athina: self-published, 2002.

N.C. Tatsis, “Cognitive portraits: Modern theoretical formulations
of the sociological man”, (Greek title: Gnostikes prosopografies:
Sinhrones theoritikes morfopiisis tou kinoniologikou anthropou),
Athina: Odysseas, 1992.

F. Braudel, “On History”, (Greek title: Meletes gia tin Istoria)
(translated by Varon-Vassar Odette), Athina: EMNE-MNIMON,
1999.

K. M. Colley, “Coming to Know a School Culture” (Dissertation),
Faculty of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University,
Virginia. 1999.  Recovered  on 15-10-2017  from
http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/theses/available/etd-082599-

222148 /unrestricted/KColley.pdf

L. Cook, & M. Friend, Principles for the practice of collaboration
in schools, Preventing School Failure, Vol. 35, No 4, pp. 6-
9, 1991.

D. J. Craig, School Culture: ‘The Hidden Curriculum’, issue brief.
Washington DC: Center for comprehensive school reform and
improvement, 2006. Recovered on 15-10-2017 from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED495013.pdf

T. E. Deal, & A. A. Kennedy, Corporate Cultures: The rites and
rituals of corporate life, USA: Addison-Wesley, 1982.

T. E. Deal, & K. D. Peterson, the Principal's Role in Shaping
School Culture, Washington D.C.: Office of Educational Research
and Improvement (ED), United States Department of Education,
1990. Recovered on 15-10-2017 from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED325914.pdf

M. G. Fullan, “The New Meaning of Educational Change”, New
York: Teachers College Press, 1991.

M. G. Fullan, & A. Hargreaves, What’s Worth Fighting for?
Working Together for Your School. New York: Teachers College
Press, 1991. Recovered on 15-10-2017 from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED342128.pdf

R. Hobby, a Culture for Learning. An investigation into the values
and beliefs associated with effective schools. USA: Hay Group,
2004. Recovered on 15-10-2017 from
http://www.haygroup.com/Downloads/uk/misc/Culture for Lear
ning.pdf

K. D. Peterson, Enhancing School Culture: Reculturing Schools.
Journal of Staff Development, Vol. 23 (No. 3), 2002. Recovered
on 15-10-2017 from
http://smhp.psych.ucla.edu/qf/burnout_gt/reculturingschools.pdf

J. Saphier & M. King, Good seeds grow in strong cultures.
Educational Leadership, Vol. 42 (No 6), pp. 67-74, 1985.
Recovered on 15-10-2017 from
http://mymassp.com/files/Good_Seeds Grow_in_Strong Cultur

es.pdf

Copyright © 2018 IJIRES, All right reserved

324



\JJIRES

Source of Knowledge

[27]  School culture (entry). (Last Update: 25" November 2013). The
Glossary of Education Reform. USA: Great Schools Partnership.
Recovered on 15-10-2017 from http://edglossary.org/school-
culture/

[28] E. H. Schein, “Organisational Culture and Leadership”, San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004.

[29]  G. W.Mees, The relationships among principal leadership, school
culture and student achievement in Missouri Middle Schools
(Dissertation), Faculty of the Graduate School, University of
Missouri. Columbia. Chapter 2: Review of the Related Literature,
pp. 1-48, 2008. Recovered on 15-10-2017 from
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.577.94
6&rep=rep1&type=pdf

[30]  J. Valentine, A Collaborative Culture for School Improvement:
Significance, Definition, and Measurement Research Summary,
Missouri: Middle Level Leadership Center, 2006. Recovered on
15-10-2017  from  http://mllc.missouri.edu/Upload%20Area-
Docs/MLLC%20Culture%20Research%20Summary.pdf

[31] I Wallerstein, Time and duration: the unexcluded middle (Greek

title: Hronos kai diarkia: to mi apokliomeno meso) (translated by

I. Koutoufaris - Malandrinos), 2013. Recovered on 15-10-2017

from http://bestimmung.blogspot.gr/2013/10/blog-post.html

AUTHOR’S PROFILES

Georgios Bikos was born in Athens on 30/10/1967. He
holds a Degree in Political Science (University of Athens,
Greece, 1994), Sociology (Panteion University, Athens,
Greece, 1997), Pedagogical Studies (School of
Pedagogical and Technological Education, Athens,
Greece, 2001), a Master’s Degree in Public Policy (“The
= il State and Public Policy”, University of Athens, Greece,
2000) and a Doctorate in the field of Political Science and its Teaching
(Panteion University, Athens, Greece, 2008). He has fulfilled his military
service and has been a Teacher in public secondary education since 1998.
Since 2011 he has been a Senior High School Principal in various schools
in Attica. He is currently principal of the 7" Senior High School of
Kallithea, Athens. He also teaches at the Hellenic Open University, the
University of Western Attica (History and Sociology of Reading), the
School of Pedagogical and Technological Education (Methodology of
Teaching) and the University of Athens,
Pedagogical Dept. of Primary Education (Political Rhetoric) for a
Postgraduate Programme. He is Director-Scientific advisor of the book
seriecs CULTURE AND THE ARTS and TEACHING USING NEW
TECHNOLOGIES at GRIGORIS publications (Athens). His previous and
current interests include fields such as History of Education, Theory and
History of Reading and Teaching Methodology.
His writing work includes the following:
The book as a teaching medium and dominant reading modes, Athens,
Greece: GRIGORIS publications, 2011, 1% edition, 2012 2™ edition,
2014 3™ edition) About School Libraries, Athens, Greece: GRIGORIS
Publications, 2014 School libraries impact on secondary education: a
users’ study (in co-operation with G. Giannakopoulos and P.
Papadimitriou), (Library Review, Vol. 63 Iss: 6/7(2014): 519 — 530)

Dr. Bikos is a member of the Scientific Board and Editorial Board of the
scientific journal ERKYNA issued by the Panhellenic Pedagogical Society
of Secondary Education, a member of the Editorial Board of the Journal of
Educational Research and Reviews, a member of the Editorial Board of
the Journal of Public Administration and Policy Research and an Associate
Editor of the International Journal of Library and Information Science.

T Panagiota Papadimitriou was born in Athens on
' 5/8/1960. She holds a Degree in Psychology-Pedagogy
(Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Greece, 1981) and a
Doctorate in the field of History of Education, focusing in
the Greek Communities of Egypt (University of Athens,
£12001). She has been a Teacher of Ancient Greek,

Modern Greek, Literature, History, Sociology in public secondary
education from 1983-2001. She worked as a Researcher in the Center of
Educational Research from 2001-2002. Between 2002-2007 she was
Principal of the 5" Junior High School of Peristeri, Athens and has been
Principal of the 15" Junior High School of Peristeri, Athens since 2007.
She worked as an Expert with the rank of Lecturer in the Faculty of

International Journal of Innovation and Research in Educational Sciences

Volume 5, Issue 3, ISSN (Online) : 2349-5219

Philosophy — Pedagogy — Psychology, School of Philosophy, University
of Athens (2002-03). She was Member of the cooperating Scientific Staff
in the theme “Institutions that have shaped European Culture - Education
and Church” 2008 — 2016). She was a Research Fellow / Assistant
Professor in the Faculty of Management and Economics, Department of
Library Science & Information Systems for the courses: Sociology of
Education, Sources of Modern Greek History, Education and School
Libraries - Sociological Approaches, History of the Book and Libraries
from 2002 to 2016-17. Her previous and current interests include fields
such as Exchange and Mobile Libraries, Theory of Education and
Teaching Methodology.

Her writing work includes the following:

Book Exchange Libraries: Aspects of the Phenomenon, P. Papadimitriou,

& G. Bikos, LAP Lambert Academic Publishing, 2017.

P. Papadimitriou, (2016), Approaching reading clubs from a historical and

sociological perspective. International Journal on Integrated Information

Management Volume 02 (02), pp.38-49.

P. Papadimitriou, “Education in Greek communities in Egypt. The case of
Greek Schools of Mansoura”, University Editions of National

Kapodistrian University of Athens [in Greek]

Dr. Papadimitriou is a founding Member of the Hellenic Society of
Education Historians, a Member of the Society for the Study of Modern
Hellenism (S.S.M.H. Mnemon), a Member of the Hellenic Union of
Philologists (H.U.P.), a Member of the Educational Society and a Member
of the Hellenic Literary and Historical Archive (H.L.H.A.). She is also a
regular Board Member of the Legal Entity “United School Board for
Secondary Education of Municipality of Peristeri”.

Copyright © 2018 IJIRES, All right reserved

325


http://bestimmung.blogspot.gr/2013/10/blog-post.html

