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ABSTRACT

The primary purpose of this research was to ingasti the extent to which rural

schools understand and perceive the concept ofcipative management. The

concept of participative management has been vieaseah ideal style of leadership
and management for school development purposeSolith Africa’s case, it is an

educational policy which is expected to reign insehool management bodies. Many
theorists envisaged participative management asnentgy active involvement of

relevant stakeholders and it has been advocateddny scholars who believe it is
the best leadership style in implementing demacraiues to education, particularly
South African rural education, which is still inransitional stage.

As an interpretive orientated study, this resedath an interest in understanding the
research participants’ subjective experiences dk agetheir general perception of
participative management. As case-study-drivenarebe it sought to investigate
their understanding of the concept in their natwgetting. This included various
meanings they aligned with and attached to pagisip management, their attitudes,
their interpretations and feelings towards it. Bedy employed a focus group data

gathering technique in collecting data.

The findings of this study suggest that particpmtmanagement has been embraced
by rural school management to a certain extentrelaee potentially positive aspects
that have been brought by participative managertetihe school, namely, shared
vision, common goals, shared decision-making anteige involvement of relevant
stakeholders. However, the study has depictedkadbethical values on the side of
some stakeholders and this hinders the smooth mepi&ation of participative

management.

The study has also revealed that there are chalefaging rural schools in terms of

parental involvement in school governance. Chaternguch as lack of commitment



to the school, illiteracy among adults and commaitien breakdown between the
school and its parents are still rife in rural salso Besides these challenges, the
blood of participative management is flowing stdéadi the veins of the rural school

communities.
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CHAPTER ONE

1.1 Introduction

As an educator who has served in the field for mii@n six years, | became
interested in researching particularly the aspdciparticipative management as
embodied in the new educational policy. The maot that | serve as an acting head
of department also prompted me to pursue this stiodusing on certain dynamics of
the school management. Quite interestingly, thve @@ucation policy calls for active
involvement of relevant stakeholders in all aspe€tschool governance. My research
aimed at investigating the extent to which rurahasds understand, perceive and
implement this democratic aspect. There has be&meral which has become a
cultural tendency that things will start in the ambareas, then take a snail's pace to
reach rural communities. So, too, in the educatioarena, policy based on

democratic principles takes some time to filter ddw rural schools.

The democratization of the South African politicttatum in 1994 triggered the
education system to do likewise. It is this demamkich calls for change in school
management that made me want to investigate sthlexsb perceptions regarding
change in management. Change can be a very stgrgg®menon. It can bring
expectation and excitement on one hand and apsigimeand confusion on the other.
It is this democratization of South Africa that maade decentralization a focal point
in school management. As an acting head of depattm an ex model C schooal, |
have worked with other stakeholders and realized thange has been embraced
gracefully. | came to realize that this transfotiora process has placed school
principals (as leaders and managers) in the freait &f social transformation in South
African communities. With my understanding of tletricate and complex
conditions the rural principals and School ManaganTeams work under, | became

interested in finding out how they were coping.



This study seeks to draw data from the rural sch®®ITs, RCLs, SGBs and
educators, with the aim of attempting to invesgegtte extent to which they have
understood and embraced the concept of particpatvanagement. As an
investigative study, this research also identifiesas that have made it hard for this
rural school to implement this concept and thengssts alternatives for future

reference.

1.2 Context of my research

The idea of participative management is generalgwgd as an ideal style of
leadership and management in education today (dah&sLedbetter 1993, DoE
1996, Bush 2003). Johnson and Ledbetter (1998uearthat participative
management has been widely promoted as a meansorofalizing a new
conceptualization of management to bring about @cimprovement. In South
African education, the key challenge to educaticanagement is that most of the
structures, processes and systems inherited froen pile-democratic past are
inappropriate. According to the Task Team RepbdHE, 1996: 25), new education
policy requires managers who are able to work mafgratic and participative ways
to build relationships and ensure efficient ande@tff/e delivery. This view is
supported by recent literature (e.g. Peters cite8mith, 2003: 6) who advocates the
development of organization systems, structurespaodesses that are conducive to,
and supportive of participation, empowerment andnge. This view challenges
school managers to promote transformation of sshantl ultimately the education

system as a whole.

The concept of transformation in the South Afrieaducation system was formally
propounded after 1994. The provisions of DepartneérEducation White Papers
One and Two, the report of the Review Committee Sehool Organization,

Governance and Funding, the National Educationci?ddct and the South African
Schools Act, as well as provincial legislation gualicy documents, all point South

Africa firmly towards a transformation agenda inig¥h moving towards school-



based systems of education management is a caomxDoE, 1996: 12). Schools
are expected to form Governing Bodies with the aimnvolving parents in the
school matters as well as Representative Countikafners (RCL) to allow learners
active participation in school matters. AccordiogheGuidelines for Representative
Councils of LearnergDoE, 1999a: 11) democracy should be consolidatesthool

level with the introduction of these bodies.

Developments in the field of organization theorypmort this move towards
participative management. Kurt Lewin’s principl®nfith, 2003: 4) that “we are
likely to modify our own behaviour when we partiaip in problem analysis and
solution and likely to carry out decisions we hdwelped make” is central to
participative management. Participative approaclesphasize management
processes rather than outcomes only, and “highlreweent” is seen as the ultimate
key to the shift from autocracy to participation qhgan & Nel, 1995: 105).
Hargreaves (1994: 48) shares the sentiment an@sithat the increasing emergence
of participative management in schools reflectswiidely shared belief that flattened
management and decentralized authority structumey ¢he potential for achieving
the outcomes unattainable by the traditional topsddoureaucratic structures of

schools.

Participative management is also at the heart &fhBu(2003) collegial model of
management.  According to Bush (2003: 64) “codégnodels include all those
theories which emphasize that power and decisiokingashould be shared among
some or all members of the organization.” Onehaf major features of collegial
models is that it is strongly normativibdifl.: 65). Bush (2003: 65) mentions that the
normative dimension of collegiality is particulargvident in post-apartheid South
Africa. He believes that there is now a commitm@ntlemocracy, evidenced in the
establishment of SGBs and RCLs. This seems toostpipe idea of participative
management as envisaged by various theorists,robsea and even policy in the
South African case. The only shortcoming of thidegial models, according to Bush

(2003: 67) is that the decision-making process tmaydrawn out by the search for



compromise but this is generally regarded as appaable price to pay to maintain
the ideal of shared values and beliefs.

The implementation of participative managementlheen most challenging in rural
schools. A recently published report on rural edion highlights the fact that rural
education in South Africa “lags behind educatiah@elopment in other parts of the
country... despite the fact that the vast majoritysohool-going children in South
Africa live in rural areas” (Nelson Mandela Trug005: 132). More than twenty
years ago Sher (1981: 4) argued that the politg@htion of rural schools caused
rural parents to become apathetic towards theldmn’s schools and that this posed
an enormous challenge to notions of participatiemagement. This seems to still be
the case, and the vision of involving other stakedis — such as parents — in school
management seems hard to attain. Most rural contynonembers view the school

manager as the sole ‘head’ of the school.

Against this background, this study set out to @hithe following goals:

1.3 Goals

. To explore various stakeholders in a rural schoofigerstanding of
participative management.

. To identify challenges regarding the implementatdrthis approach
in schools as a foundation towards finding poténsi@lutions to
problems identified.

1.4 Methodology

This is an interpretive case study. According dasgé van Rensburg (2001: 16) an
interpretivist methodology reflects an interestcontextual meaning-making, rather
than generalised rules, involving individuals anthf groups in ‘naturalistic’ settings

(Janse van Rensburg 2001: 16). Since | seek airohtdeeper understanding of a



participant’s interpretation of a situation in theiatural context, the interpretative

approach seems appropriate to my purpose.

Gorman, Hammersley and Foster (2000: 3) definectime study as referring to
research that investigates a few cases, oftenojust in considerable depth. The
value of a case study lies in the potential ricereshe data, and the extent to which

the researcher can convey a sense of how the wastons.

Among the advantages of case study is the notiinctise studies present research or
evaluation data in a more publicly accessible fdahan other kinds of research
(Bassey, 1999: 23). This is a significant advaatagnsidering my purpose of

stimulating interest among education managers ahdypmakers.

1.5 Structure of my thesis

Chapter two presents the literature review base8auth African educational policy,
international and South African writing on collegia It tends to highlight key tenets
regarding participative management in relation tut8 African schools. It also
highlights some facts about rural schools and thenlsling blocks to participative

management.

Chapter three deals with the methodology that erewployed in this research work.
In Chapter four | present and analyse the data.

| have devoted chapter five to a summary of thenrfiadings, recommendations for
the KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education (and ppehthe National Education

Department), recommendations for practice and sigues for further research. This

last chapter also considers the limitations of shigly.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The new political dispensation in South Africa Hasught its own unique set of
changes in other spheres. South African educatsnbeen the focal point in terms
of management change since the new era. Parti@pabhanagement is the
management type which has been mostly advocatechddyonly government

education policy, but also various researchers laadhture. The purpose of this
chapter is to present the notion of participativenagement as it appears in policy

and literature and to consider its implicationsgonools.

2.1 Democr atic gover nance

According to the EPU Summary of ANC Draft PolicyaRrework for Education and
Training (1994: 1-3) a reconstructed educationesyswill have to deal with the
legacy of administrative fragmentation and withuadaucratic and authoritarian top-
down style of management. It further highlightbdtta new system of democratic
governance requires the co-ordination of the resipdities of the different levels of
the system and the involvement of all legitimateeriest groups at all levels (p.3).
This proposal directed education management toward®re participative one by
relevant stakeholders as it was stipulated by #&meesDraft Policy Framework (p.3)
that the foremost principle at all levels of thesteyn will be to maximize the

democratic participation of all stakeholders.

The view on the democratic governance of schools @&hoed by the Ministry of

Education in the White Paper 1 (DoE, 1996:16) whaaimounced that the decision-
making authority of schools in the public sectorwdobe shared among parents,
teachers, the community and the learners, in wagiswould support the core values

of democracy. This idea of collective decision-ingkenvisaged in the White Paper



1 has been revisited and revised slightly by thet&Paper 2. White Paper 2 (1996:
16) makes mention of the fact that educationalcgadhould allow the fact that such
capacities may be underdeveloped in many commandrel therefore need to be
built.

The challenge of capacity underdevelopment with ardg to participative
management appears to be rife particularly in thralrcommunities. In the case of
KwaZulu-Natal, community schools are situated odlavhich in virtually all cases is
owned by the President or the Zulu King in term¢hef Ingonyama Trust Act, in trust
for future generations (DoE, 1996: 46). The idepasticipative management in rural
schools has been difficult to implement. White &ap ( DoE, 1996: 46) states that in
theory, community schools are managed by the contynuifihis clearly denotes that
the practical aspect of participative managemestiod taken its course. Researchers
and recent literature on this issue have not gaggguate attention as to why this is
happening. More attention has been focused omwtlaools, yet the White Paper 2
(1996: 46) makes it clear that the structuresimgeof which the community was, or
should have been, in management control have jaliyeken down. Little has been
done so far to reconstruct structures that willlitate participative management in
rural schools. This is evident in the managemaatlenge upheld by the Task Team
Report (1996: 25) when they say very little systienthinking has been done to
conceptualise the education management developtratdgies relevant to the South
African experience.

Tyala’s (2004) theoretical framework on the studydemocratic governance of
schools draws attention from the concept of ScMmtagement Teams (SMTs). He
traces the emergence of this concept from the birtholitical democracy of South
Africa in 1994. He states that because of the aeatic nature of this kind of a
structure (SMT), it is required that educators weotdkoperatively and as a team.
However, the challenge that faces principals, aslanhighlights, is that some
principals are used to the traditional method &ing decisions on their own without

any input from relevant stakeholders. Tyala atseealed the problem that lies with



the educators themselves. He reveals that thrthugltegacy of apartheid, teachers
themselves have dogmatically been oriented to i@gecipients of instructions and

to view management as the prerogative of the graisionly.

Most significantly, Tyala’s (2004) study found thalthough the concept of team
management is well-received, there are significagtacles to the acceptance of
teamwork as an alternative form of management.midkes an assumption that this
may be the result of disempowerment over the decadéis study confirmed that
team-management is the preferred approach foriatyaf reasons. He states that
team-management usually results in enriched deeisiaking, the sharing of
responsibilities and higher levels of support. Slmuth Africa’s Educational Case, as
stated by Tyala (2004) there is an absence of mghiitraining in democratic

educational management.

Internationally, the idea of participative managaimieas been viewed in a positive
light by most school managers as found by Cottaited in Sagie and Kowlosky,
2000: 231) in the studies conducted in United Statke United Kingdom and
Netherlands. The findings indicated that managerghe Netherlands viewed
participation as a social obligation, while the Aioan managers saw it as a means of
improving performance. However, managers in Britaiewed participation as a
threat to management control... as a means of inagg@erformance. The British
view of participative management is different inatthBritish managers saw
involvement as less desirable. Mungunda (2003:s22gs that the effectiveness of
the use of a participative approach to managemastnot matched its popularity.
Mungunda Ibid.: 22) also observed that different nations attacteiht meaning to
the concept of participative management and thataning assigned to the concept

in one country may be completely foreign to peaplanother country.



2.2 Involvement of legitimate stakeholders

An avalanche of both South African and internatiohterature stipulates the
significance of involving relevant stakeholderseducation management. This was
advocated by the Department of Education Task TRaport (1996: 27) by stating
that management should not be seen as being theftése few; it should be seen as
an activity in which all members of educational amzations engage. This relates
very much to the idea of school-based managememicated by the South African
Department of Education (1996: 31) in an asseitiah school governors are integral
partners in the process. This idea of involvenaatis the community at large to be
involved in school matters. It involves parentstire form of governing bodies,
teachers and even learners in the form of ReprasemiCouncil of Learners (RCLS).
According to the Education Department (1996: 27haggment is about doing things
and working with people to make things happen. islta process to which all

contribute and in which everyone in an organizatiaght to be involved.

2.2.1 Parental involvement in school matters

In her study of European School Governance, Ril&®98: 7) notes that schools do
not exist in a vacuum. According to literaturegeneral, parental involvement in
school matters has been a negative one. Many k;lasoRiley (1998: 131) outlines,
adapted the “no parents beyond this point” prircipl the 1960s. In the 1970s,
Tyndale (cited in Riley, 1998: 131) brought the grdal issue to the fore and
guestioned the legitimacy of parents in school goaece. His findings were that
parents are legitimate partners and that they dhibelgiven a legitimate say in the
management of the school through representatiajoearning bodieslifid.: 131).

Many countries (including South Africa) are begimmto think about how to develop
policies which will involve parents more closely tine education of their children
(Riley, 1998: 131). The studies conducted in CanBdsmmark, England, France and



USA on parental involvement in management, poinis that children’s learning
becomes more effective if their parents participateducation (Riley, 1998: 132). It
was due to this approach that the South Africano8ish Act (DoE, 1996: 28)
envisaged the school management approach with nejldy that rests heavily on
school principals, their management teams and dlverging bodies. The rationale
behind this motive is to make schools become mifeetese and efficient. A British
scholar, Poster, (1982: 155) argues that by ange] it is in the structure and
composition of the school governing bodies thatngeahas been most marked in
recent years. His concern is that the numberaoémgs in the governing body is
inadequate to fully represent them. He states(thak: 153) he does not believe that
parent membership of the governing body is sufficia itself to achieve the full

involvement of all parents in the life and actiegtiof the school.

The literature on parental involvement in schoolnagement has not suggested
methods to maximize their involvement. Conseqyeptrents in most rural schools
of KwaZulu-Natal are less involved. There ard stilallenges that make maximum
parental involvement impossible as they are hiditdig by the Task Team Report
(DoE, 1996: 22). To name a few:

» Dysfunctional structures

* A mix of old and new styles of management

» Insufficient appropriately skilled people

» Absence of an appropriate work ethos and managewisidn to drive

integration and delivery.

Hatry, Morley, Ashford and Wyatt (1994: 58) camewigh the following finding in
their research on parental involvement in Ameriedacational administration. They
found that parents continue to be uninvolved oremndvolved in school operations
or activities despite the presence of the SchogeBavianagement programmes or
policies. This finding is crucial and very apprape to the South African educational
management, especially rural education. Hatrgl. (1994: 58) examined a number

of American schools and they discovered that pareme less involved in the

10



decision-making process through membership on $ahpmeerning bodies such as
site councils and school management teams. Thegrtegp that some schools
structured their governance councils to include enparents than teachers or other
school personnelllfid.: 58). All these efforts to involve parents reapeshimal

fruits.

The key question about parental involvement in atdanal management stands like
this: why are parents less involved? Researdmsisthe various literature findings
do not give an explicit reason why parents are les®lved in educational

management of their children. An assessment mgdind American researchers,
Hatry et al. (1994: 59) discovered that the science and mattesrfaculty members

(interviewed) did not perceive substantial influerat the parents in their educational
activities. These researchers then made an assumibiat it was an accurate
assessment or that parent input might not be obwauit filters through site council

decision-makinglbid.: 59).

One of the recommendations made by Hadtyal. (1994: 63-64) to enhance parental
involvement is that: principals and site counch®wd increase parent participation
on school site councils and other advisory bodiesbluding parents on the school
advisory bodies; creating linkages between the sibeincil and the parents
association. They also make mention of the faat pgarents should be invited to
attend site council meetings, let them speak andgmt issues, keep them abreast of
issues affecting the schools, disseminate copieseatting minutes, and so olivil.:

64). While making these recommendations, thesearebers overlooked the
financial implication of this and did not take intonsideration the time constraint the

principal may face since there are other issudsed his/her immediate attention.

In her Belgian study of Parent Representativeshim mew Participatory School
Council, Verhoeven (1999: 415) has suggested thatenps are generally
insufficiently aware of their rights and obligat®orin the participatory bodies.

Verhoeven continued outlining that parents readdgept that only teachers have a

11



professional understanding of the problems of céndt school and ascribe to them a
great deal of autonomy. In terms of communicatgire highlights that teachers are
not easily contacted and always available for mesti{bid.: 415). In her research
on the issue of parental apathy she found that quanents felt that the principals
tried to keep their participation to a minimuthi.: 415). Fine, Deem, Johnson and
Ranson (DoE, Vol. 27, 1999a: 416) unanimously cortbat some parents feel
patronized by the teachers or even antagonistibem. All these studies conducted
in Belgium, UK and USA prove that parental partatipn in educational
management is still a problem, and it seems to breiwersal issue. In his study of
school governance, Wilson (DoE, Vol. 29 January 12089-51) propounds the
following aspects as major hindrances in parentati@pation, namely: limited
influence, unrealistic expectations, role conflinternal division, inadequate training
and support of governors, an unclear role for gowex and unclear financial

arrangements.

South African educational management has, oveydlaes, been based on trends in
overseas countries. Since parental involvemenblean a difficult goal to achieve in
many well developed countries, my assumption i ithaill be more problematic in
South Africa. It is not something one can attaweraight. It is a process and
involves a number of aspects. In order to ensuaé ftarents are represented in the
school management, the education policy in SouthmicAf has legalized the
establishment of School Governing Bodies (SGBsk $&B structure should look

like the one below:

2.2.2 The School Governing Body in South Africa

The Education Human Resources (DoE, 1999b: 10)i¢gecy clear picture of how the
school governing body should be structured in Sédititan Education management.
Here is the structure presented by the EHR:

e Principal

* Elected members
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» Parents

» Educators

* Non-educators

* Learners (secondary school; grade eight and higher)

e Co-opted members

2.2.3 Learner involvement

Riley (1998: 125) states that it is rare that afeifds voices are heard in educational
debates. She proceeds arguing that (p. 126)rehildave much to learn, much to be
taught, but they are not empty vessels, and trseyteve much to give. Riley’s view
(1998: 126) that learners’ voices deserve to berlexd to and that they can make a
significant contribution to creating a vibrant soh@ommunity of learners which
includes teachers, as well as pupils, has beenopanternational thinking that has
given birth to the Representative Council of Leasn@ South African educational
circles. The Greek Philosopher, Aristotle (citedRiley, 1998: 137) stated that the
citizen should be moulded to suit the form of goweent in which s/he lives. This
connects to the democratization of school manageme8outh Africa in order to

make learners adapt to the political dispensation.

A recent South African study on learner involvemeveals that this aspect is still a
challenge in many schools. Nongubo (2004) fouiad lmrner involvement in school
governance is still problematic, though it is prekeprovided for by policies that
govern schools, including the South African Schd@ds. Nongubo (2004) suggests
that the reason for minimal learner involvementhat there is an indecisive and
autocratic mindset among educators regarding theei®f learner involvement in
governance and management. Nongubo (2004) stladycthat the democratic

potential of learner participation is undermined.

Many schools, historically, have a prefect traditiboE 1999b: 11). With the

passing of the South African Schools Act, democrasgs consolidated at school
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level with the introduction of the Representativeu@cil of Learners (RCL). A short
definition of a RCL, according to the Education HamResources (DoE 1999b:11) is
an official body representing all learners in set@y schools. The RCLs are
representative bodies that have a more definitetiom because they have a greater
say in fundamental policy matterkifl.). The Education Human Resources states
clearly that it is compulsory for all schools tovedearners on their governing bodies
if they provide education for learners in the eigbtade and highethid.: 9). This
serves to provide learners with a legitimate raleplay in school governance and
management. Learners are therefore empowered deedhey do not only get
represented at school management, but also (ther®R&hbers) get basic training to

acquire skills that would help them assume resjbditss.

The South African study conducted by Bisschoff Bhdkoa (1999: 89) indicates that
learners are not satisfied with the status thegeorty enjoy in the governing bodies
and that they would like to be given the same statsl that enjoyed by all other
stakeholders. The literature survey conducted isgdBoff and Phakoa (1999: 89)
was based on the position of minors in governingidm of public secondary schools
in England, Japan and Kenya. According to theistudonducted, South African
learners appeared to be dissatisfied with theiresgmtation, however, the findings of
these scholars revealed that, compared with Engllamhn and Kenya, South Africa
represents a unique educational scenario in tefiesumer representatiotb{d.: 92).

In other words, learners are hardly representedhiar countries.

The most shocking finding was that none of thedhteuntries used in the study
allows their learners to participate in the goveg®of their public secondary schools
(Ibid.: 92). The only limitation they highlight about Sbutfrican learner-
representation is that they are not involved ifficial decision-making. Participants
in the research process concurred that sectionf 32eoSouth African Schools Act
should be scrapped and replaced by one which atgthat learners be given voting
and contracting rights with respect to the finahcrmnagement of their schools

(Ibid.: 93). The recommendations made by the researclexestivat members of the
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school governing bodies should be given traininghwiespect to financial
managementlfid.: 93) and that all stakeholders need to ensure thgtlthee access
to copies of the Act, failing which they cannot pibdy fulfill their function (bid.:
93).

2.4 Decison-making

Mungunda (2003: 23) reveals that much of the carsesond wave of educational
reform has been couched in the language of tegmrécipation and empowerment.
He cites Kanungo who analysed alienation at work tlas most pervasive
phenomenon of the post-industrial society. Managenre both private and public
sectors are engaged in a constant struggle agiiostheir own survival. According
to Kanungo (cited in Mungunda, 2003: 23) alienatedkers are apathetic, frustrated
and uninvolved in their work. Mungunda asserts tha principal strategy to solve
this problem is to replace authority-based managémeith participative

management.

In South Africa, decision-making in schools is nawollective activity but this does

not mean that the individual’s voice is forgottehccording to Fullan (cited in Singh,

2005: 18) individualism and collectivism must haagual power. With regard to

decision-making, the challenge facing school lestuipris the balance between the
individual and collective decision-making processeSingh asks the following

questions: What decisions should a school leadke bn his/her own? What
decisions need to be arrived at after consultatiod@ then offers the following

solution (Singh, 2005: 19).

Certainly, the move towards collective decision-mgks in line with the
values of democracy, transparency and equity. eCilism is also
important as it allows access of all stakeholdeithé system.
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Fullan (1999: 1) states that at the micro levelrah@urpose in education means
making a difference in the life chances of all stid. At macro-level, the moral
purpose is education’s contribution to societalelepment and democracy. This
new shared approach is democratic in the sensettaatompasses stakeholders in

decision-making rather than the principal as tHe decision-maker.

Many scholars emphasize the need for school effsntiss and school improvement.
Fullan upholds the argument raised by Shee, WaindrTomlinson (cited in Fullan,

1999: 2-3) that there is a failure to focus on powaed that school effectiveness
research tends to concentrate on management igsddsroad generalizations rather
than on the complexity of the issues faced by teecloperating in disadvantaged
circumstances. Fullan’s prime concern is coopematiHe draws attention to Ridley
(cited in Fullan, 1999: 6) who advocates evolutignéneory when stating that co-
operative groups thrive and selfish ones do nal, that co-operative societies have
survived at the expense of others. Fullan coneutk this idea when he says,

“learning is done best in groups” (Fullan ,1999).10

The idea of collectivism has been supported by B26l03) in his collegial model.
Bush (2003: 64) reveals that the collegial modsuases that organizations determine
policy and make decisions through a process ofid&on leading to consensus. This
model was closely associated with school effectgsnand school improvement
(Bush 2003:64). Little (cited in Bush, 2003: 64palisses the benefits of this
approach as follows:

The reason to pursue the study and practice ofgiality is that,
presumably, something is gained when teachers wodether and
something is lost when they do not.

In terms of leadership, the collegial model assuthatpolicy is determined “within
a participative framework, therefore the head angypal is expected to adopt
strategies which acknowledge that issues may emieoge different parts of the
organization and be resolved in a complex intevacprocess” (Bush, 2005: 75).

This collegial model goes hand in hand with transfational leadership. Bush
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(2003: 76) states that this form of leadership m&suthat the central focus of
leadership ought to be the commitments and capaaitf organizational members.
Littlewood (cited in Bush, 2003: 77) conceptualinessformational leadership along
eight dimensions:

» Building school vision

» Establishing school goals

* Providing intellectual stimulation

» Offering individual support

* Modelling best practices and important organizatioalues

» Demonstrating high performance expectations

» Creating a productive school culture; and

» Developing structures to foster participation ih@a decisions.

The last dimension connects to Fullan’s (1999) demity theory in that though

developing structures may cause its sets of prahlémey are essential. Complexity
theory according to Fullan Ibid.:5) focuses managerial thinking on the
interrelationships between different parts of agaoization and as the trade-off of
less control for greater adaptation. Hoy and Migk882) support the participative
system as a typically good organizational structurehey (bid.: 194) state that

supportive leadership and highly motivated emplsye#o share in the decision-

making process characterize this kind of orgaronaii structure.

Transformational leadership culminates in orgaroral change. Norris (2001: 220)
defines transformation as a form of enacted chamgteis planned and is intended to
bring about significant changes in how an instilatis managed. He suggests that
this form of change is unlike other changes, irt the intentionally planned to alter

organizational structures and relationshipgd( : 220).
Thomas and Robertshaw (1999) maintain that tramsfton as it relates to the
internal environment of companies in South Afriea de described as a process for

developing and maintaining a work environment inchiteveryone can be developed
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to his or her potential and be allowed to contebfutlly to the life of the company
and its objectives. Oxtoby (cited in Norris, 20@R0) complained that the vast
majority of the South African workforce still opéea under management structures,
which by overseas standards are to a significaein&authoritarian in nature. Norris
(Ibid.) asserted that what is required is to developrgarozation in which the human
relations culture is such that people are inspiatier than driven, and where the
intrinsic motivation for delivering superior perfoance is reinforced by management
communication styles, and where meeting the orgdioiz’s needs is the individual’s

pleasure rather than his or her duty.

2.5 The learning organization

The idea of a Learning Organization emanated froort K.ewin’s management
thinking that every change requires a new, paditie experiment (Weisbord cited
in Smith, 2003:12). Weisbordbid. ) argues that this thinking is the central tenet
behind the concept of a learning organization. t8mi(2003:12) definition of a
learning organisation is that it could be saithéoan organization that systematically,
frequently and critically asks itself: “How arergs going?” and “How can we do
better?” Smithlpid. ) states that apart from having the desire, cousmgkcapacity
to reflect itself, a learning organization has tapacity to adapt readily to rapidly
changing environmental demands. Senge (cited iithSa003: 12) offers five
disciplines that should be mastered to createrailgporganization:

* personal mastery

* mental models

* building shared vision

e team building and

» systems thinking

One significant advantage of creating a LearningaDization as a management
system is that, according to Garratt (2000: 102¢aaning organization has a higher
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chance of survival and development in a turbuleatldvthan other organizations.
Garratt (bid.) emphasises the idea of participation of staff atiger stakeholders in
the creation of a learning organization. Howeweracknowledges that in the 1960s,
the word “participative” caused major blockagesotganizational learning. The
word “participative”, according to Garratb{d. :102) derives from a Latin root with
two distinct, yet linked meanings, namely “joint spensibility” and “joint

ownership”.

Garratt’'s worry is that many directors and exe@giencourage ‘participation’ when
they mean their staff must accept more joint resilities for their actions and that
many trade unionists say ‘participation’ when tis&§f mean only ‘joint ownership’.

Garratt is aware of the fact that at present, theee relatively few adventurous
organizations actively seeking to take organizatidearning theory and practice
forward. The idea of learning organization, acaoydo Garratt (2000: 103) is the
democratization process of an organization. Gafitsitl.) reveals that the old Henry
Ford complaint that “when | hire a pair of handgget a person as well” is giving way
to the increasing realization that “when | hire &rpf hands, | get a free brain as

well”.

Garratt (bid.) makes his assumption that people are the keyrgandizational
learning. He emphasizes that indeed people arerlyeorganizational resource that
can learn and that they need to be accepted incghady directors and senior
executives as more of a key part of the criticaiew and debate processes within
their organizations. Garrattb{d.: 107) maintains that these organizations that are
seeking to invest in and capitalize on organizaidearning are seeking specifically

to establish a legal property over the outputs ftbeir staff's learning.

In their study of educators’ perceptions of thiecgd as a learning organization in the
Vanderbijlpark — North District, Moloi, Grobler ar@ravett (2002: 88) unanimously
agree that the school can function as a learniggrozation by cultivating a climate

where a collaborative culture and beliefs that state educator commitment can
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develop. Their recommendations are that principats do this by creating a culture
that values and caters for individual and grouplsee/hich will advance the teaching

and learning practices in the schadbid. : 93).

Personal beliefs that foster collaborative cultuaesl the strengthening of subject
knowledge need to be fostered to create successhfidols. Moloiet al!s (2002)

conclusion supports Senge’s collaborative disogdifas cited in Smith, 2003: 12)
when they stated that it is possible to changestheol into a learning organization if
the five learning disciplines of personal mastemgntal models, a shared vision, team

learning and systems thinking are positively used.

2.6 Whole School Development

According to Singh (2005: 16) whole school develepinis a ‘catch phrase’ in
education circles with a variety of meanings anfind®ns. It is about taking the
whole school through a process of development. Wingle school means every part
of the school, both academic and otherwise. Heimeoes revealing that whole
school development involves changing the schodupeiland direction by:

» involving all stakeholders in planning;

* looking globally at all aspects of a school by aactthg an audit of

circumstances and conditions in a school;
e prioritizing needs of a school;
» striking a balance between development and maintenactivities within a

school.

Whole School Development is the vital aspect ofiézahip and management and it
leads towards effective governance of the sch@whkeford and Cooling (1998: 45)

state that the focus (of the WSD) must be on impbier than intentions and that the
essence is about the quality of leadership and gegment in the school, rather than a

particular style or pattern of leadership and lestlip and management should be
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judged as a whole, taking into account the contigimg of the governing body and

staff as well as the head teacher.

In their study into the leadership challenge facdayith African schools, Sterling and
Davidoff (2000: 3-4) state that the leadership lemgle is to bring a sense of hope and
possibility back into the terrain of the schoolrékindle a sense of working together

to bring about localized transformation within aftsg environment. Whole School
Development plays a positive role for the schoohasorganization, for individuals
and leaders. According to Sterlirgal.(2000: 46) an organization is living, dynamic
and changing. They also state that WSD is closgted to an individual’'s process

of personal developmenib{d. : 53) and they see leadership and management as the
heart and mind of the whole organizatidinid. : 54).

In order to manage change, and perhaps change eraeay teachers’ realities
should be understood. Fullan (cited in Hopkins, stWeAinscow, Harris and
Beresford, 1997: 7) states that changes in teagimactice only occur when there is
clarity and coherence in the minds of teacherspkits et al. (lbid. :7) argue that
researchers and policy-makers may have clear gteatéor change and improvement,
but unless these connect with the understandimgadities of teachers, this increasing

clarity at the top will only increase incoherentéhe bottom.

The South African Education Policy, recent literat@and both South African and
international scholars concur with the idea of ipgrative management. What is left
now is for the school managers, parents, teacHessners and other relevant
stakeholders to embrace the concept of democragnstrined in the constitution.
The kind of top-down management approach is nowlebs In the past, orders and
directives were issued without explanation or cttaton. Teachers seldom felt
committed to the tasks; training and changes faibechaterialize. This has caused a
long-term failure in behaviour, values and attismiaé the school stakeholders. 1t is
therefore time to direct educational leadership armhagement forward to a more

democratic dispensation just like our country, &oAfrica.
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The participative management approach supportsdtee of school-based decision-
making. The idea of school-based decision-maksmagn effort to increase the
autonomy of schools. In Britain, according to Qimap (1990: 13) the focus on
decentralization has been the main target. Inralist Chapman (1990: 13) refers to
the term ‘devolution’ which has been used in tleglucation circles to describe the
quite sweeping change to the pattern of school mevee which began with the
enactment of legislation giving powers to schooliramls. In Western Australia,
Chapman lpid.: 14) continues to reveal that school-based decisiaking groups

have been used over the years. They are self-nmansghools.

In order to understand the concept of self-managuiwols, | shall use Chapman’s
(Ibid.: 14) definition. A self-managing school may be defl as one for which there
has been significant and consistent decentralizatioauthority to make decisions
related to the operation of the school. With rdgarthe South African approach, the
Department of Education (1996: 30) mentioned thatigions related to concerns
such as student learning, resource management, séffi management and
development derive from premises founded on comnagmeed principles. This
approach links goal setting, policy making, plagnibudgeting and evaluation at all

levels of the schooll§id.).

School-based decision-making calls for principalsdb thorough consultation to
ascertain that relevant participants are includé&hapman (1990: 228) makes the
assumption that in a school-based system, the erplarole of councils and other
school based decision-making committees, and thergkexpectation that, having
been created, they will be consulted on a wide gaofjissues, operates to limit
significantly the principal’s decision-making distion. This has an implication for

principals that they must adjust themselves to wgrkvith new participants.

Chapman (1990: 228) continues exposing limitatiohshis school-based decision-

making. Her concern is that apparently these newistbn-makers may have
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different values from those possessed by principald from those possessed by
people with whom principals interacted in the paltis will presumably have
negative effects resulting in principals’ frusteatiat being forced to consult with
younger, inexperienced participants. Chapnibid.( 228) concludes by stating that
unless principals are properly prepared to fatdifzarticipative decision-making, it is
inevitable that they will encounter problems in mgimg the conflict which will arise
when attempts at collaboration fail. Decision-nmgkin the school environment is
not solely an adult or professional-based aspeatso allows learners to participate.
The South African Schools Act Section 11 of 199@U&tion Human Resources
1999: 9) provides for greater participation by feas in the democratic functioning
of schools. Regarding decision-making, the Abid(: 11) states that the council
(RCL) is to provide learners with an opportunityparticipate in school governance
and to participate in appropriate decision-makintn South African educational

management, this aspect is imperative and hasilegétations.

2.7 Rural schools: Case studies

It is important to note that when we talk about i in school management,
principals cannot be left out. In transformationleader is an important agent of
change. Principals are leaders and should drivagehan education towards active
involvement of stakeholders. With regards to rugehools, two case studies have
been conducted related to the role principals ptagducational change. Given the
fact that there are complexities of management leadership in education, the
following case studies have been done in the as&atructural changes, leadership

and management behaviours.

2.7.1 Case Study 1: Thailand

Harper (1992) conducted his study in Thailand at gfaa bigger study that included

England and Botswana. The Thailand componentévaet to the South African case
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in that in both of these developing countries, tncipals’ image in rural

communities in many ways is the same.

Objectives of the Study

» To ascertain which factors influence the qualitywfl schools in Thailand.

» To study the actual roles and functions of ruralbosis

* To compare them with the expected roles and funstas specified by law
and stated by educators.

* To describe the actual teacher-learning process.

As part of the contextual background, it surfadeat th most cases principals in
Thailand are always away from school, either aitepdepartmental meetings
and workshops or attending community functions.ifTalesence from school had

detrimental effects on the functioning of the sdhoo

The findings of this study revealed that:

* Principals were always away from school attendirmgtimgs or community
functions, where they felt obliged to honour intitas from the community,
considering that they were held in high esteenhleycommunity.

» By not honouring invitations from the communityirmipals could be viewed
in a negative light by the community, whereas th#iendance reinforced

their place as key figures in the community.

This study is relevant to rural South African sdisashere principals are also held in
high esteem, and they play certain roles that ecelr to rural communities. This
study by Harper clearly indicated that in rural coumities, principals have to
sacrifice their school management time in orddulidl the expectations of their
school communities, and that if they fail to dothmy are likely to be less influential
in those communities. This will obviously mean sémince from the community in

terms of participation in school affairs.
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2.7.2 Case Study 2: South African Research: General and Rural

In order to make sense of South African case studliefer to the concept of
decentralization. A number of studies undertake®aanth Africa in the recent past
have focused on school improvement through imprewadagement structures or
improved school leadership (Christie and Potte(d4887), Sayed (1997) and Naidoo
(2001). Another study jointly conducted by Lewisgitibo and Weber (2000), entitled
“The Problematic Notion of Participation in Educatal Decentralisation: the Case
Study of South Africa” is mainly a documentary asaéd, and it attempts to
conceptualise decentralization as emanating fromlemozation and neo-liberalism.
Lewiset al. (2000) have pointed to a number of assumptionstuoh the
government seems to have based its notion of geation and devolution of powers

to local schools. Here are some of these assungtio

» Participation is divorced from politics. It is agsed that communities are
united as well as homogenous, and therefore paation is an all-inclusive
process, and not an elitist one. Decision-makiigguding school governance
is consensual, and not contentious. Lestial. (2000) feel that such a
position denies communities their political livasd such behaviours are in
line with modernization framework. If local polif@xists, it is assumed to be
benevolent, and underlying this assumption, denoyasaequated with
acceptance, and not debate.

« Participation is a positive intervention that viiprove schools. Such an
assumption - that greater local participation wilprove the relevance,
quality and accountability of schools - is held ldaride.

* Schools, parents and other community members aeptige to taking on
new responsibilities. Everyone is committed toritagonal modernization
project. Schools’ personnel will welcome greateloaomy and new decision-

making roles, likewise, parents and other commumigmbers want to be
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involved in the schooling of their children andMaé open to any way in
which their involvement can be expanded.

» Lastly, participation is a rational and morally i@t act.

It would be interesting if these above-mentionesliagptions were tested practically
in rural schools. The study conducted by Gordor®7)}%n rural schools seems to
challenge most of these assumptions. Accordingstodon (1997), rural areas

generally, have been overlooked by people who ddivein them.

The South African Schools Act of 1996 has devolvedponsibility for school
development and management to school level. ScBookrning Bodies have the
powers to promote school development by acquirind aanaging funds and
implementing projects. Gordon (1997) cautions agjalmver-optimism regarding
these policies, in that many households in rurebsrdo not have the capacity to
cover direct costs of schooling, and therefore S@Bg not be successful in eliciting
funds, which in turn hampers school developmenterigju (2005) highlights that

there is a need for research in the rural comnesiiti

2.8 Conclusion

Participative management sounds like a wonderfotept. It has been advocated by
various scholars and particularly South African €ational Policy and researchers
alike. There are still areas that seem to be al@moln implementing this concept

practically and this is why more recent researchec®me interested in this field.

In the next chapter | discuss my research design.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The study | am conducting utilizes an interpretigeearch methodology. It is a case
study that makes use of focus group interactioms.this chapter, | explore the

rationale behind using a qualitative approach.

3.1 Summary of Goals

My goals for conducting this study are as follows:
« To explore the extent to which various stakeholdatsa rural school
understand the participative management approach.
» To identify challenges regarding the implementatioi the participative

management approach in schools as well as to wer&rtls bridging the gap.

| have opted for a naturalistic enquiry and anrpretive paradigm which seemed
most relevant to my study. Since this chapter getdo explain the method and the
methodology underpinning the methods used, | draviHarding’s (cited in Gough,
2003: 3) words to best distinguish between mettasds methodology: Methods are
techniques or tools that | used to gather data. d&fine methodology, Harding
(Ibid.), states that methodology is:

A theory of producing knowledge through researchl gmovides a
rationale for the way a researcher proceeds. Melbgy refers to more
than particular techniques, such as ‘doing a sureey‘interviewing
students’. Rather it provides the reasons forgusiach techniques in
relation to the kind of knowledge or understandingt the researcher is
seeking.
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It is thus appropriate that | examine the undegyireasons” for this research project,
the fundamental thinking that underpins all redeaifo achieve this | begin by

discussing the notion of research paradigms.

3.2 Thenotion of a paradigm

The choice of paradigms is guided by what the rebeseeks to achieve. According
to Bhengu (2005: 61) positivists and empiricists &b predict, control and explain,
while interpretivist/constructivists aim to understi and reconstruct. Terre Blanche
and Durrheim (1999) postulate three paradigms, harpesitivist, interpretive and
constructionist. Of the three research paradigsted above, the interpretive seems
to offer more than the others, particularly in thiady. It makes the researcher fully
involved as an instrument of data production adirmd by Marshall and Rossman
1995: 59). The ‘I was there’ element in the pomitaof the picture of the
phenomenon being studied is part of the design {§ne2005: 61). This view is

evident in Marshall and Rossman when they state tha

... presence in the lives of the participants inviiethe part of the study is
fundamental to the paradigm whether that presescesustained and
intensive as in ethnographies, or whether relatibelef but personal, as
in in-depth studies, the researcher enters intditkes of the participants
(1995:59).

In my case, my involvement with the participantsstated interest and accelerated
discussion. | entered into their lives and in thésy they offered me in-depth
knowledge. Covey (1989, cited in Mungunda, 2003:r8€ers to a paradigm as a
frame of reference or ‘mental map’ through whichsee the world. Mungunda
(Ibid.:31-32) continues outlining that researcher’s wiookn different beliefs about
the nature of reality and how one sees the nafureatity, as influenced by one’s

frame of reference or ‘mental map’.
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Paradigms, according to Terre Blanche and Durrt{@Ba9: 6), are all-encompassing
systems of interrelated practice and thinking thefine for researchers the nature of
their enquiry along three dimensions: ontologyistsmology and methodology.

Ontology specifies the nature of reality that ideostudied, and what can be known
about it. Epistemology specifies the nature ofrdationship between the researcher
(knower) and what can be known. Methodology sjpesifiow the researcher may go

about practically studying whatever he or she rebecan be known.

Following, here is a table of three paradigms thiditbe explored. They have been

summarized by Terre Blanche and Durrheiff999: 6).

3.21Tablel.1
ONTOLOGY EPISTEMOLOGY | METHODOLOGY
Positivist - Stable external - Objective - Experimental
reality - Detached observer Quantitative
Law-like Hypothesis testing
Interpretive - Internal reality of- Empathetic International
subjective experience | -  Observer Interpretive
intersubjectivity Qualitative
Constructivist - Socially - Suspicious - Deconstruction
Constructed - Political - Textual analysis
reality - Observer - Discourse analysis
Discourse constructing
versions

Following, will be an exploration of each of thedgh paradigms, namely, positivist,

interpretive and constructivist.

3.2.2 Positivist paradigm

In what have been called “the paradigm wars” (GdA@®89, cited in Hammersley,
1995: 2) or “paradigm shift” (Kuhn, 1962, cited irerre Blanche and Durrheim,
1999: 4) writers have portrayed the positivist gagms as the deposed paradigm.
Hammersley (1995: 2) views positivism as a modsoaial research whose essential
feature is that it is founded on certain distinetphilosophical assumptions which the

new paradigms reject. Cohen, Manion & Morrison0@8) highlight that the central
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underlying belief of the positivists is that the aneng of a statement is, or is given
by, the method of its verification. Bassey (1998) observed that for the positivists,
discoveries about reality of human actions could dxpressed in statements -

statements about people, about events and abatibrehips between them.

Though the positivist paradigm is still referred today hardly anyone refers to
themselves or their own work as positivist (Hamnegr,s1999: 1). Hammersley
continues and states that positivism is rejectedusd in intellectual but in moral and
political terms, for instance on the grounds thanhvolves the disguising of value
biases as objective knowledge and/or implies supfoorthe socio-political status
quo. Due to its claims to objectivity, this resdmngaradigm is inappropriate in

relation to my study. | intend to investigate imi@rreality of subjective experience.

3.2.3 Interpretive paradigm

The interpretive paradigm came to compliment thsitpast paradigm. Mungunda
(2003: 31) reveals that researchers in the inteveréor hermeneutic) tradition came
to realize that the social realm is different frdmat of the natural sciences and cannot
be investigated in the same way. He states thatpradigm is concerned with
human actions, but not human behaviour, as in #ee avith scientific tradition.
Janse van Rensburg (2001: 16) outlines that thepirgtivists reflect an interest in
contextual meaning-making, rather than generalizéds. The advantage of this
paradigm is that it can be implemented in individarad small groups in ‘naturalistic’
settings (Janse van Rensburg 2001: 16). Thiseigrtbst appropriate paradigm for
my study which seeks to provide deeper understgnaolira particular situation in its

naturalistic setting.

The interpretive paradigm is known for its subjetyi qualitative nature and
empathetic-orientation. It deals with internallitgavhich, according to Mungunda
(2003: 31) is seen as subjective and multiple, seeugh the eyes of the participants
within the contexts of their frame of reference. the interpretive so suitable?
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According to Bassey (1995), the purpose of therpmétive research is to describe
and interpret the phenomena of the world in attentptget shared meaning with
others. This research paradigm will be relevanhjostudy since | am interested in
understanding the subjective experience and peocepbf relevant stakeholders
regarding the aspect of participative managemewthbtologies are influenced by
the aims of researchers. For an interpretive desigh as this one, the researcher is a
vital instrument (Marshall and Rossman, 1994: 3% researcher is fully involved

as an instrument of data production.

3.2.4 Constructivist paradigm

The research approach that seeks to analyse haw aigd images have powers to
create particular representations of people andotbj- that underlie our experience
of these people and objects — is called social toarctevism (Terre Blanche and
Durrheim, 1999: 148). Since the constructivists deal witbiaoconstructs, they are
concerned with broader patterns of social meanimop@ed in languagdhid.: 149).
The assumption about constructivism is that, opaladigms, it is perhaps the most
attuned to the real-world political consequencetexis, including the texts produced
by social science researcheibid.: 169). The constructivist paradigm is most
suitable for those who wonder how the social wayds constructed as one which
contains ‘facts’ lpid.: 8). In relation to this paradigm, Terre Blanche lallapsed
what Connole (cited in Gough, 2000: 9) has kepassp and he has called it, critical
and deconstructive/post structural research, inte category, and he calls it,
‘constructivist’. Though this research paradigmnist relevant to my study, it is

significant to highlight it and others since theds to clarify my own position.

3.3 Limitations of interpretiveresearch

Human bias can never be underestimated, nor can modion of
objectivity/subjectivity. Ruddock (cited in Cohédanion and Morrison, 2000: 120)

argued that qualitative methodologies are critidifer being impressionistic (based
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on reaction or opinions rather than on specifi¢sfac details), biased, commonplace,
insignificant, ungeneralisable, idiosyncratic, @dbive and short-sighted. The
subjective involvement of the researcher makesHhempart of the research and it
becomes easier for him/her to share the experiemitesis/her research participants.
Wolcott (1995: 165) on the other hand, cautiongaeshers tguard against bias
rather than deny it, because as he sees it, trearg®er's values and theories
stimulate the inquiry, and sustain it. That is whg advocates what Erickson,
(1984:61 cited in Wolcott, 1995:165), calls “dideyed subjectivity”. Duell-Klein
(1983, cited in Cotterill & Letherly, 1994:109) es§ to the same process of guarding
against bias as “conscious subjectivity”, while Gb894: 21) calls it “consensus” or

“intersubjective agreement” which has been echged@dire Blanchet al. (1999: 6).

The section that follows is about the method | usedollect data. Various research
writers highlight various methods of data colleatibut my research paradigm found

the case study method most appropriate.

3.4 Resear ch method: A case study

The case study is described as referring to rels¢hat investigates a few cases, often
just one, in considerable depth (Mouton, 2001: T3&man, Hammersley and Foster
2000: 3). This is evident in Casley and Lury (1984) as they assert that the
essential methodological feature of a case studlyasit provides in-depth, detailed
analysis. Lindegger (cited in Terre Blanche andrBeim, 1999: 255) states that case
studies are studies of particular individuals theyt could also be studies of single
families, units or social policies. This view igpported by Cohen and Manion
(1994: 106) by stating that the case study researdhpically observes the
characteristics of an individual unit. It is duwethis view that | intend using a case
study method in my research because | will researdi one school instead of a
number of schools, and | believe that this willthele gather adequate data within a
real-life context.
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Chinyemba (2003: 58) states that the method idestd phenomenon of interest and
then selects a case to investigate the manifestatfidhe phenomenon in real life.
The intention of this study is also to present amdepth ‘description’ of
understanding the concept of participative managéniée case study method best

suits this study.

The strength of the case study is its ability tedgta situation within its context. It
also presents research or evaluation of data i@ mublicly accessible form than
other kinds of research report in a narrative fgBassey, 1999: 23). In one way or
another, case studies subscribe to the interprpaivedigm. They help the researcher

see the situation through the eyes of his/hergpaints.

3.5 Theresearch site and participants

I conducted my research in a rural district of &ietaritzburg, KwaZulu-Natal. The
problem | had in mind was a clear description afat’ since the school | wanted to
conduct my research at was about 20 kilometres ftben city. The school |
conducted my research at is called Sokwanda (psgudo It was chosen because of
its close location to my home and that it woulddoavenient in all aspects for my
research. | had known the school principal befare] the first time | approached

him about allowing me to do my research in his sthwe gave me a warm welcome.

Since my research used Focus Groups, | selected Mf@ambers of the School
Management Team (SMT), six educators, six learfeym the Representative
Council of Learners (RCL) which was basically oepresentative from each grade
(equals to five, from grade 8 to 12) and its chexispn, and | selected 6 parents, two
of whom were members of the School Governing B&$E). The school principal

was excused from participating in order to allowestparticipants free expression.

| used such small numbers of participants and seleonly one school because,

according to Patton (cited in Cantrell, 1993), liptetive research uses small samples
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or even single cases, selected ‘purposefully’ kvathe researcher to focus in depth

on issues important to the study.

3.6 Data gathering technique: Focus groups

My only data gathering tool was focus group intews. It is significant that
participants benefit from a research endeavour, #ms is an approach that
encourages both participants’ active involvemertharesearch as a learning process
at the same time as facilitating data generatibhe use of focus groups appeared to

be most suitable.

Morgan (1997: 6) defines focus groups “a reseasthriique that collects data
through group interaction on a topic determinedthyy researcher”. According to
Vaughn and colleagues (cited in Puchta and PQ@54: 6) a focus group usually
contains the two following core elements:
* atrained moderator who sets the stage with prdpgrestions or an interview
guide; and
» the goal of eliciting participants’ feelings, attiies and perceptions about a

selected topic.

What is remarkable about focus groups is that ibslenation is task-oriented, that
means both moderators and participants orient ¢éotdéisk of producing opinions
(Puchta and Potter, 2004: 17). Focus group ireerviare not really interviews, but
rather discussions that can happen in a less fanththreatening environment. This
view has been supported by Krueger (1994: 6) irdafsition of focus group writing

when he states that “a focus group is a carefulnmed discussion designed to
obtain perceptions on a defined area of interesa ipermissive, non-threatening

environment.”

The goal of focus groups is to elicit perceptiofeglings, attitudes and ideas of

participants about a selected topic (Vaughn citeBuchta and Potter, 2004: 5). This
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enhances participants’ active involvement in tretipipants are generally guided in

discussion to generate rich understanding of #ngeriences and beliefs.

One more interesting point about focus groups & the researcher works with
people who share something in common. For exanipke,RCL focus group is
involved in representing learners, so there is $bimg in common. The assumption
is that if they share something in common, they likely to express themselves
freely and in an informal way. Cohen and Manio@0@ 288) uphold the principle
that a group should have homogeneity of backgroamd should feel free to talk

openly in front of each other.

Unlike individuals interviews, in focus groups tresearcher can access a number of
people within a short space of time. This sereeavioid a waste of time, especially

when all participants honour their interview appoiant.

3.6.1 Limitations of focus groups

Sifunda (2001: 42) states that the presence ofdbearcher as a facilitator in focus
groups and the fact that the researcher’s interdsige the focus groups can
contaminate data. Morgan (1997) argues that tlseeeevery real concern that the
facilitator in the name of maintaining the intewidocus will influence the group
interaction. Krueger (cited in Morgan, 1998: 49yhlights these limitations or

possible problems about focus groups, namely:

» distractions; this was true of my focus group miew with learners who kept
on being distracted by other learners . These éearanted to enter the
venue in which interviews were being held.

» too few or too many participants; in the case aiocadors, they were fewer
than | had expected. This was caused by the feat ititerviews were
conducted during the times of departmental courffesed to equip educators

with FET knowledge and material.
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* lack of equipment; and

» the problem posed by the size of the room in whichnterview is conducted.
In my case, the room was too big for the RCL fogtzup interview and the
room in which | conducted the SMT focus group miew was a bit small.
The size of the room was too big for the focus grtmoperate effectively. It
was further aggravated by the noise factor thatecknom learners since the

interviews were conducted at break time.

3.7 Ethical consider ations

Ethical issues are often deemed to be resolvedrbgedures such as voluntary
participation, informed consent, absence of risk harm, confidentiality, and
anonymity. Janse van Rensburg (2001: 28) descrém=arch ethics as referring to
the moral dimensions of researching — about whagkt and wrong while engaged
in research. In order to ensure that all partitipaare happy, the use of consent
forms is highly recommended. In the case of famasips, anonymity is impossible;
that is why | decided to make a verbal agreemetit miy research participants and
informed them that they were free to withdraw isecahey felt uncomfortable. The
principal gave permission for the school's namédoused; however, | decided to

give it another name (Sokwanda).

| was familiar to almost half of the staff of thehnsol where | conducted the research.
We frequently hold cluster meetings with them; weetin extra-murals and even in
professional workshops. | also happen to havéeadly relationship with the school
principal in that he was my teacher at high schamal | teach his children in my
school. So, during parent evenings we meet ancusésmany issues around our
profession. This means that | should not encoungsistance’ during my research,
and that the most crucial ethical consideration hbusd consider would be
confidentiality. One of the dangers of knowing gagticipants personally is that they
ought to tell you what they think you want and awvtalling you what you want.
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3.8 Data analysis

| made use of a tape recorder when conducting fgecasp interviews as well as
taking notes as the discussion proceeded. | atlomg participants, particularly
learners and parents to express themselves inlisida data analysis, | had to first
classify data into different themes, then translat® English where necessary.
Cohen and Maniorf2000: 282) state that in qualitative data, theadatalysis is

almost inevitably interpretative. The only thindnish was left for me was to make

sense of things and give meanings to impressiciagésS1995: 71).

3.9 Limitations of this case study

The language issue seemed to be a problem. Raaldrs express themselves badly
in English, so this meant that | had to conduct imtgrviews in Zulu in order to
accommodate both learners and parents who coulgipeatk English. This meant the
immense task of translating into English later ®mce the researcher is competent in

both English and isiZulu, there was no loss of ni&an

Another challenge was that since rural communites not easily accessible,
particularly parents, | had to visit the school namd then, and at times visit during
weekends when all parent participants | wantechterview were there. This was

time-consuming and tiring.

Lastly, the findings reflect a particular schookimparticular time and context, and are

not necessarily generalisable.

I now move on to present and discuss the data igathlerough focus groups.
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CHAPTER 4
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

This chapter presents a discussion of the findohgsved from the data generated
during focus group interviews. Focus groups inemg were conducted with four
different stakeholders, namely, the School Managermeam (SMT), the School
Governing Body (SGB), the Representative Council Lefarners (RCL) and
educators. A brief description of Focus Groupsriviewed will be given, as well as
the characteristics of the participants. The sthoowhich the research was
conducted will be briefly described here. A litewa control is employed to provide
a framework for the participants’ understandingpafticipative management. As part
of research ethics, | assured the participatingp@cland research participants of
confidentiality and anonymity. In order to ensthis, names of participants and the
school's name are not used in the discussion. icRemts were referred to as
“respondents” and numbered (1, 2, 3, ...).

4.1 The context of the school

Since | opted for a Case Study Method, only on@aicfcase) was researched. The
school is situated in KwaZulu-Natal, an Easternvifiee of the Republic of South
Africa. It is about forty kilometres from the c#gdi city of KwaZulu-Natal,
Pietermaritzburg. Provinces containing former hiamés, like KwaZulu-Natal, tend
to have a larger proportion of their populationmore rural settings and a higher than
average population density. According to the Deraplic Profile of South Africa
(1999: 1), these populations are further from etlooatraining and employment
opportunities present in urban areas, and theeasigdl to the education system is to

improve access to such opportunities for non-ugpapulations. Though the school
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is not too far from the city, it is rural in chatac It is an African school with

teachers mainly from the city and children from shierounding rural areas.

The school has electricity, but only in the priradip office, the staff room and the
photo copier room. Electricity in the classroonas lbeen vandalized. There is no
library, no hall, and even classrooms are inadeguahe school serves a very poor
socio-economic community. Learners wear what thaients can afford. As a result
one cannot obtain a sense of what constitutes ¢heos uniform since there are
various colours and different garments. The sclooisists of about nine hundred

learners and it is a secondary school.

4.2 Characteristics of participants

The research participants had different experienegsthey occupied different

positions at different levels. Their age, respbitises and gender varied.

4.2.1 The School Management Team (SMT)

The SMT Focus group consisted of four members,ethiieads of Departments
(HODs) and one deputy principal. The principal vdatiberately left out to allow
members of the SMT to talk freely even about hinthaut being intimidated by his
presence. Three HODs were females between theoA@6sand 40 years. They have
been in management for two to five years. The tlepas a male, with six years of

experience in management and he was between 3%baywhrs old.

4.2.2 The School Governing Body (SGB)

The SGB Focus group consisted of three participafiwo of them were females

ranging between 30 and 40 years. The other paatitiwas a male between 40 and
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60 years of age. His position in the SGB is vibaiperson. All participants have

served on the body for just one year.

4.2.3 The Representative Council of Learners (RCL)

The RCL focus group consisted of six participamise representative from each
grade and the chairperson of the RCL who came fyoade 12. There were three
boys (including the chairperson) and three girl¥hey have served as learner
representatives for one year, except for the chemgmn who has two years’

experience as a learner representative.

4.2.4 Educators

The Educators’ focus group consisted of five pgoéints: three males and two
females. The male educators ranged from 30 toeé@sywhile females ranged from
35 to 45. Females had more teaching experience rttaes (in terms of years of

service).

All Focus group participants expressed themselveslyf in the presence of their
colleagues and they appeared to be interestec isttily. They even expressed how
grateful they were at the end of each interviewrfor only getting involved, but for

what they learned from the focus groups.

4.3 M ethodology

| used a tape recorder to capture data. The uadaye recorder has both advantages
and disadvantages. For Patton (1990, cited in Ho&pB7) for instance, the tape
recorder is “indispensable”. It keeps accurate tamel records of interviews (Powney
and Watts, 1987). Terre Blanche and Durrheim (1988)the other hand, point out

the disadvantages tape recorders may have durtegviews. They point out that
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some participants either withhold some of the imfation or ‘play for the tape’. | was
not aware of any problems or impediments brougldualby the use of a tape

recorder.

One of the common mistakes neophyte researchers isdkilure to ensure that all
mechanical aspects are taken care of to avoid straction that may result, such as
the shift of focus from the interview to paying eation to the recorder and its
functionality (Bhengu, 2005: 65). To avoid such hteical failures outlined by
Bhengu, | employed an assistant researcher to daken notes as the interviews
proceeded. Research participants were informedtdbeuesearch assistant and they

were quite happy with her presence.

In order to familiarize myself with the data gatdi spent some time listening to the
recorder repeatedly. | then managed to categdrezéata into different themes. Since
the research participants spoke isiZulu, | tookaad&ge of my competence in both
English and isiZulu and transcribed the data inglEh. There were four different

Focus Groups, namely, SGBs, RCLs, Educators andsSHdch group had its own

unique set of questions (see Appendix A). All reskegarticipants were referred to
as ‘Respondent 1 or 2 or 3. They have been abbreviatedRel or R-2, and so on.

4.4 Data Analysis

Most of the research participants viewed partitygainanagement as an integral
aspect of their school improvement. They aligrtipigative management with the

achievements of the school.

According to the governing body research partidipaparticipative management
should be promoted because “the school is theseriee the child. And the school is
three in one. It is the child, the teacher and pheent, and they must all work
together” (R-2). “The school cannot function prdpevithout parents’ input....” (R-
3).
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Since learners are expected to play a role in #ghication, the research participants
who represent learners in the RCL believed that k@y a major role in participative
management. “l make teachers and the principatewhthe existing problem....”
(R-4).

Another RCL respondent also believed that she @ayde in the school management
because “...if the teacher does not pitch up fothkislesson, | go and tell them that

they are supposed to be teaching” (R-5).

There were very few RCL members, however, whotfelt their role in the school
management is significant. Others stated cleady titrey had no role, and seemingly
they appeared to be in the midst of confusion iiggrwhat is expected of them.

This confusion has been identified by Sithole (198 as follows:

Although it is the stated policy of the nationaluedtional ministry of
education that students at secondary level, forphgose of school
governance, constitute one of the main stakehqldew students are
going to participate in school governance and aveich issues is yet
unresolved.

This claim by Sithole obviously clarifies the fahat there is still ice to be broken in
order to promote learner participation in schoolnagement. Some adults, like
teachers, are very uncomfortable with the idea arfkimg with learners. One of the

research participants in Nongubo’s (2004: 60)ssitdted the following:

They are seen by the law as minors, for instanee éwe have got some
committees and we want to put up a tender theytaanhe into that
subcommittee, because if there are legal implioatithere could be
problems, and in the appointment of teachers theyat there but when
we report to the SGB they are there.
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Recent studies have shown that even members ofgeare@nt in some schools are
not for the idea of learner participation due te tbllowing reason highlighted by one

of Nongubo’s (2004: 58) research participants:

....it is difficult to handle working with childrerespecially because we
could not discuss things on the same level.

The idea of learner participation seems to be adbimg to do but most institutions
are not sure how to involve them and to what exteaarners on the other hand are
keen to be involved in all aspects. To them, thia learning process and there is no

way they can acquire skills if they are alienated.

Learners seem to be involved only in insignificaimtictures:

| only serve the school in terms of cleanlinesat th, | supervise learners
when they clean the school (R-4).

| become involved in uniform inspection and that'@-3).

Sometimes when they make noise in the teacherasnabs| try to calm
them down (R-6).

By assessing these responses from learners, iti@scolear that though these duties
are necessary, but learners are not truly involuettie governance of the school. In
matters such as decision-making, budgeting, anérokley aspects, learners are
hardly involved. In fact most educators referrediti® RCLs as “prefects”, which is
the outmoded terminology in educational circlesisTih itself tells something about
their attitudes towards learner participation. Ecef were not involved in

governance, but in general maintenance of ordedauiplinary measures only.
Research participants in Mungunda’s (2003: 48) ystasserted that “Participative

management ensures that members in the organizakerownership of the decision,

and are willing to defend decisions taken throughaborative means” (R-1). This

43



assertion was supported by the same respondenngstétat “Participative
management results in a greater sense of commitrapdt ownership of the
decisions” (Mungunda, 2003: 48).

The understanding of my research participants @& tloncept of participative
management varies. There are some commonalitiegever. The SMT research

participants had this to offer in their understaigdof participative management.

It means an active participation of every schoolmier in whatever
activity taking place, either within or outside ttlassroom (R-3).

Another respondent from the SMTSs stated:

Participative management is a school managemert &t open door
policy, involving all relevant stakeholders. Itutd be the parents, the
community, teachers and learners. It is the kihchanagement which is
based on democratic values which allows other géopiews. This kind

of management allows sharing of views and inforama{R-5).

The broad definition of participative managemens \sapported by other respondents
who added that it needs people with a strong sefseking initiative, pulling

together and making sure that you have an input.

All SMT research participants concurred that pgréitve management contributes
positively to the whole school. They agreed th&ads to the smooth running of the
school. One participant felt that it contributepersonal growth and it is a source of
empowerment (R-3). Another respondent stated paaticipative management
promotes the culture of teaching and learning withie school because there is less
resistance from stakeholders (R-4). Another redpon stated that this form of
management encourages transparency and promotasnéatuility since everyone is
involved (R-1).
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These findings resonate strongly with Weisbord’'ste¢c in Smith, 2003: 5)
understanding of participative management. Heliggts some fruits or benefits of

participative management, namely:

» participation overcomes resistance
e participation increases organization commitment

e participation is energizing and enhances performanc

William (1978) sees patrticipation as a key ingratier successful management. In
a democracy, he states, participation should bensemature to us. Cangenu,
Kowalski and Claypool (1985: 1) state that “theseaiform of leadership behaviour
which will yield consistent, superior results imnes of better-than-average employee
performance, employee cooperation, and employegudsds”. This style of

leadership behaviour is employee-orientated; iteferred to today as participative

management.

The notion of participative management stems frbm democratization of school
managements as envisaged by the Department of fmuc&l995). The

reconstruction of education, according to the DAdB9p, cited in Le Roux and
Coetzee, 2001: 42) is aimed at the empowermeneoplp to participate effectively
in all processes of a democratic society, econantuwvity, cultural expression and
community life. To enhance the notion of democriaicg participative management,

one of the research participants had this to say:

We are entitled to help the principal and give ldor advices since we
were elected by the people, democratically, to esgmt them at
governing body level (R-3).

Most of the RCL representatives shared the follgnsentiment: “An election was
held in my class; democratically, | was electedlass representative in the RCL” (R-
1).
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Participative management, according to researcticjpants, has done wonders for

the school.

4.4.2 Fruits of participative management

French and Bell (1995: 94) asserted that most pedgsire increased involvement
and participation, which has the ability to enegggreater performance, produce
better solutions to problems and greatly enhanazpmance to change, increase
commitment to the organization, reduce stress seaetl generally make people feel
better about themselves and their world. Posites@arks surfaced from research
participants about the things they have observetdim school since the inception of

participative management.

One of the respondents stated the following: Hire# complain. In this school, there

is about 80% of cooperation between learners axhtrs” (R-1).

All the educators who participated in the reseasdreed upon one point:
“Participative management has increased good oelstip between us (educators),

the principal, learners and the school managen{&ag).

The SMT research participants believed that paditie management contributes
towards the smooth running of the school. They toead that in this type of

management individuals grow and feel empoweredey®rgued that it results in the
promotion of the culture of teaching and learnimgthe school. One of the
respondents highlighted that in participative mamagnt, everyone gets to know

what is happening in the institution and feel odit.

The same participants highlighted specific asp#wsschool has achieved through
participative management. They argued that thericnaésults have improved
tremendously from what they used to be. They estated that their school has a

bigger enrolment compared to other schools in th&nity. They created
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participative management for that, and also forféloe that learners, teachers, parents
and the community are happy. One summarized #ayyng: “Through participative
management, we are a happy school” (R-2).

4.5 Decision-making

William (1978: 3) believes that participative maaagent is the process of involving
subordinates in the decision-making processes.gd#s on stating that it stresses
active involvement of the people. It uses theiperkise and creativity in solving
important managerial problems. Lewin’s princighatt “we are likely to modify our
own behaviour when we participate in problem ansalgsd solution and likely to
carry out decisions we have helped make” (citecbmith, 2003: 4) is central to
participative decision-making. This principle H@®en embraced by what Bush refers
to as a “collegial” model which emphasizes thav@oand decision-making should
be shared among some or all members of the ordamizéBush, 2003: 64).

“Whether we like it or not, the SMT cannot take idems on its own” (R4).

This above-cited statement was made by one menfbiégreoSMT Focus group in
support of participative decision-making and wappsuted by an educator: “The
school decision-making process is transparent at the get to know about all

decisions taken at governing body meetings” (R-4).

The educators felt that they are part of the decisnaking process, though they do
not all attend governing body meetings. One redponfelt that since there are two
educators representing educators in the governody,ball educators are part of
decision-making because the fact is that educatamsmot all attend the meeting.
Interestingly, one respondent pinpointed that aftecisions have been taken at
governing body meetings, educators then get an rappty to make an input
regarding those decisions.
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When asked if their input affects decisions alretaken, the respondents laughed.
One of them was captured saying: “Regarding thate is nothing | can say” (R-2).
Teachers, according to Mungunda (2003: 43) haverdélatively little influence over
the broader spectrum of school life and have egpead little involvement in
decision-making. There are some moments when ti®o$ principals find
themselves making unilateral decisions due to tgoestraints and other reasons.
The time factor is acknowledged even by the cddlegiodel in terms of decision-
making. Bush (2003: 67) states that the decisiaking process may be elongated
by the search for compromise but this is regardedraacceptable price to pay to
maintain the aura of shared values and beliefsmdst cases, seemingly, principals
are reluctant to compromise “time”. It is not ajaeasy to wait for other
stakeholders when pressure is upon the principalake a decision within a limited
time frame. One of the RCL representatives exadim “No, | am not part of

decision-making!” (R-4).

The other RCL participants shared the same sentimi¢ém R-4 except for two who
said the following: “It depends; in sports | dexidith the teachers which school to
play with” (CR-1). The same respondent commendeir tthairperson for letting
them make decisions. “The RCL chairperson maketeag&le on certain cultural and

sports activities” (R-1).

The RCL chairperson seemed to be the only oneldéainer representatives who
had access to the principal and thus felt that he part of decision-making. He
revealed that the principal calls him into his cHfiif there is a learner who has done
something wrong and he asks for his advice, they ttecide together what to do
with that learner. The same chairperson stated tt@ther teachers ask me what
should be done if there is a problem, and we detdether” (R-2). It is without
doubt that while the RCL chairperson is “involvedhe manner in which he is
involved benefits the few at his expense becausg tmly call him to participate
when there is crisis. Under normal circumstanchsy tdo not need him. He is

therefore being utilized manipulatively. It mighe¢ Irue that in the process, he has
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nothing to lose, but the question is: is he redlily involved in the school
governance? The answer is undoubtedly no. He ig omited to participate in
conflict resolution. The fact is he is a learneonfr the area and he is being
“manipulated” or “exploited” in Marxist terms to mm&ain order, and once there is

order he is not needed.

This discrepancy between educators, learners andl Badticipants discloses that
there are some challenges and complications iprheess of decision-making. The
South African Schools Act (1996) calls for the sement or attenuating of
unilateral decision-making in favour of consendetdision-making. Bush (2003: 64)
emphasizes that collegial models assume that ag@oms determine policy and

make decisions through a process of discussiolnigdo consensus.

One governing body respondent stated the followaggrding decision-making:

At times we find ourselves unsatisfied, especiallgen the principal

informs us that he has done this and that, andslwmable to find you. |

believe and feel at times that the unilateral desi®e has taken, without
us, was uncalled for.... The way | know it, is thia school principal is
not supposed to make any decision without involwisgbut he does give
explanations afterwards (R-2).

4.6 Some day-to-day factsabout RCLs

Though the RCL is an official body to representreas, the study has revealed some
challenges in their representation, especially wiheomes to significant governing
body meetings. Here is what some governing body lmeesnsaid about learner

representatives:

One day we held a significant meeting, where samgoitant decisions
were to be made and | asked: where are thosedaradrs who always
attend governing body meetings? There was no nsgp@r-1).
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Another respondent from the same group added tlosviag:

At times when we make decisions, we need to wodsat} with these
learners, because there will be moments when the se@me learners will
account, especially when tough moments emerge (R-2)
The same respondent uttered the following wordsr aftaking the above statement:
“In some cases, you can feel that learners, aglreilare not needed in certain

decision-making” (R-2).

The reason why respondent 2 complained about thenab of learner representatives
in some significant decision-making meetings ressmaith Mungunda’s respondent

who stated the following:

The fact that you involved as many people as ptessitho you may call

them expert in their respective discipline of diecismaking, carry the

potential that the decision taken will be suppartefended and

ultimately carried out by everyone, even those #pgtear to be negative
or defensive of decisions taken by the majority (lgunda, 2003:41).

He concludes that the realization of democratic agament requires teachers (and in
this case learners and parents as well) to be vedoin a variety of tasks and
responsibilities that they have previously not beart of. Collaborative decision-
making will require them to become familiar withsiges that previously were the

concern of the principal only (Mungunda, 2003: 43).

4.7 Some challenges facing involvement of stakeholders

In terms of the general running of the school, Whetit is budgeting, human resource
management, academics or decision-making, it esttrat most stakeholders still find
themselves either unconsciously or deliberatelfuebedd from such matters. The

mere fact that some governing body participantdligbted that sometimes the
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principal makes decisions without them, but infotimsm about those decisions, is an

example of such exclusion.

The issue of parental apathy regarding their céity education is of serious
concern. Most of the research participants compthithat parents are not actively
involved in school management. When the SGB ppatits were asked the reasons

why parents are so apathetic towards the runnirigeo§chool, here was the response:

Our predecessors, particularly the treasurer amd ctairperson were
implicated in fraud and corruption. They signeauaber of cheques that
benefited them at the expense of the school. Vpheents heard about it,
the matter was referred to the police. The treasisrin jail right now.
So when the principal requested the nomination eladtion of another
SGB representative, parents refused, fearing they too would be
tempted to steal the school’s money (R-3).

Another respondent retorted in support of what wasl by R-3: “Appointing
someone who is unskilled and unemployed in a firgmosition means disaster to
the whole organization” (R-2). As part of the stuttye SGB participants revealed
that the school had problems of the treasurer &adfgerson who were involved in
fraud. Such lack of fiscal discipline may be thesule of poor skills in financial
management; people get appointed to financial ipositwhen they themselves have
no idea of finances. This fraudulent incident r&e cof the aspects that make it
difficult to implement participative management. Wiast bear in mind that this style
is based on trust, and trust is based on hondsatyembers of the team do not abide
by their organizational values, morals, and prilesptheir organization is in danger.
In this respect, members of the SGB were trappeghiethical dilemma and had to
take the right direction as depicted by the “corsp&ovey (1992) refers to. Covey
(1992: 94) concludes:

The compass orients people to the coordinates rafidates a course or
direction even in forests, deserts, seas, and opesettled terrain.
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The research respondents revealed that the treashcewas involved in fraud was
referred to the police. This matter resulted inimprisonment and they were happy,
though some community members were worried thas#ime members of the SGB

would be in trouble.

Covey extends his compass metaphor to support wisat done by the SGB
members. According to Covey (1992: 94), princides like a compass. A compass
has a true north that is “objective and externdliat reflects natural laws or
“principles”, as opposed to values that are subjecand internal. Because the
compass represents the verities of life, we musgelde our value system with deep
respect for “true north” principles. And that isaefly what was done by the SGB

members.

No matter how hard it was to deal with the fraudtisituation, the SGB members
felt obliged by their moral principles to follow éhright course. Values-driven
leadership is essential in creating organizationgggrity. It remains an undoubted
fact that the SGB risked to solve the issue ofgtieool’s lack of fiscal discipline.

And it takes only morally disciplined leaders ta&dahis venture. It takes one’s self-
esteem to enforce ethical behaviour as Peale aanttBard (2000) put it:

Both of us agree that ethical behaviour is relategelf-esteem. We both
believe that people who feel good about themsdteee what it takes to
withstand outside pressure and to do what is tiggm do what is merely
expedient, popular, or lucrative. We believe thatrang code of morality
is the first step towards its success.

These two factors appeared to be a threat amongdberning body participants.
There were more issues that came up revealing rochgltenges in the involvement

of parents. Other obstacles were reported by reflsgarticipants as follows:

When you get appointed to serve in the governindypi is because you
are a parent or guardian of a certain learner/s af® still at that
particular school. Obviously teachers know youtdchHere in the rural
areas there is a tendency among teachers thatiifagagoverning body
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member says something or makes a comment againsetisiog
happening in the school, the teachers victimizer yild in one way or
another (R-2).

The response by R-2 seemed to be a shocking bldvaamajor obstacle that makes
parents dislike serving in the governing body foe safety and well-being of their
children. This means that if you serve in the S you want your child to be safe,
learn to keep quiet and this means that you arkessse It defeats the purpose of
service. Again here, there is no sense of moratitgthics. Democratic values are also
violated in this kind of incident. What these sth&lders should understand is that in
order for the process of SGBs to be highly andvaltiinvolved in school matters,
there must be a sense of “liberty” and democraaphénschool itself. This challenge
highlighted by the SGBs signals that the school roomity, especially professional
educators who should be highly instrumental in Bnpénting democracy, are not
democratic. They still have elements, not only atharitarian leadership but of
dictatorship as well. Participative managementdalf leadership with ethics. People
are allowed to exchange words in a constructivermearEven in democracy, there is
criticism, but that does not call for intimidativesponse. Johannesen (cited in
Lumsden and Lumsden, 2000: 37) states that:

From the moment a team forms - from the very fivstds you exchange
- you are invested in that team and its outcoméss & an investment
both of self and of conscience. Your ethics arelived.

If stakeholders can understand and practise whaniesen states above, morality
will prevail and the sense of democracy will makem feel that other individuals

have a stake,; so silencing them is unethical.

Another issue that came up was the cultural aspdogre female voices are less

heard than male voices. Two SGB female particgagteed that:

If one of us, as females, raises a suggestion, attemhow valid and
significant it is, it is ignored. But a male orseantertained. And we have
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observed this for quite some time and we have dgaul it privately as
victims (R-2).

Hoy and Miskel (1996: 19) state that feminists arthat organizations are dominated
by a male culture that emphasizes conformity, defemo authority, loyalty,
competition, aggressiveness and efficiency. hdgpared from the interview that both
female participants choose not to oppose the dorhimaale discourse of the
organisation. To support Hoy and Miskel's view @anformity, here is what was
said by another female participant: “We keep qwieén they dominate us, and by so

doing, we give them their place” (R-1).

This means that these female participants are uibyt fecognized in the SGB as
valued members but seem to be there for the sakeinofow-dressing so that the
organization appears in public as if it involvesmenm. This confirms Hoy and
Miskel's (1996: 19) argument that the “feminist esiof relations is devalued in
bureaucratic organizations.” This means that ag las bureaucratic organizations
exist, women’s voices will not be heard and theyl wémain subordinated to
convention in male-dominated structures. This ismajor challenge facing

involvement of stakeholders in school management.

llliteracy also plays a major role in parental &yatespecially in the rural areas.
According to BaatjesThe Natal WitnessSeptember 2004) “close to two million
adults are poorly educated and lack the basic kewyd and skills for active
participation in society” The Natal WitnessSeptember 2004). Lack of skills and
basic education cause many rural parents to uniderthemselves. As a result they
distance themselves from their children’s schoottens. In that way they leave
everything up to the teachers with the attitude teachers are experts and they can
best do the job. In my research, it transpired thast parents are illiterate, so it
becomes hard for them to serve in the governingszbdBiome teachers also have a
tendency to look down on parents, treating thermfsiors and this has a negative

impact on parental participation.

54



To show how serious this problem is, the reseasttigipants stated the following
when they were asked about skills and knowledgard#gg governing body duties:
“There was no training whatsoever, that was pravieus to serve in the governing
body” (R-1). And “You get appointed to the SGB koibbwing exactly what to do.
We end up following steps of the principal” (R-3).

The SGB research participants revealed that tholgy could read and write, only
one of them had completed matric. They made drdieat this is a real problem and
many parents do not want to serve because thegvkeli is the duty of the literate

and well educated people. Another research paatiticomplained that when they
interact with teachers, teachers do not attempha&e them feel comfortable. She
complained that teachers do not accept their vi¢hes; do not cooperate and they
just treat them badly as a way of telling them thate is nothing they (parents) can
contribute to the teaching profession. Most ruraepts lack the necessary skills to
participate in democratic and professional settiffigbey can acquire basic skills and
knowledge, undoubtedly, the attitude some teachak® given them (parents) is
likely to change. Baatjes (2004: 3) concluded ttthe education of adults is

particularly significant because they are in thesifpan to use what they learn

immediately and can participate in the buildingaafew, participatory democracy.”

It must be borne in mind that most of the unempdogiizens of South Africa reside
in the rural areas. This may have a direct impagparent participation in the school
matters. Rural dwellers need financial motivatiortake part in certain matters. The
financial status of the rural dwellers may be rdgdr by Marxists as “alienated
workers” (Bowles and Gintis, cited in Haralambo88Q). According to Bowles and

Gintis (cited in Haralambos, 1980: 181), sinceraied workers cannot be motivated
by intrinsic rewards, since they cannot find satiibn and fulfillment in work itself,

they must be motivated by extrinsic rewards sughagsand status.

The lack of full involvement was also raised by R@articipants when asked if they
had any knowledge and skills regarding their dutidd# of them except the
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chairperson answered in the negative. They alsdenitaclear that there was no
workshop or training course offered to them, arat taused them not to participate

to their fullest potential.

Failure to develop parental involvement in schoahagement is therefore crippling
the system in a number of ways. However, therefewepositive aspects this study

has observed, namely, ownership, commitment, shaseth and values.

4.8 Owner ship, commitment, shared vision and values

The South African Schools Act of 1996 called foe tireation of school governance
and management that would guide governance ansforamation. It even stated that
governing bodies will, among other things, be exp@dto articulate the mission and
vision for the school, monitor its performance &odd staff accountable (DoE, 1996:
41). It is the significance of vision in relatibm leadership that made Romedal.
(cited in Leithwood, 2000: 55 )state that:

...powerful leaders of the past and present werentgesmand visionaries.
They were people who looked beyond the confinespatce and time to
transcend the traditional boundaries of either rthpgsitions or their
organizations.

Most of my research participants revealed that th@y common goals and a
clear vision for their school.

Our mission is to make this school a better oneybsking together with
the principal and the community at large and mad@pfe know that it is
their school (R-3).

Another respondent stated:
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Our vision is to see the school achieving the bestlts it can, and beat
all other neighbouring schools in all aspects (R-2)

From the two mentioned responses it is clear ttadtedolders take ownership of the
school and that together they want everybody tdigiaate in crafting the mission
and vision of the school. They made it clear timabrder to do it, participative
management is important. The school had its msstatement publicly pinned on
the walls and notice boards. The SMT researchggaahts highlighted to me that it
was arrived at through consensus after all relestakeholders had been consulted.
A meeting was held and they came up with the misstatement together. They
stated that almost everyone has taken ownershipaafl learners can say it as if they
were singing their school anthem. The SMT disdogkat the most active
stakeholders at the crafting of the mission antristatements were teachers. This
is in accordance with what Sergiovanni (1991: 26jirtd as collegiality where
teachers are to become an integral part of the geanant and leadership processes
of the school that are guided by that school's estharision. It is a process of
assimilation that involves encouraging personabuis to establish a vision built on
synergy. It is a vision that is both personal andgenial. Sharing a common vision
and having values makes the school work bettere&ek respondents outlined that
though these aspects are so crucial, they are a®t ® attain. This has been
supported by Dimmock (cited in Walker, 1994: 40)owin view of such a challenge,
suggests that tight coupling and synergy can beaett when all parts of a school
share common values, goals, and practices. Ircétss, it is clear that the school may

have vision, values and goals, but if there is razfice, all is defunct.

The question of ownership can also prevail duéhtvesd decision-making. Pashiardis
(1994: 15) states that individuals who are affedtgdthe decision have input and
involvement in the process of making decisions #merefore have a feeling of
ownership in the decision processes. This enhatheegdea of collective decision-
making or shared decision-making in order to avdlte situation where

organizational individuals alienate themselves hstause they were not involved.
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But if they are involved they take ownership of weéwer happens, as long as it is

related to their own decision.

According to Smith (2003: 11) leadership plays @mpartant role in developing and
maintaining organization vision, purpose, valuesl grocesses. This idea is
supported by the systems theory. According to Srfiitid.) organization members
together construct a system that best meets thpiradions, goals and needs. This is
not to deny the value of others’ experience or résults of good research. But
ultimately it is those who are there who are bésterd to decide “how we are going
to do things around here”. Smith’'s argument shtlwe while organizations can

establish a “shared vision”, individual’s visiods@acome to the fore.

4.9 Teaming

According to French and Bell (1995: 97-98) teangsianportant because:

Much individual behaviour is rooted in the socidtetal norms and
values of the teams. Changing the norms and vabfeshe team
automatically changes the behaviour of individual.

Many tasks are complex, they cannot be performeiddiyiduals; people
must work together to fulfill them.

Teams create synergy- the sum of the efforts of beesnof a team is far
greater than the sum of the individual effortshe people working alone.

Teams satisfy people’s needs for social interac8tatus, recognition and
respect.

Teaming has been idealized by some scholars anddtseas best for organizational
performances. As part of this study, teaming apbéo be an important aspect of
management. It is the concept that embodies tha afeownership. The RCL

participants (as locals) revealed that membereetbmmunity used to vandalise and
steal the school property. But that bad habitdudsided. They mentioned that when

community members get involved in school mattdisyttake ownership of it and
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instead of doing bad things to it, they protect iThey stated that since teachers,
parents, learners started to work together as m,td¢laere are fewer and fewer

problems in the school. One governing body padict stated this:

Before the arrival of this current principal, thevas chaos in the school.
But this one calls us if there are problems andameealways willing to go
and solve them and we work as a team (R-2).

Working together as a team has worked effectivefytlie school. Smith (2003: 13)
refers to learning as a coined term and he sthtdséams are the building blocks —
the bricks/pillars — of effective and satisfyingyanization life. One SMT participant
stated that “working together as a team has madeschool emerge as the best in

terms of results in the vicinity” (R-3).

Smith refers to the power of synergy (people wagkiogether can achieve more than
a group of individuals working alone) as outstagdin learning (Smith 2003: 13).
Smith proceeds and states that “the fact that nmdikiidual behaviour is anchored in
the socio-cultural norms and values of intact gep@pe core considerations for teams
(Ibid.). The governing body participants made it clbat the school principal cannot
lead the school alone. This assertion finds suppd@mith (2003: 13) when he states
that “it goes without saying that some tasks acedomplex for individuals alone to
cope with.” Teaming, shared vision and values @andership all contribute towards
commitment of stakeholders to their organizatioAccording to Murgatroyd and
Morgan cited in Mungunda (2003: 48), the visionarf organization becomes a
reality only once it is widely shared and beginspermeate all aspects of the
organization’s activities. Mungund#bid.) concludes that the vision of the school is
more likely to command a high level of commitmentamg the school community if

the various stakeholders have been involved irfidlmulation thereof.
Teaming also plays a role in terms of decision-mglprocess. It promotes the idea

of “consensus” rather than the process of votingheWw consensus is fully

comprehended and well facilitated, group membelisfegl that they have personally
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contributed to the decision (Kayser, 1994: 108)si&es decision-making, when a
group of people work together all have teamworlislend the group has created a
condition where it has learned to learn (Maers armehl, 1994: 2). Team

management has been seen by Lindlow and Bently9(1985) as an effective

method. In terms of planning and other managemgpecis, teaming allows people
with different skills and knowledge to participated share what they have with the
whole organization. This is evident in Walker (1988) when he states that much
planning should be carried out in teams, at theagament level and among staff in
their areas of interest and expertise. Since edtgatre involved by the school senior
management in their areas of expertise, they femifartable to execute their duties

and they know it works to the best interest oftdgam and the school as a whole.

4.10 L eader ship and gover nance

In his study of leadership perceptions, van derdiie€1996) produced the following
findings:

Findings suggest that leadership is a complex, nggly human

phenomenon, driven by values, past personal experjestrong personal
role models and identification with larger thareliiole models. The act
of leadership emerges as a mixture of a way ofgoeiras opposed to
doing — and conscious role-playing behaviours. Thetexts in which

leaders operate, combined with defining personatatdteristics emerge
as partial determinants of leaders’ perceptiontheir success of failure.
Leaders who experience a high degree of congrubaeteeen personal
attributes and their leadership contexts feelbarty to be creative, daring
and experimental, and are essentially able to ‘sdir own stories”

through their leadership. By contrast, leaders felebthreatened by their
contexts doubt their ability and perceive themselas victims (van der

In participative management leadership plays aegiat part in enhancing the
concept by influencing followers, develop theirliskand abilities and to give light.
In order to achieve this, leaders are not expetdegerform miracles, but to adopt
collegial models of leadership as envisaged by B@863). Bush (2003: 69) gives

us the picture of a pre-participative dispensatibiere the formal position was that of
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a principal alone, responsible for the organizatma management of school to a
collegial model that has acted as a brake on somaelshwho wish to share their
power. According to research participants the kofdleadership that prevails
throughout the school allows everybody to parti@p;m a democratic way. Each
individual stakeholder feels empowered in a centay to participate. Many of these

themes emerged in my findings and they are higtéin chapter 5.

One respondent stated the following about the Is&ade of the school:

Our principal is a good leader who calls us to ipgrdte in problem-
solving and other important issues of the schoaglagament (R-3).

Another participant said:

If we do not agree with the principal, he givesaushance to debate the
issue and he is open to criticism (R-2).

This ‘openness’ of leadership as manifested inpduicipants’ statements about the
school principal is characteristic of a collegiahdlership model. It states that the
head or principal is expected to adopt strategiesiwacknowledge that issues may
emerge from different parts of the organization @l resolved in a complex

interactive process (Bush, 2003: 75).

The educator participants highlighted that the @pal is a good leader who is
approachable and serves as a ‘fatherly figure’eyTé$tated that he prompts them to
participate and even delegates various duties fferent people; in that way he is
always happy just like the staff which is alwaykxed. This leadership approach is
evident in the participative leadership style asdassumption that “it will succeed in
bonding the staff together and ease the pressuresthe school principal”
(Sergiovanni, 1984: 13). This view of leadershigtribution was echoed by Copland
(2001: 6) when he stated that:

Leadership is embedded in various organizationatesas within school
communities, not centrally vested in a person ooféine... exciting work
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is under way that explores specific ways in whicha®ls might distribute
leadership more broadly... [There is] a need to ifierdand support
aspects of leadership beyond the role of the praici

This, Copland stated in support of participativadership that eases the burden on
principals. In this way the principal spearheaddipipative leadership to benefit the
whole organization that imposing things on the argation in order to become

‘super-head’.

One educator respondent mentioned that the schioaigal likes to share his power;
he does not want to be seen as the sole figureutbiodaty. Another educator
participant stated the following:

Our school is properly governed by all of us. Baebool leader likes to
delegate duties, you find teachers performing vartasks and that makes
them feel part of the school (R-5).

Another educator stated:

The school leadership and governance is effectivhat we each get
duties to perform and the management believeswibaall have abilities
and if you don’t understand, they guide you (R-3).

From all that was said by educator and researchicjpants about their school
leadership, it is without doubt a transformatiolealdership style that prevails in their
school. Transformational leadership assumes tmatcentral focus of leadership
ought to be the commitment and capacities of omgditinal members (Bush, 2003:
76). In this style, the aims of leaders and fobosvcoalesce to such an extent that it
may be realistic to assume a harmonious relatipnahd a genuine convergence
leading to agreed decisions (Bush, 2003: 78). &ekeparticipants agreed with this
aspect of transformational leadership in termsafrtonious relationships that have
been established at school. They stated that thipal and SMT are very

supportive, approachable and amicable. This mtdera strive for excellent in their
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teaching. It is without doubt that if there is sdueadership in the school, some fruits

will just surface. According to Pashiardis (1994:15

Teachers, other staff members, parents and citéhise more involved

in the schools. Improved communications skills valnerge between
administrators, teachers, parents, community mesndoed students. New
teacher leaders will emerge throughout the schodlthe overall climate
within the school will improve. In addition, scheoWill become more
efficient and productive, in part because staffidehts and community
members help to identify ways of financial wasted amprove the

delivery of services.

As an aspect of an ideal leadership, one educatticipant mentioned that:

Our principal allows us to say our views openly &me@ly. He invites us
to participate in problem solving, in decision-maki and general
governance of the school (R-5).

This is what Bhengu (2005: 125) calls an open-pigdiory management approach
where management is characterized by inclusionllofefevant stakeholders. He
proceeds stating that in such an approach, stegftior participation are established
and educators receive staff development trainimgnfroutside experts. Their
participation in school management affairs is ogeme and without hidden personal
agendas by the principal. Educator participanteed) that the open participatory
climate they work in makes them view decentral@ator devolution as providing

them with personal and institutional space to pairseativity and innovations in the

ways they do their school business.

Referring back to the statement made by R-5 onntla@ner in which they get
‘invited’ to raise their views, this displays thtéte school principal advocates an
invitational leadership style. As a leader, onedseto communicate invitational
messages to the people around them in order tdapeaeshared vision and plan for
the school. According to Stoll and Fink (1996Vitational leadership is built on four

basic premises, namely:
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* Optimism — holding high expectations of otherstsit they can perform
at their best level

» Respect — for the individuality and opinion of athe
e Trust — a mutual belief in the honesty and intggritthe other person

* Intentionality — deliberately caring, supportivedamcouraging.

All these ideas are exhibited by the school leddprsf the school | researched,

according to research participants. As a redudty said leadership in the school does
not only emanate from the management but they asatars have assumed that role
of leadership to their learners. Leadership skilst have been displayed by some

learners prove that educators lead by good example.

In terms of general school governance, the SMTigiaints complained that the lack
of full parental involvement hinders proper goverca of the school. They stated
that it is their principal’s ideal to govern theéhsol together with parents, but parents
do not attend school meetings in big numbers. Thighat was said by one SMT

participant:

In most cases, communication of meeting dates,dageminutes, plans,
ideas cannot be achieved in written language sitte study has
highlighted that illiteracy is the hindrance to g@atal involvement. In
addition, transport and phone communications dfiedt. This situation

is aggravated by the fact that when you send erlédt parents via their
children, children think that they are in troubledathat you want to
discuss them and make their parents punish thegmeciedly when those
children are naughty at school (R-4).

Educator participants and governing body partidipdmghlighted that there is a
degree of participative governance of their schbot,they meet only when there are
problems to be solved. The SMT participants, oa tontrary revealed that
stakeholders attend meetings in big numbers asaselb avoid calling meetings in
terms of emergencies, frequent meetings are hé&liey believed that their school

leadership and governance is improving day by day.
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4.11 Conclusion

The research participants, namely educators, SRT§, and SGB were all willing to

participate in this study and they presented th&a dlaat were very helpful and
relevant to the research question. From the reledrtranspired that participative
management has been established in the school umdearch. Benefits of
participative management are, for example, goodltesharmonious relationship
among stakeholders, ownership of the school, comgoats and shared vision, were

among the positive things participants highlighted.

There were challenges, however, that seemed ttub#bng blocks in attaining full
involvement of stakeholders. Challenges like pileapathy, illiteracy, and gender
stereotypes were highlighted in the research. ré€search participants commended
the leadership and general governance of the schibelissue which was raised by
the SGBs that at times the principal makes decssmone, and then conveyed to
them what he has decided due to the urgent nafucertain matters is against the
principles of participative management. Leadersikhoote that the classic argument
that consensus in decision-making is time consunsngow inappropriate and it
devalues participative management. Leaders shoodfhge other stakeholders in
decision making process no matter what. If theysdp there will be consensus.
According to Kayser (1994) when consensus is fubmprehended and well
facilitated, group members will feel that they merally contributed to the decision.
The reward is that group members will have a greateership in the outcome,
greater feelings of group unity, and higher comreninto carrying out the decision.
Two leadership styles, namely, transformationadégship and invitational leadership
were seen as dominant in the leadership structuteeoschool. These styles were
reported by research participants as ideal for &hool and they revealed that such
leadership styles make them feel at home. Thougét mesearch participants raised
the fact that meetings are only held when therepaoblems, the SMT stated that
efforts are being made to promote the culture dénaling meetings by all

stakeholders, particularly the parents. Conductimig) research was both interesting
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and enlightening to the researcher and the reseaadicipants. The following
chapter concludes the study. Here | present the fkedings of this research,

recommendations for further research, and a cetwfithe study.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION

This study has focused on the implementation ofigpative management and an
investigation into the understanding of this coricap a rural school in the

Pietermaritzburg district. Its main objective wagjain the stakeholders’ perceptions
of participative management. This chapter will poise the following aspects: the
main findings discussed in the preceding chaptecpmmendations for practice,
recommendation for the KwaZulu-Natal DepartmentEadfucation, suggestions for

further research and the limitations of this reseavill be highlighted.

5.1 Summary of main findings

The research participants were asked different toumess during focus group

interviews. All questions posed during focus grinterviews had only one common
aspect: they were around the concept of participatianagement. Though all four
groups had different questions, the data receihedvshat all research participants

had something in common.

Parents in the form of SGBs, learners in the foffRGLs, the management team and
educators all revealed that involving stakeholdetfie governance of the school is a
crucial aspect. The three groups, namely educaBWvg's and SGBs all agreed on
the idea of shared decision-making. Except fortrRe3Ls, the other groups revealed
that they participate in decision-making and tHagirt participation in decision-

making is an integral aspect of their school effectess.
The SMT appeared to be keen to involve other stalkehs in the process of

decision- making. They revealed that even tholginet are decisions that are taken

at senior management level, they ensure that siaffibers are aware of them, and at
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times such decisions are subject to change if tdlé members so feel. Educators
also highlighted that shared decision-making isirdagral aspect of participative
management. They appeared to be happy with treegsof decision-making. What
transpired was that there are decisions that aderbg all staff members together,
that is, management members and educators. Itimechavident, however, that
some educator respondents considered the procedscidion-making as an SMT

responsibility.

The findings further revealed that learners arellganvolved in decision-making. In
most cases it is only the chairperson of the RClo wkts an invitation from the
principal, particularly to share decisions on pregs&nd problematic matters. Other
learner representatives have not yet been empowerqohrticipate in decision-
making. This was confirmed by one of the SMT resjsmts who made it clear that
“learners can be involved in decision-making tanaited extent. There are critical
decisions we cannot make with children”. As highteg in the previous chapter, one
of Nongubo’s (2004) respondents made it cleargimate children are not on the same

level with staff members, it is hard to work witietn.

The SMTs’ attitude towards learner involvement gradticipation in democratic

governance is undoubtedly negative. They have ebgsasped the concept and they
still regard learners as “children” not as “parmar education”. The SMT should be
aware that learner participation in the governasfd@eir school is not a choice, but it

is law and has legal implications if not done adaayly.

Meetings regarding the general governance of thedare seldom held. It became
clear that the school is aware of the need of fatjumeetings between teachers,
SMT, parents and learners. There seems to bebdeprdn that most parents do not
respond positively to the invitations made by tlho®l to the meetings. The
members of the SMT acknowledged that they only @&atieeting if there is a crisis.
Under normal circumstances, there are no meetiegk hSome SGB respondents

also echoed this view. One of them complained ‘tatatimes, the principal would
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call us to a special meeting which was unschedued, when we get there, we
realize that the crisis he is calling us to settbeld have been avoided by frequent
meetings.” The SMT was grateful that the studgden them aware of the

significance of having frequent meetings and theynpsed to consider this issue

seriously.

The notion of collegiality which is manifested irarficipative management was

greatly appreciated by mainly SMT and educatoraedpnts. They stated that it has
brought a number of positive aspects in the genemahing of the school. They

emphasized teamwork as the most crucial benefit i@ accrued. Research
respondents made it clear that working togethea &sam among stakeholders has
resulted in academic excellence and a healthy @mvient. Educators felt strongly

involved in planning and highly involved in specifiuties as delegated by the SMT.
This encourages teamwork to each and every menitstaff. Since educators are

involved by the school senior management in thetas of expertise, they feel

comfortable to execute their duties and they knowarks to the best interest of the

team and the school as a whole.

Leadership was considered to be crucial in padioip management. Respondents,
particularly educators, appreciated the mannerhichvtheir school is led. Various
leadership styles, especially transformational enwiational leadership styles seem
to be dominant in a positive way. Educators reagahat the school principal
exhibits good leadership traits that make them &dlome. They stated that he is a
“fatherly figure” who has embraced “change” for firegress of the school. He gives
advice where necessary. He shares his authorityhis minors and makes each and
every one of them feel worth to the school. Withsuch good leadership, the
respondents said: there would be no happinesgrogress, no unity, but only
disaster in the school. Leadership, in most catteymines the future of the school.

If there is no good leadership in place, particjgmimanagement is likely to lack.
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As part of the findings, aspects such as ownerghibe school, commitment to the
school, shared vision and values are consideredatnn the running of the school.
The fact that educators felt that they are part@tision-making, either by being
involved in decision-making meetings, or by beiegresented by staff members at
governing body level, that was considered as ompeciswhich makes them take

ownership of such decision and of the school.

The procedure of involvement, according to resegatticipants, has even made
community members take ownership of the schoole d@mmunity members used to
vandalise the school and even steal school propautythe respondents revealed that

community members are very protective of their stho

The SGB respondents revealed a sensitive story @xereasurer who collaborated
with his chairperson in misusing school funds. Tadter was dealt with by a number
of parents who displayed a sense of ownership efsthool and the culprits were
jailed. The SGB respondents highlighted thatwas done to show that even parents
have taken ownership of the school. This inciddsb indicates a kind of ‘moral’
involvement of parents, further strengthening thet that they feel ownership of the
school. Moral buying-in is arguably one of the sfgest forms of expressing
belonging, and also suggests a kind of leadershigewould refer to as “principle-

centered (this has been outlined in chapter 4).

No matter how hard it was to deal with this sitoatithe SGBs felt obliged by their
moral principles to follow the right course. Valtg$ven leadership is essential in
creating an organizational integrity. It remainsusmadoubted fact that the SGB risked
to solve the issue of the school’s lack of fiscalcgbline. And this takes one’s self-
esteem to enforce ethical behaviour as Peale aanttBard (2000: 143) put it:

Both of us agree that ethical behaviour is relategelf-esteem. We both
believe that people who feel good about themsdteee what it takes to
withstand outside pressure and to do what is nigtiter than do what is
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merely expedient, popular, or lucrative. We beliévat a strong code of
morality is the first step towards its success.

At the same time, commitment to the school appetrdme an aspect to be reckoned
with. This is obviously due to the fact that relevatakeholders have something in
common. They have shared vision and values and W@k towards achieving

common goals. Working together has made the saftedtive in many aspects. The
respondents stated that achieving this aspectti®a®y. It is a great challenge in
many schools, particularly, rural schools, forgalts to have something in common,
but the respondents stated that all seem to haredlvision and they are committed

towards achieving common goals.

As part of research findings, it became appareattttiough the school has embraced
participative management, there are still challepngspecially regarding full parental
involvement. llliteracy seemed to be the biggésinbling block parents are trapped
in. There is no easy communication and parentmatreonfident enough to partake
in school matters. Male-domination seems to béraat as well. Most female
respondents revealed that at times their lack tivednvolvement is caused by

societal gender stereotypes that make them suctumble domination.

Distances between parents and the school, and éetite school and teachers’
homes, lack of transport and no communication liaésnake it impossible for the

school stakeholders to meet frequently. If thelsstaxles could be eliminated, the
concept of participative management will be implated to the fullest extent, and
thus, other schools in the vicinity will tend topgowhat the school | researched is

doing.

This leads us to the recommendations for practeegmmendations for the KZN

Department of Education and suggestions for funtegearch.
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5.2 Recommendationsfor practice

It is significant that schools, particularly rursthools, devise strategies to actively
involve parents, learners and educators in schaolagement. The strategies should
consider societal values, norms and traditions.stMoral learners are groomed and
socialized not to engage critically and activelynany aspects. This is the same case
with women. So, in order to ascertain that they iggolved actively in school
matters, the school policy and management strategfi®uld be more responsive

towards these issues.

Principals, as school leaders, should play an riategole in ensuring that
transformational leadership prevails in their s¢booThis style of leadership will
apparently introduce positive changes to the lifthe school as a whole. In terms of
leadership, decision-making processes, policy detation, problem-solving process
and general governance of the school should beipatbry in nature. This is in line
with transformational leadership (or collegialitgtyle. Collegiality encourages
commitment of organizational members and it seemths people with capabilities.
If implemented properly, transformational leadepshiill enhance participation and

satisfaction to all organizational members.

The school leadership should consider training mgar@and learners, not only to
involve them in SGBs or RCLs, but also in genecdlo®l activities. This will be
achieved when school principals improve commurocativith parents as well as
work towards bridging the distance between teachatk learners, which has been
caused by societal traditions. In order to reaahemts and get them attending
meetings, principals should address them in thguage they understand and
organize meetings at appropriate times in consoitavith the employer (DoE) and
also request the employer to provide transportHerparents and teachers who work

far from their homes.
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5.3 Recommendations for the KwaZulu-Natal Department of
Education

The following recommendations may not only bendfie KZN Department of
Education, but also the National Education Depantnbecause what prevails in this

rural school in KZN may be rife in other provinaswell.

The National Department of Education stipulatedrteed for democratic governance
in schools. This means active involvement of dtaksers in decision-making, policy

formulations and other aspects. The DoE, howewas, not yet practised what it is
preaching in terms of democratic values and coasoit. Decisions are imposed on
schools even if they are hard to implement. Theans that this issue should be
thoroughly reviewed.

Since parents have shown a lack of interest indamatters, the DoE should devise
a strategy where parents who are involved in thBsS@et some kind of honoraria for
the hours they spend at school in meetings, oramtivity. Such incentive will
motivate them to be more active. If the DoE isic&nt to incur such a financial
burden, it should consider devising a policy thatemrners whose parents serve on
the SGB for those particular years must automayicplalify for rebate of exemption
from paying school fees. This will make parentscdme more interested in
participating. We must bear in mind that most SoAfhicans, especially rural
dwellers, are unemployed and they are not usedlintary services. The financial
status of such rural dwellers who serve in the $& be understood by Marxists as

“alienated workers” as referred to in the previobapter.

Workshops or some type of thorough and intensigmitrg is essential in order to
equip parents who serve in the SGBs with necesddllg. Parents need to possess
relevant knowledge, especially regarding educatippéicy and current educational

affairs. The school principals should thereforenean after training provided by the
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DoE and organize internal frequent workshops, targeparents, learners, teachers
and SMTs.

The democratic procedure of holding elections wia@pointing governing body
members is fine, but it needs adjustment. It wduddwise if, after nominations,
candidates were subjected to an interview to assmssbroad their scope is when it
comes to school governance. This would developsttteol governance in that
people who serve there will have displayed competenelevant to their positions.
This should be done by a special committee setyphbé education department.
After nominations, then interviews should be conddanstead of elections. Other
factors when nominating, such as age, educaticmekdrvound and perhaps criminal
records, should be considered. It is pointlesgpfmoint aged people to the SGB when
they have no energy and no interest in schoolraffait is even worse to involve
people who have criminal records in school affagspecially those related to
financial matters. There must be an age restridbbacandidates, for example, no one
below the age of twenty five and no one above fifitg. The assumption here is that

younger people are more enthusiastic and enermgatipared to seniors.

So far, the maximum period of service in the SGBiige years. This period should
be extended to at least five years. Many SGB mesnteach an expiry period of
their service when they are just getting intoThey should be allowed more time to
learn and experience things. This will enable thertearn from their past mistakes
and strive for a better future. An organizatideelithe school consists of individuals,
and if we want schools to become learning orgamiaatiet us allow its individuals to

learn and let us remember that it is a process,reds some time.

My last recommendation to the DoE is that the @awhich stipulates that only
parents/guardians who serve in the SGB should tizeie children enrolled in that
particular school should be altered. Parents/gaiasdn the rural areas who are from
literate and affluent families tend to send théitdren to urban schools. Rather than

appointing someone to the SGB because his/her go&b to that school, parents
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whose children go to other schools should be censiti At least a limited
percentage of such parents should be considerddngsas they reside around the
school and are willing to serve. Of course, thewdrack with this kind of
recommendation will be that such parents will sslenthusiastic to render their full
service when their children are not going to benéfit it is better than appointing
people who are completely dysfunctional. Rurakep#s do not even understand the
implications of the powers given to them by theidkdion, unlike for instance, their
counterparts in the ex-Model C schools. This isalbge their levels of education
confine them to just appreciating what the schamlld¢ be proposing or initiating
without them leading the process, despite the theat it is the area of their
jurisdiction. This calls for the DoE to play a racactive role in ensuring that there

are enough ABET centers in the rural areas andltlegtare effective and efficient.

5.4 Suggestionsfor further research

This case study investigating the implementatiod anderstanding of participative
management in a rural school in the Pietermariglulistrict has revealed that there
are potential areas to be further researched. vhee of case studies is believed to
lie in their ability to provide insights that mag Ipursued in subsequent studies. It is
due to this fact that | have identified the followi potential areas as still fertile

ground for further research.

This study on participative management tended teeach SGB parental
representatives, the RCL, few educators and thesSMhere is a need to focus on a
broader scope of parental understanding of theeguraes well as a bigger number of

learners and educators, rather than so few members.

A number of researchers have explored participatisaagement, but they have only
focused on decision-making, thus under-estimatihgrosignificant aspects of what
constitutes participative management. It is theeeforucial that more attention is

given to other domains of participative managenmettie future studies.
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The societal (environmental) forces which ruraladh operate under, which are both
positive and detrimental to participative manageinteve been overlooked. Future

researchers should consider such forces in thedrest.

5.5 Limitations of the study

This study deliberately left out the school priraipluring interviews. This was to
allow participants to have more “freedom of expi@ss The assumption behind this
was that if he was part of the focus groups, otbgpondents would have difficulty in
revealing particular information. As a result, st that was incurred was to obtain
no information regarding the principal’'s undersiagd and implementation of

participative management.

Since this was a case study, it tended to focus single case and therefore it is not
statistically generalisable. However, there are ewstandings of the notion of

generalisability that it is more appropriate toenpretive research. According to
Greene (1990: 236) within interpretivist circled)et challenge of knowledge

accumulation has been primarily addressed by thergé concept of transferability.

This concept shifts the inquirer's responsibilityorh one of demonstrating

generalisability to one of providing sufficient degption of the particular context

studied. So that others may adequately judge tipécapility or fit of the enquiry

findings to their own context.

This study is aimed at understanding people’s pdi@es in a naturalistic setting,
which is the notion of the case study as outlingdSmith (1994: 6) who makes the

following comment:

Case studies make a “drama of the commonplace”..dkimg it vivid,
even creating suspense, the researcher appealsréothan one way of
knowing, to more than one epistemology.
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A generic challenge to all interpretive researcherthe need to triangulate. In this
study | had to rely solely on focus group intervéewwas no observation of meetings
or school document analysis which further made stoely incur more limitations.

Nevertheless, the researcher achieved what heusdb @achieve, in this case — to

explore stakeholders’ perceptions and understarafipgrticipative management.

5.6 Conclusion

The concept of participative management was exgltreroughly. It became evident
that it has been embraced by a number of reseantitipants, and that the school

has started to reap some fruits of participativeagament.

There are some obstacles, however, that are stiiindrance to participative
management. Educators, parents and learners hayetrfally embraced the concept
due to a number of factors. More active interactietween teachers and parents is
essential. Learners should be given frequent wogshto empower them to
participate actively in management matters. Allsthestakeholders should work
collaboratively to rise above all the environmentéistacles that hinder progress

towards participative management.
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PRENDIX A

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Governing Body

Wb PR

© N o O

9.

Why is there a Governing Body?

How satisfied are the parents’ representatives thigir body?

Who are the parents’ representatives?

Why did they become representatives and what dg kKmeow about the
regulations of the body?

What do parents expect from their participatiothi@ body?

What do they think the consequences of the bodyoarte school?

How often does the body meet? How do members geethto the meeting?
What do you think is your role in management mesthTo what extent are
your views heard?

To what extent do you influence decision-making?

10.How can active involvement of parents in the GowggrBody be improved?

11.How can you describe your relationship with thengipal?

School Management Team

N o o bk

What is your understanding of the purpose of stefétings?

How often do you have meetings and what are therfsat¢hat make you hold
meetings?

What is the level of involvement in decision-making the following
stakeholders, namely: Teachers, Learners, and t3aren

How do you plan for each academic year? Who isliecand how?

How can you describe your relationship with thepipal?

What is your understanding of participative managetd

What do you think are the benefits of participatwanagement?
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8. Can you think of specific benefits (fruits) that uoschool has reaped

particularly from participative management?

Representative Council of Learners

1. How did you become learner representatives?

2. Are you happy with the way you represent othemlees?

w

Do you feel that the learners you represent arésfieat with your
representative? How do you know?

What are your roles in the school management?

How does the school management view your roles?

What have you done so far to improve the schoolagament?

N o o bk

Where do you stand when it comes to decision-ma&king

Educators

1. How often do you contribute towards general migmof the school?
2. Do you think that you have any role to playeadership and management of the

school? Explain.

3. What is your relationship with the following k&dholders?
3.1 School Principal

3.2 School Management Team

3.3 Learners and the RCL

3.4 Parents (how and when do you meet with pa?ents

4. How would you evaluate/rate your school managetés the school poorly or

effectively managed? Explain.
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