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ABSTRACT

Although the word “participation” has been with rkamd for a long time and is
widely used by writers on management areas, it mdihains difficult to define
precisely what it means. As a result, “participatiis one of the most misunderstood
and confusing ideas that have emerged from theé dEhuman relations. This study
seeks to explore the perceptions and understanidatghe various stakeholders have
about participative management. The purpose iding out the meaning and

interpretations the stakeholders attach to the adigarticipation.

This study is an interpretive case study of a SeBecondary School in the Cala
District of the Eastern Cape. A phenomenologiggiraach was employed in data
gathering using two data collection tools namelgsjionnaires and interviews. The
collected data provided insight into stakeholdersivs on participative management,
highlighted challenges around the implementatiomparficipative management, and

revealed strategies to be utilized in promotingipigation.

The findings reveal that participation is a cona®ial idea that is easier said than
done. There is no recipe for the implementatioa pérticipative approach; it depends
on the situation and nature of the subordinatesthBtmore, organization members
need to adopt new thinking patterns in order torésponsive to change. Open
communication emerges as the key to having genpiaicipation. However,
participation still brings anxiety and fear of legipower to those managers who do
not take kindly to it.

It is recommended that good interpersonal relatsirauld be maintained at all times
to promote participation and that for schools toelfective, partnership with parents

and stakeholders is essential.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCING MY RESEARCH STUDY

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on introducing the researatlysto the readers. It seeks to
explain why | have developed an interest in ingggihg the phenomenon of
participative management. The chapter also pomntsdasons why the study should be
considered worth undertaking and who will benefini the study itself. The context
in which the study is undertaken and also the @ntsobjectives of the study are all
highlighted in this chapter. The chapter concludgsirawing attention to the way in
which the thesis itself has been arranged and ediet chapter in the thesis contains.

1.2 MY INTEREST

In my fifteen years of teaching at High School Vé&anoticed with concern that some
High School principals and teachers encounter nousemanagerial problems which
in most cases result in strikes and stay-awaysasners and which can also lead to
apathy with regards to school matters by membetiseopublic. On reflection, | came
to the assumption that some of these problems coelgartially attributed to the
inability and failure of these principals to addptthe new democratic system of
participative management that is currently beingoadted by the Department of
Education for schools.

The South African Schools Act of 1997 requires thatools should become open
systems in which members of the community, teachers other stakeholders are
actively involved. During the informal discussionbad with some principals in the
area on participative management, | discovered digbelief that despite their being
aware of the contents of the South African Scho¥is, they are reluctant and
unprepared to accept members of the community @kelsolders as equal partners in
the control and management of schools. This reheetas born out of fear by some



principals, that adopting an open systems appreamld result in members of the
public and stakeholders taking over the contraafools and principals would then
end up losing the power they had been enjoying.idisly this notion is based on the
traditional school of thought that schools are dioenains of principals and teachers
only and that ordinary members of the public ar¢ kmowledgeable enough to
understand the processes of management of schools.

| have also learned that even in schools wherecipaits claimed to be applying the
principle of participation, there are conflicts atehsions between teachers on one
side and community members on the other. | camredlize that this power struggle
between teachers and community members could beshé of the different ways in
which these groups interpret and understand paativie management. Consequently
| was tempted to investigate the nature of the lweroent of these various
stakeholders in school management with a view tabéshing how they perceive and

understand the idea of participative management.

In this research study | have attempted to findvans to the following pertinent
questions (a) How do educators and other staketsldelerstand and make sense of
participative management? (b) How do schools marsagiesholders’ involvement,
this currently being such a problem area for mas$tosls? (c) How do Schools’
Management Teams (SMTS) employ democratic manageprecesses such as

decision-making and teamwork?

1.3 CONTEXT OF THIS RESEARCH

Participative management is a complicated proaesaplicated by the fact that we as
individuals have our own idiosyncrasies and ourfeddnt ways of interpreting
organisational reality, hence different educatioma@anizations have different ways
of implementing the idea. A participative style mhnagement is recommended in
most governmental policies and legislation in Sofffica today for a number of
different reasons. For example the Task Team oncd&thn Management
Development emphasized the fact that managementdshot be seen as the task of
the few (South Africa: DoE 1996: 8). The policy seamended that management



should rather be seen as an activity in which alimbers of educational organizations
engage. Management is about doing and working pettple to make things happen
and as such it is supposed to be a process to valictontribute and in which

everyone in an organization ought to be involvedg@tment of Education 1996: 9).
In support of this view Mungunda (2003: 47) claimkdt much of the current second
wave of educational reform has been couched itathguage of teacher participation

and empowerment.

In a school everything is driven by the values amdsion of that particular school
and these are developed and owned by more thamhgigirincipal or some outside
authority. A culture of teaching and learning tlesvwell in a school where
stakeholders feel ownership of the school's missaomd ethos (Department of
Education 1996:12). Ndhlovu, Bertram, Mthiyane akeey (1999:24) pointed out
that various kinds of societal changes are makimgc¢essary to change the way we
run organizations such as schools. Mclagan andshiggested that a move from
hierarchical and authoritarian structures towartiter and more participative
organizational styles is a key to change. They edgihat the present organizations
need to be more flexible so that they can be ablespond to the rapid change that
has become the norm in contemporary South Africaresy and the worldl§id.).

Ndhlovu et al. (1999:25) pointed to the irrelevance of bureaicratganizations in
today’s fluid environment and further advised thateaucratic organizations should
restructure in order to be able to play a meaningifie in a changing society. The
world no longer needs the machine like organizatitihat bureaucracy produces.
Ndhlovu et al. (1999:27) argued that “...the challenge of our tinoalis for lively
intelligent organizations that are responsive tortbeds of their members and that are
open to changes from the external environment.”hignopposition to bureaucratic
practices Ndhloviet al. (1999:28) stated that bureaucracy was efficientcirtain
kinds of repetitive tasks that characterized théyéadustrial Revolution. It no longer
works well now because its rules and proceduretiem diametrically opposed to
the principles needed for members to take the stexttowards greater organizational

intelligence.



The notion of increased ‘organizational intelligehsuggests a response to the
changing nature of work which demands that orgamizs should move away from

meaningless repetitive tasks to innovation anchgathey should abandon individual

work in favour of teamwork; they should move awegni the power of bosses to the
power of customers, they should leave the praafoeo-ordination from above and

adopt the principle of co-ordination among peers.

Increased participation has been the central goalamagement in organizations for
decades. Weisbord (1987:18) claimed that the ide@acticipative management
evolved during World War Il from a collaboration teen Kurt Lewin and an
anthropologist, Margaret Mead who wanted to redeocalian consumption of
rationed foods. Lewin set up two groups of womame being the experimental and
the other being the comparative group. The housewia the experimental group
were lectured by an expert nutritionist on whatytrshould do to reduce food
consumption whilst the other group was given thasfand thereafter left to discuss
together what to do. The group that reached consehsough discussion changed its
food habits much more than those that were toldtwhao by an expert. From this
experiment a conclusion was drawn that “people wadimmit to plans they have
helped to develop and that you cannot do thingpeople but only with them”
(Weisbord 1987:22).

Manser in his unpublished MEd dissertation (1999fb8nd support for Weisbord’s
view when he stated that in order to achieve caonstre change and development,
schools would need to create a management cuttwich individuals feel that they
are able to participate in decision making withéedr or prejudice. In this regard
Ndhlovu et al. (1999:19) pointed out that any organization thaint® to move to
participation must redesign itself in order to bmeoparticipative and reap all the
benefits of a higher involvement style of operatid¢hitaker (1995:42) claimed that
in the new management paradigm the key questioonbes. how can we help people
to be as effective as they are capable of being@ihg as successful as they want to
be?

In the context of South African schools the idepaitticipative management seems to

be taking a very long time to be realized. Perhajsscould be attributed to the fact



that the legacy of apartheid in the field of edimahas left the country with a system
that is characterized by a culture of resistancehinging the way things have been
done in the past (Department of Education 1996: Ng)hlovu et al. (1999:19)
pointed out that the way in which schools are oizghsometimes also impedes the
schools’ ability to change. South African schoolavdn been hierarchical and
authoritarian with very little power given to ordiy teachers and stakeholders.

Prior to 1994 schools in South Africa operated maseclosed systems than as open
social systems (Ndlazi 1999:6). Schools operatedsafation from the broader
external environment in which they were situated #nere was no link between what
was taught inside the school and the world of tgabutside the school. These
schools’ cultures were rigid and not responsive cttanges in the external
environment. There was virtually no motivation fwhool members to be creative
and to take initiative for fear that they might reakistakes and end up losing their
jobs. Consequently there were always tensions @glthfys of mistrust and suspicion
between schools and surrounding communities. Thie ®f affairs often manifested
itself in the lack of parental support for schoatswell as students’ uprising against
school authorities (McKay 1995:300). Bush (2003:4@ghlighted this point by
stating that the increasing environmental turbuterand external challenges to
educational organizations showed that the closstesys approach was inadequate
for understanding or dealing with the most pressipgpblems of school
administrators. There was an acute need to reuzeusthools and create new pictures
that would show the desirable interplay among pedgtihlovuet al. (1999:19) put it
clearly when he stated that the old style, autaoah structures were barriers to the

evolution and development of participative gove®an

When the government of National Unity came into pown 1994 the new

Department of Education was faced with the mamnexk of transforming many of
the policies in respect of community and stakehsidavolvement in the control of

schools (David 1998:35). The focus of the new EtanaDepartment was to

transform the manner in which schools had been geh#éefore. The goal was to
transfer the control and management of school®tontunities and stakeholders. In
his address to the National Assembly in May 1936 ttien minister of Education,
Professor Sibusiso Bengu stated:



The primary aim of this development is to enablembers of the
community to have a greater say in the educatiotneif children...
and community involvement can only reach its faitgntial if there is
effective communication between the school ancctivemunity in its
surrounding (Daily Dispatch: 27 May 1996).

Since 1994 the Department of Education radicaliftesh the direction and vision of
the education system with a series of policy itites and new legislations
(Department of Education 1996:10). The South Afriéchools Act stipulated that
the democratization of education would require thate be partnerships between the
state, educators, parents, learners and other mermbthe community in the vicinity
of the school (Madaza 2002:3).The South African deth Act put particular
emphasis on the participation of stakeholders engbvernance and management of
schools. Mungunda (2003:2) claimed that the bediethat the involvement of the
community and stakeholders would facilitate the sthorunning of schools and

would also contribute to improvement in academlueement within schools.

Provision was made for community and stakehold@msolvement in decision

making at schools through the establishment of 8lcBoverning Bodies (SGBs) and
in these SGBs parents are required by law to hawes mepresentation than other
groups. This dominant representation of parentSGMBs is a deliberate effort by the
Department of Education (DoE) to make communitiageha greater say in school
matters so that members of the public could feelathvnership of the schools. McKay
(1995:309) claimed that the establishment of tH&&8s opened up very important
opportunities for the communities and stakeholdernsfluence Education policies at
school level. However, Gorton (1996:119) assefed  the whole issue of community
and stakeholders’ involvement in schools is frauglth tensions and conflicts that
emanate from the fact that different role playetach different interpretations and

meanings to the idea of participative management.

Some schools in the Eastern Cape are currentlyriexjgeng problems of power
struggles between teachers on the one side and woitynand stakeholders on the
other. Each group of role players accuses the atheverstepping its boundaries and

interfering in the domain of the other. This powstruggle is indicative of the



obstacles that need to be overcome before pativgpmanagement can be effective
and successful in our schools and this calls upeearchers to investigate appropriate
ways and means of implementing participative mamesye so that it does not lead to
unnecessary tensions on the part of those invol@eg@lace to start would be to
explore different stake-holders’ perceptions of tparticipative management of

schools entails.

1.4 GOALS OF THIS RESEARCH

The purpose of this research was to:

(a) Look closely into a number of interrelated and iobenected factors with a
view to exploring the respondents’ perceptions aexperiences of
participative management.

(b) Identify current trends in participative managememith a view to
ascertaining what the various stakeholders beltevbe obstacles faced at
present and the measures most likely to overcoesethurdles.

(c) Investigate current practices at schools with titention of finding out how
school managers employ democratic management pegEesuch as

participative decision making and teamwork.

1.5 OUTLINE OF THE THESIS

This research is structured and organized systeatigtas follows:

Chapter 1 introduces the study by explaining wha that has triggered my interest
to examine the phenomenon of participative manageriée key questions which |
address in this study are also highlighted. Thimmate behind my undertaking this
research work is explained in this chapter. Chajeseeks to review existing
literature on participative management with a viewiinding out what the key lines
of debate are. It is in this chapter that | havemapted to find a place to locate my
study within the broad field of management. Themsieand perspectives of various

theories of management are explored in this chapter



Chapter 3 describes the methods and proceduresvdrat employed in collecting,

analyzing and processing data in this study. Thepter also seeks to justify why
certain research methods were preferred to otlmec®mnducting this research study
and what benefits and advantages were derived tlhemise of such specific research
techniques. Methods of data analysis such as gdiid coding come to the fore in

this chapter.

Chapter 4 is about the presentation of the coliedita. Data acquired through each

of the research procedures is presented.

Chapter 5 discusses the overall research findings the implications of these

findings for the education system in South Africa.

Chapter 6 contains a summary, recommendationswuggestions for future research.

1.6 CONCLUSION

In this chapter | have touched on a number of s&yeway of trying to introduce this

research study. For example | have highlightedbtiekground to the study and also
explained how | have developed the interest to stigate the phenomenon of
participative management. | have also thrown ligintproblems that are encountered
by some schools in their attempt to grapple wite thsue of stakeholders and
community involvement in school matters. The manmerwhich the thesis is

structured and organized has also been explairfre@in@&xt chapter attempts to review

existing literature on participative management.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL BASIS OF PARTICIPATIVE
MANAGEMENT

2.1 INTRODUCTION

As pointed out in the previous chapter the purpok¢his research study was to
investigate the perceptions and experiences ofdaheus stakeholders with regards to
participative management. In my statement of tlodlem | pointed out how different
interpretations of the concept participative mamaget have led to misunderstanding
and tensions among various stakeholders in schootbe Eastern Cape. In this
chapter I look at the existing literature on pap@tive management with the intention
of identifying major theorists in this field andsalhow various theories address the
issue of participative management. By reviewingréiture | would in the process be
attempting to find a place in which to locate mgearch study within the broad field
management. The chapter will also cover some aspectthe development of
management thought in order to show how the sciehecaanagement has evolved

over the years to be what it is today.

2.2 DEFINING AN ORGANISATION

Management does not take place in a vacuum. Itrecou the context of an
organization. What then is an organization? Thedwtmrganized” is used in a
number of different ways by different people. Someonight say, “Please organize
the catering for the meeting on Thursday”. Somedirtiee word could be used as a
compliment e.g. “Thandi is such an organized pefs@rsoccer commentator might
say about Bafana Bafana: “That is the most organpezformance | have seen from
our team in recent months.” What one would notgcéhat in all the above examples
the word “organized” is used to describe “favoueabharacteristics” as opposed to

being “disorganized.”



The word is also used to describe an achievemedrgther it be Thandi’'s successful
life or good play by Bafana Bafana as in the aboases. The word also suggests an
ability to plan and carry out these plans succdlgs$o that the goal or vision - be it a
good life or a good soccer performance - is achiewdhlovu et al. (1999:15)
claimed that a big part of an organized performaiscthe ability to get things or
people to work together. For instance, it is unjikthat Bafana Bafana could be
described as “organized” if the team did not wargether. The term “organization”
has in itself a collaborative connotation that sgig participative involvement of a
group of people in whatever they have togetherr@dnto do. Any group of people
that works together in a planned and coordinategl t@aachieve some common

purpose could be described as an organization.

Understanding organizations enables us to begisetohow people work together
within organizations (Moloi 2002:18). Moloi (2003} defined an organization as

follows:

An organization is a consciously coordinated soeiatity with a
relatively identifiable boundary that functions oa relatively
continuous basis to achieve a common goal or s#§go

Let me unravel this lengthy definition. Firstly tiparase “consciously coordinated”
implies that an organization is managed and cdettpland secondly the phrase
“social entity” suggests that an organization isimap of people or groups of people
who interact with each other. Organizations arepfgenot things. The organization is
the people who occupy the institution. These pebpke come together on the basis
of declared, common interest and purposes whici fimel reasonably compatible
and that can be achieved more efficiently and @ffely by the concerted and co-

coordinated actions of a group of people workirggtber

2.3 THE CONCEPT OF PARTICIPATION AND EMPOWERMENT

Participation, like democracy is a political priplg; it is a principle easy to state
but extra-ordinarily difficult to respect in actio(Garason 1995: 18). In an

organization the top management might say that vh&ye freedom of speech when
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in reality they stifle the expression of any oppiosial thought. Sarason (1995:19)
claimed that the political principle justifying &&holders’ involvement is that when
decisions are made affecting you or your possessiau should have a role and a

voice in the process of decision-making.

Mungunda (2003:22) pointed out that participativeinagement is a concept
surrounded by confusion, despite much thought arvity. Mclagan and Nel in
Gultig (1999:5) shared the same sentiment when déingyed that despite the growth
of participation and empowerment ideals, a paritye perspective has often proved
to be difficult to implement successfully. Mungun@®03:23) aligned himself with
these views when he stated that the effectiverfeb® aise of a participative approach
to management has not matched its popularity. Modguargued further that the
problem arises as a result of the wider meanirach#td to participation in which it

tends to cover almost any given situation, evenitfimal interaction has taken place.

The significant tenet of a participative approach tihat all those groups and
individuals who are to be directly affected by thdcome of a change process and
also those who are to be involved in the implenteoriaof any decisions should
actively participate in that process from the bagig (Smith 2003: 23). The rule of
thumb in a participative approach includes thearothat decisions should be made
by those who are closest to the problem becausedtethe experts in their own
situation. This simply means that those who ared@she organization know and
understand their issues best and as a result resdeuauthority would have any
justification for imposing his views or decisions the organization members. In the
true sense of the word participation should notsbmething that is restricted to
members of top management only, but rather it shextend broadly throughout the

organization to include every member.

Research on group dynamics that began in the 184@scontinued throughout the
1950s demonstrated that participation has thetylidienergize greater performance,
to produce better solutions to problems and it alsillances acceptance of decisions.
Participation has the effect of overcoming resisgato change and it also increases
commitment to the achievement of organizationalggdahas the positive impact of

reducing stress levels on the part of managemeshttamakes members feel better
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and happier about themselves and their organizgiideisbord 1987:260). French
and Bell (1995:19) claimed that participation igaaverful elixir; it is good for people
and it improves individual and organizational pemiance. Lewin in Weisbord
(1987:262) said the following about participatidWe are likely to modify our
behaviour when we participate in problem analysid solution and we are likely to
carry out decisions we have helped make.” The kingarticipation Lewin is talking
about here is participation in all aspects of theocess, that is, from the
conceptualization of the issues to being part ahping, implementation and review.
However, Lewin warned that involving people is retrecipe but rather it is a
principle or value that must be applied uniquelgath situation.

Participation leads to empowerment. The more petpé¢ are given a chance to
participate in the activities of an organizatidme tmore they become empowered and
their capacity to perform better increases. Davidofd Lazarus (2002:28) claimed
that empowerment is about sharing control and resipoity. Davidoff and Lazarus
stated that empowerment is also about providingctires and relationships where
people are not merely carrying out responsibilibas are also exercising real control
over the situation within which they are carryingt such responsibilitiesiifid.).
Smith (2003:19) said the following about empowerinetiThe concept of
empowerment is often used to say that someonegooup that has power gives it to
or shares it with those who have less or no powks.empower is to give someone
power. Empowerment is done by giving individuale #uthority to participate, to
make decisions, to contribute their ideas and &sterfluence.

For participation and empowerment processes tochi&wed, it is essential that top
management in organization should create condiomslucive enough for members
to realize their intrinsic potential and capaleti Davidoff and Lazarus in (2002:30)
claimed that there are two dimensions to the empoeet process namely subjective
and objective empowerment. Subjective empowernseabout personal power where
people believe that they can make a difference initaation, where they feel

confident and assertive and able to participatge€@ive empowerment involves the
taking of power, building structures where peopkn garticipate and involve

themselves in decision — making processes. Davatudf Lazarus (2002:30) pointed

out that empowerment is important simply becaus® a basic human need to feel a
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sense of control over one’s life. Without this asswee people tend to feel
disconnected, undervalued and ultimately not ermgjagetheir work. Davidoff and
Lazarus put it correctly as follows: “It is veryfiitult to put your heart fully into

something over which you have no contrabiig.).

The benefits derived from empowerment are that eveped members have a greater
degree of self-knowledge, they understand themsegthey know their own strengths
and limitations and they are always willing andealth work towards their own
process of transformation. An empowered persongrazes the fact that he cannot do
everything on his own and he acknowledges the tfzt far more is achieved by
working collaboratively with others. The principté synergy — of understanding and
building on the collective energies of all role ydes to create something far more
than individual efforts could achieve is centrathe empowerment process and to the
participative approach itself.

Smith (2003:24) claimed that participation enharerapowerment and empowerment
in turn enhances performance and individual welhdpe\WWhen people in any context
participate in shaping the life and direction okithsituation, their capacity is
enhanced. Participation therefore leads to capabiyding. The more people
participate the more meaningfully they will be abdecontribute to the success of an

organization.

Participation is not only about delegating cerfaivs as decided by management, but
decision-making is central to participation. Whokes decisions about what and for
whom is a question that needs to be addressed wietalk about participation.
Respect for one another, openness, showing intémesthers, transparency and
accountability all form part of the participativeopess.

Schmuck and Runkel (1994:58) claimed that one a&f Hey ingredients of
participation is vision. Developing a clear visiatgvising a strategy to achieve the
vision and unleashing the intelligence and enefghi@work forces to accomplish the

vision all require a collaborative and integratagporoach.
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2.4 WHY A PARTICIPATIVE APPROACH TO MANAGEMENT?

A participative approach to management is recommény most management
theorists today for a number of different reas@werard and Morris (1996:26) stated
that involvement produces the commitment to goalsvbich a sense of achievement
depends. They argued further that by involvingpheple we show them recognition
and in the process we increase their sense of mesplity. The interest in their job
increases as we provide them with both a learnpgpdunity and experience which
may be of use in seeking advancement (Everard aodisvi1996:27). Lewin in
Weisbord (1987:97) claimed that democratic managémieads to higher
achievement and better relationships than the atdhian behaviour and that talking
over important decisions in groups before implemagon leads to higher
commitment to change. Lewin claimed further thatipgation unleashes knowledge
and skills of people who are doing the actual wofkthe organization. With a
participative approach, managers are able to taputhique potential and talents of
each of the members and this also creates a codlfdmlearning experience.

Participation produces a team approach to problaring that is based on the idea
that the intelligence of a group exceeds the igetice of the individual. Ndhlovu
(1999:18) claimed that in an organization - be #chool or a business enterprise -
individual members contribute their skills and Irgetual resources to achieve the
goals of the institution and that alone is a sudfit justification for members’
participation in the decision making about the apien of the institution. A
democratic manager considers his subordinates teruséworthy and having the
potential for growth and to this end he createatamsphere conducive for members
to realize their innate capacity for growth andatirgty. People are the most
important assets and as a result it becomes eslsémit the manager shares his
powers with them by way of involving them in theaphing, implementation and

review of organizational activities.

2.5 TEAMWORK: The core principle of participative management

A fundamental belief of a participative style of mgement is that the development
of a team spirit is the key to any successful afeceve organization. Earlier on |
stated that the act of empowering individuals dyeiatreases their performance and

14



satisfaction. The message | am now conveying i$ ithgou put together those
empowered individuals to become a team, the pedno®m and outcome would be

extra-ordinary.

It goes without saying that some tasks in an omgditn are too complex and
complicated for individuals alone to cope with anath tasks require collective effort
to be accomplished. In a school, learning and iegctannot be made an individual
affair — it is a group phenomenon which needs tee;Hearners, parents and other
stakeholders to put together their energies inrotdechieve the goal of academic
excellence. Smith (2003:20) supported this view nvhe stated that people working

together can achieve more than a group of indivgdwarking alone.

The word “team” does not apply to any group of pedpat exists. For example a

group of people that meets accidentally at thedtog cannot be said to constitute a
team. A team is a group of individuals that has@mmon goal to achieve. One of the
reasons a team is established is because it erzdaese to achieve objectives which
otherwise they would not be able to realize onrtbein. One other characteristic a
team displays is interaction. Working together gsthat there be regular interaction
among the members of the team so as to sort outmasynderstanding that might

arise in the process of working together.

Teamwork in an organization creates synergy becthessum of the effort of team
members is far greater than the sum of individéfakes of people working alone. In a
team situation each member contributes to the sgazieothers and this collaboration
of different members to bring about an integratekdievement is the secret that lies
behind the success and effectiveness of high penfigr organizations. Perhaps to
have a clear understanding of synergy one woule lt@wicture in his mind a big
river which is fed with water by different tributas. Each tributary contributes in its
own little way but the result of all these smalhtrtbutions is a massive current of
water that sweeps all obstacles in its way. Thighes situation that prevails in an
organization where there is high involvement of rbers and where members are

committed to the idea of working together to achievganizational goals.
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Smith (2003:97) argued that “Organization changje lve effective, successful and
satisfying and even inspiring when the force of esgy and collaboration are

harnessed.”

French and Bell (1995: 98) mentioned Larson ancstaf who studied a number of
high performance teams which included footballovai champions, heart transplant
surgical teams and others with a view to finding aly some teams are more
successful than others. They found out that tHeviahg are some of the features that
characterize successful teams: (a) a clear goalr{iied commitment (c) principled

leadership (French and Bell 1995:100). Weisbor@71299) claimed that a team can
be said to be successful if (a) the team is abtegolve important dilemmas, often on
which little progress has been made before; (bheinbers emerge from the team
more confident about their ability to influence theure and (c) if members in the
team learn the willingness to take responsibilitythemselves and to co-operate with

others.

French and Bell (1995:110) claimed that there dreet questions each member

continually struggles with in a team situation. Theee questions are:

(@) Am I in or out? It is a known fact that natlydhuman beings want to be seen to
be part of what happens in their organization asd & be valued by others. The
more a person feels in, the more he will co-opeaatethe more he feels out the more
he will resist and sabotage the decisions of tlgamrzation (French and Bell 1995:
111). This implies that involving other members d@ecision making reduces
opposition and resistance to implementation of sdebisions, whereas exclusion

results in members’ apathy and non-co-operatioh management.

Another question a person struggles with is (b) IDmave any power or control?
People always want to be able to influence theauehstances. Once people are faced
with changes which they cannot influence as the caght be in an authoritarian
management, they feel demoralized and lose thdir-seesteem. It is only by
involving them that they can develop the capaaitycontrol the situation in which

they operate.
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The third question is (c) Are my skills and expsetivalued? Members in an
organization want to be recognized and appreci&edhaving wonderful skills,

knowledge and experience. They need to be applaladdtie sense of achievement
that follows upon the use of these skills. Suchitaason can only occur in an

organization where there is co-operation and mutuat among members.

Weisbord (1987:23) pointed out that openness avidggiand receiving feedback are
necessary condition for the achievement of teamitspiost important is that
openness establishes trust which is a key ingredieieamwork. Bruce and Sherman
(1998:160) noted that without trust no team buddior collaboration could be

achieved.

2.6 READINESS: A pre-requisite for the effective inplementation of a
participative approach

Competence and ability in terms of knowledge angeernce determine how far a
person is able to participate in something (van Mescht 2005). Structures and
processes to facilitate participation can be pytlate, but if members themselves are
not ready and prepared to engage in participatich sfforts will bear no fruits.

According to Weisbord (1987:60) readiness has towith being well motivated
enough to do something and in the context of aamegtion, readiness could mean
the willingness or desire to participate in theamigation’s change process. Readiness
is not something that can be imposed or forced updividuals. It is an internal
feeling or a belief that emanates from inside afividual to say, “Yes, we together
can make a difference in this organization”. Reasnalso has to do with having the
confidence in oneself to be part of the changege®d¢hat occurs in his organization.
As already stated earlier granting the right tavittlals to participate in something
ought to take into account the ability and levehwdturity of the member concerned.
There is nothing more frustrating and disappointimgn involving a member in an
activity for which he has very little knowledge othing to contribute. Schmuck and
Runkel (1994:57) explained it as follows: “People éikely to take a step that is
reasonable distance beyond where they are nowviheutwill give up in hopelessness

if the step stretches them too far.”
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There could be various reasons why organization leesnare not willing or ready to
participate in the change process of their orgdiozalt could be that they have
experienced disappointments with previous changeeiaps some members have a
vested interest in things remaining as they are [Blgck of readiness to engage in
participation could also be attributed to the fheit in South Africa people inherited a
legacy of prescriptive management practices whargorslinates were always
expected to obey directives from those above thetha hierarchy. This has resulted
in subordinates being unable to take initiativesexpress their opinions openly for
fear that they might offend their bosses.

2.7 PERSPECTIVES OF MANAGEMENT

Management is itself not a new concept. The GraekisRomans, for instance, in the
period before Christ, all managed their tradingegrises and military expeditions

with skill. But the professionalization of managereonly emerged after the

Industrial Revolution which came with the use ofcimaery. There was massive
production which forced the industrialists to deyehew management techniques of
coordinating people and material. It was out oft timdieu that new approaches to
management emerged. Such approaches included H&agjor's Scientific

Management Approach and the Human Relations apiproac

Currently a participative style of management moremended but it is essential for
one to know how management thought has evolvedtbeeyears in order to see how

we have arrived where we are today.

2.7.1 THE CLASSICAL VIEW OF MANAGEMENT: The machine
metaphor

After the Industrial Revolution, organizations weranaged according to Taylor’s
scientific approach. Taylor’s view on managemens weat for effective management
to occur people should be programmed to operatebands efficient as machines.

Taylor stressed that people would need to be cothgtdirected. Managers of this
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period would have subscribed to McGregor’s Theohat people are inherently lazy
and must be forced to work, strictly controlled ahdeatened with punishment in

order to persuade them to pursue organizationdsgoa

Taylor’'s scientific approach emphasized that eagtsgn in the organization should
have a clearly defined task and that the task shbel large enough to occupy a
person’s maximum working abilities for each dayhaf/her employment. Failure to
complete the task successfully should go along withishment such as loss of pay
whilst successful completion of task should be ageanied with an increase in
remuneration. As the organization becomes more istiqgdted the task should be
made so complex and difficult so that only firstergpersons could accomplish it
(Bush and West — Burnham 2003: 226).

The focus of this approach was more on productiam ©n allowing participation of
all members in the activities of the organizatidhere was no consideration for the
dignity and well-being of the people who were rewsble for making that
production. McKay (1995:290) claimed that managenietieved that it could treat
people like children by providing low-level needistaction, rewards if work was
well done and withholding these benefits if it wdmne poorly. McKay argued that
this carrot and stick theory may be useful in padsng a donkey to pull a cart but it

seldom works effectively in motivating human beings

Taylor's approach had enormous benefits in boospngductivity and creating
massive wealth for stockholders, but the steep mia structure which is a
characteristic feature of this approach would @eatajor problems for today’s
organizations. Firstly information moves too slowWthin the various levels of the
hierarchy and this results in members not beind wédrmed about the operation of
the organization. The management structure laak$lélibility needed to compete in
a rapidly changing environment. Decisions are madkaterally by those at the top of
the hierarchy and then orders are passed downdhert¢hy to be carried out by those
at the bottom without questioning. Surely a rigigheach like this one kills creativity
and hinders initiative since members cannot usg tven discretion. They have to

wait for orders and instructions from the bosses/ab
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This stereotypical approach impedes the growthdewtlopment of members in the
organization. Most importantly, this theory ignorésrces that lie outside the

organisation.

This approach attaches more importance to econéawtors such as high pay for
successful completion of work. What this approachrimoks is the fact that people
may be willing to devote themselves to their woritheut necessarily being given
economic incentives such as high salaries. Thisroagh ignores, perhaps
deliberately, the fact that there are non-economeentives that play a role in
motivating organization members to become prodactior instance in a school
situation a teacher may be willing to take up ayton post even if the post itself is

not accompanied by the monetary rewards.

The teacher may be willing to carry out the respuolity as long as those in top
management show appreciation and gratitude fotetheher’s service. The principal’s
words of appreciation like: “You are doing a vergod job, keep it up!” are a
sufficient motivation for the teacher to feel that services are valued and to feel that
he is also part of the school's achievement. Ithbug be known that people need
kind, sympathetic and considerate management iaerdadbe able to give out their
best at work. The idea of giving members a chanckealve a say in organizational
matters and to be part of decision making procesaasthus be more important in

motivating the members than monetary rewards.

2.7.2 TOWARDS A “‘HUMANE” MANAGEMENT APPROACH

An early reaction to the mechanistic and impersqaateption of organizations as
advocated by Taylor came from Mary Parker Foll@&tgh 2003:90). Follett was
among the first people to recognize the importanféehuman factors in the
management of organizations. She wrote severdlabtilpapers dealing with the
human side of management. Follett believed thatg necessary for organizations to

develop and maintain harmonious human relatioadl &mes.

But the major breakthrough for the Human Relatiégygproach to management

occurred during a study experiment at the Hawth@iaat in Chicago (Hoy and

20



Miskel 2003:22). The Hawthorne study revealed tiather wage incentive alone nor
change in physical working conditions could expldia amount of production in an
organization. It was discovered that the develogneésocial groups like friendship

cliques are significant and also had an impacthenftinctioning of an organization.
As a result of this experiment the existence angontance of informal group

interactions within the formal organizational sttwe gained recognition (Hoy and
Miskel 2003: 28).

The Human Relations Approach is credited with clr@nghe organizational thought
of managers. As a result of this approach, managere to realize that they need to
work with and through people to achieve organizatiogoals and that therefore
sensitivity to the human factor should be the fatsfp in their work as managers. The
Human Relations Approach also brought to light flhet that economic incentives
(monetary rewards) are not the only significant imadion but also non-economic
social factors play a role in boosting the mordlenembers to commit themselves to
organizational goals. For example the teacher wshappointed Head of Department
may be willing to devote his or her time and enetgythe development of their
department even if such a post is not accomparydthancial rewards. The fact that
the principal had shown confidence in the teacbappoint him to the position is a

sufficient incentive for him or her to do their job

The Human Relations Approach made managers awan®rders as human beings
and not just as cogs in a moving machine. Whaveé ltascovered about this approach
is that it is inclined towards McGregor’'s theory (Weisbord 1987:114) which is
known for having an optimistic view of human kinal the sense that it considers
people to be trustworthy, creative and co-operadive so therefore they deserve to be
granted an opportunity to participate in the atiggi of their organization and to
interact with others. The idea of taking into aauothe members well being and
involving the members in the operation of an orgatdn came about as a result of

the impact of the Human Relations Approach on mamemt thought.
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2.7.3 PARADIGM SHIFT IN MANAGEMENT THOUGHT

The theories of management mentioned above adthes$ask-person tension issue in
that one theory puts emphasis on the task to be diiist another theory focuses on
consideration for people in the organization. Hogrewcontemporary management
theories that emerged after these two earlier ibedake the issue of organizational
management further by pointing to aspects of mamagé that had never been
thought of before. These contemporary theories hewwed away from the
dichotomy of task-person issue in order to addrbegdden complexities of
organizational life. These theories claim that aigations are more than just task and
person. These contemporary theories examine cus®gums in organizations such as
how an organization relates to forces in its exeemvironment, how the culture of
an organization impacts on its operation and disoigsue of learning organizations.
Contemporary perspectives on management seek &velrand bring to the fore the

hidden complexities of organizational life as athg@ointed out above.

2.7.3.1 VIEWING ORGANIZATIONS AS SYSTEMS: The systans approach to
management

The basic idea of a systems approach to managesniait organizations like schools
cannot afford to operate to the exclusion of th&irenment in which they are
situated. In order to have a clear understandirtypaf a systems approach works one
would have to know what a system is. A system fndd in a number of different

ways by different people.

French and Bell (1995:67) defined a system as aofebbjects together with

relationships between the objects and between tibutes. French and Bell

(1995:68) also referred to a system as a set ofegles standing in interaction. French
and Bell (1995:72) referred to Kast and Rosezweubg defined a system as an
organized unitary whole composed of two or moreroh¢pendent parts and that it is
delineated by identifiable boundaries from its eowimental supra- system. Burke
(1987:360) put it simply when he said that a sysi®in arrangement of interrelated

parts.
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What one can deduce from all of the above defingios that a system denotes
interdependence, interconnectedness and intewlakeds of a set of elements that

constitute an identifiable whole.

A systems approach sees members in an organizdgjeending on one another for
success, each member contributing to the oversibiviof the organization and in a
situation of this kind no member can afford to worksolation from the rest of other
members. This is collective participation. Failuwe one member will affect the
overall performance of other members since eachlbreems related in some ways to
other members in the organization (French and E39b6:76).

Systems theory is an idea borrowed from biology iartdrms of this idea members in
an organization are regarded as being like thermifft parts of the body where each
part is indispensable and contributes in its owiqus way to the overall normal
functioning of the body. In the human body if onartpbecomes injured and
consequently fails to perform its function wellethest of the other parts of the body
would be affected by the injury and would also fiéw pain. This suggests a kind of

participation in which members depend on one amdthieéheir success as a group.

In terms of systems theory, organizations are viea& open systems where there is
active interaction and exchange of information araterial between the organization
and its external environment. French and Bell (19@bdescribed the characteristic
features of open systems as follows: “All open eyst are input — throughput —
output mechanisms.” What this means is that orgaioizs draw input from the
environment in the form of people, energy, moneywy material etc. They then
transform these inputs in the throughput processes thereafter export finished
products to the environment in the form of outpihis applies with relevance to a
school system. A school draws learners from theosading communities (i.e. input)
and it transforms these learners into skilled peopy empowering them with
knowledge (i.e. throughput) and these skilled leessnare sent out to serve the
communities (i.e. out put) (French and Bell 199%:9tis means an organization like
a school can never afford to operate as a closstérsybecause a school is by its
nature a social system in which there should beraction between those people

inside the school and those outside.
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French and Bell (1995:92) stated that any orgaiozdhat is insensitive and too rigid
to adapt to changes in its external environmehkety to stagnate and die. In similar
vein van der Westhuizen (1991:83) claimed thatlly ftlosed system would obtain
no human or material resources for its productigstesn nor would it be able to
distribute a finished product to the environmend #merefore could not exist. | have
said earlier on that a school is by its nature @assystem in the sense that schools
exist within particular community contexts and #hesntexts are part of what shapes

the school and gives it its identity. Accordingdavidoff and Lazarus (2002: 4):

Whether a school exists in the midst of an inforrseitiement, a
working class area, a rural or urban area, an @atolled by gangs
or in an affluent middle class area, that environinteis an impact on
the life of that school.

What is emphasized here is the fact that factoteerexternal environment affect the
internal structures and processes of organizataots in the case of a school the
external environment comprises stakeholders, thepafment of Education,

individual parents, teacher unions, accreditingnages and any other group of

persons involved in educational policies and pcasti

Van der Westhuizen (1991:84) claimed that the ops®inor closed-ness of
organizations is determined largely by the degfaateraction which occurs with the
external environment with respect to specific deas or pressures. However van
der Westhuizen (1991:85) also acknowledged thetFaattit is very unlikely that an
organization can be completely open in the absdetese of the word. A school may
for example be quite open to advice by parents @ttars pertaining to proper
procedures of disciplining learners, but it mayclesed to advice by the same parents
on matters of the professional development of s¥dfin der Westhuizen (1991:88)
stated that it is for this reason that one wouldl fthat across the entire decision —
making spectrum of the school there are differirggrdes of participation by
stakeholders. However, in a comparative senseigestdools tend to lean towards
one side of the other of the open — closed contm(xan der Westhuizen 1991:90).
Van der Westhuizen (1991:110) stated that feedimclecessary in order to ensure
that the organization remains on track with thedseand demands of the external
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environment. Feedback is information from the exdérenvironment about the
organization’s performance and it gives an indaratof whether or not the people
outside the organization are satisfied with thepoutof the system. But then the
question that we need to ask ourselves with retgaegiucation is: How can a school
ensure that its curriculum and its way of doingngfs are still relevant to the needs of
the community it serves? The answer seems to béhgrincipal should at all times
make sure that members of the community are agtiveolved in the operation of
the school and he should create an atmosphereeticatirages members to express
their views freely and openly. In that way the pijpal would be able to gauge the
feeling of the people and other stakeholders atfmischool’'s performance and that
would give him an indication of whether or not heeds to adjust his management

style.

What the systems approach brings to the fore idatiethat multiple environmental
influences that come from different levels of stciaffect what happens in
organizations like schools. Technological developise political structures and
patterns of legal norms, social conditions anducaltvalues, economic and market
factors all converge to influence the organizasooperations and processes (Dekker
and Lemmer 1993:280).

2.7.3.2 ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND GROUP PARTICIPAT ION

The idea of viewing organizations as cultures whiaeye is a system of shared
meaning among members is a relatively recent phenombecause twenty years ago
organizations were for the most part seen as @tisystems which coordinate and

control the workforce.

The shift in management thought began to put ttvidual and all his complexity at
the centre stage of organizational and managenmepiiry. To this end new concepts
like culture have started to emerge to examineitheible forces underlying the
complex nature of human interactions (Mungunda 2003 Different writers provide

different definitions of organizational culture.
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Deal and Peterson (1999:2) defined organizationllie as the shared beliefs and
values that closely knit a community together. 3th{@992:88) provided a widely

recognized definition of organizational culturedigting:

It is a pattern of basic assumptions invented,odised or developed
by a given group as it learns to cope with problertigat has worked
well enough to be considered valid and thereforbetdaught to new
members as the correct way to perceive, think aetlih relation to
those problems.

McKay (1995:110) claimed that in the context of®als cultures are complex webs
of traditions and rituals that have been built ugrotime as teachers, students,
parents, stakeholders and managers work togethedet with crises and

accomplishments.

Hoy and Miskel (2003:213) claimed that an orgamimes culture consists largely of
what people believe about what works and what dw¢sand it also includes the
manner in which participants in an organizationrapph decisions and problems.
What one could infer from all the above definitiaaghat culture is not an individual
affair but rather it is a group phenomenon in whidhmembers in an organization
participate or share as a collective. Culture patesevery activity in an organization
starting from way members as a group do thingshéormanner in which members

relate to one another.

A saying that is often heard in South Africa todsayhat schools need to promote a
culture of teaching and learning. A culture of tgag and learning would be one in
which all role players value the process of leagrémd teaching and also in which
there is collaboration amongst all the members@dchool (Davidoff and Lazarus
2002:51). The degree to which participation or gigi@ative approach can be made
to work in an organization is contingent upon thgetof culture that prevails within

an organization. For instance in entropic orgaiopnatwhere there is a toxic culture
that promotes mediocrity, inertia and apathy, pgréitive management becomes
difficult to implement whereas a collaborative oo promotes interaction,

participation, trust and mutual understanding amamgmbers. In school cultures

valuing collegiality and collaboration there is atter climate for the social and
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professional exchange of ideas and fostering ofcéiffe communication among
members. In such a synergetic culture there ist@osphere of vitality and interest
with a great deal of open listening and talkingiely debates and discussions
(Whitaker 1995:50).

| have explained earlier on that organization celticomprises those basic
assumptions and beliefs that are shared by mendfees organization and this
suggests an overtone of collective participatiohese beliefs and assumptions are
learned responses to the group’s problems andaiteetaken for granted because they
have solved the group’s problems repeatedly andbtgl As a result these
assumptions and beliefs are regarded as so obyiaastect that they are rarely

examined or questioned (French and Bell 1995:119).

Behaviors of members are rooted in these socias@llhorms and values and it is the
norms and beliefs that would have to be modifiedroter to make the group receptive
to new changes. French and Bell (1995:120) claithatisince norms are beliefs held
collectively by a group they can best be changetbbysing on the whole group and
not on an individual. If one attempts to change #t&tude or behaviour of an
individual without changing the norms of the graapvhich one belongs, the chances
are that the individual whose behaviour has beamgéd will be considered a threat
by other group members and he will come under pressom the group to return to
the old behaviour or if not he will be entirely eejed by the group. What this
suggests is that the major leverage for changeepsoil an organization is at a group

level and not at the level of an individual.

One of the common mistakes often committed by cepddtment of Education (DoE)
in the Eastern Cape is that whenever they wantttoduce changes in schools, they
would take one or two teachers out of school favegklong workshop. The idea is
that the few selected teachers would be able wedimate information gathered at
the workshop to other members of staff in theipeesive schools and in that way the
required change would be brought about. But thayirof this practice is that the
teachers who were work shopped and who are supposdive the change process
tend to revert to their traditional ways of doirfgngs once they are back in their

schools.
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The problem here lies in the fact that the Do&ttempting to introduce change deals
with individuals instead of focusing on the entg®up in the school. Change is a

process that requires an active participation bgral not just involvement of the few.

Culture as a unifying force in an organization glaynumber of important roles and
functions (Bush and Bell 2002:27). Deal and Peter§099:7) claimed that in

schools that embrace norms of performance, chamgk edficacy staff gladly

experiment with new approaches and seek innovatragetices to solve enduring
problems together. Whitaker (1995:51) pointed dt tsynergetic organizational
cultures result in enmeshed and connected styleselafionships. An enmeshed
relationship is where members think and behave r@s unit and a connected
relationship is where there is also a high capatfutyflexibility and adaptation to

change (Whitaker 1995:52). Schools that have swtergultures do not isolate
teachers but instead encourage professional dielogu

2.7.3.3 LEARNING ORGANISATIONS: The ultimate goal o participative
management

All the democratic approaches to management ofadshend organizations such as
participation are introduced so that schools coalgntually become learning
organizations. What then are learning organizafiddavidoff and Lazarus (2002:85)
defined a learning organization as: “An organizatiohich is constantly and
systematically reflecting on its own practice anaking appropriate adjustments and
changes as a result of new insights gained thrabhghreflection.” In other words
learning organizations treat change as an ongoaajufe of their identity and

consequently they make change part of their orgdinizal ethos.

There has been a misconception that all schooldearaing organizations because
they are all involved in the act of teaching andréng. The truth is that learning

organizations are different from an ordinary schabkre learning is taken as “the

usual business”. In an institution which is a lé@grorganization members constantly
reflect on their work and they discuss their woskaateam rather than as isolated
individuals. Members of a learning organizationaregmistakes as opportunities for
learning (Senge 2000:18).
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What distinguishes the principal of learning scsdobm other principals is the fact
that principals of learning schools go beyond menm@lolving teachers in decision —
making; they encourage teachers to continuousla@angn identifying best practices.
The dominant thought in the mind of members of arag organization is: “We
work together on improving ourselves” (Senge 209D:1Learning organizations are
characterized by the fact that members at all feaeé collectively and continually

enhancing their capacity to create things theyye@nt to create.

Organizations where members feel oppressed, hawingnform to all kinds of rules,
goals and objectives in whose formulation they wd participate cannot be called
learning organizations. In organizations where mamsitdo not work together and
where there is very little sense of collective t&éag going on, the idea of a learning
organization is difficult to conceive. Senge (2@2D: claimed that schooling has
traditionally been about memorizing a lot of infaton which people do not really
care about and the whole approach was fragment#tkisense that knowledge was
put in cubbyholes and not really integrated. Tlsanhot in line with the principle of
learning organization. In a learning organizatioenmbers do not work separately
with each member doing his own thing in his owtlditorner but rather they share
information and work collaboratively in an integgdtmanner. The manager’s role in
a situation of this kind is not so much to constff but instead to create a suitable
environment in which members can continually leamd realize their untapped
potential. The creation of a conducive environmeetomes a collective effort of all

members who work together to do things better affierently.

The good thing about learning organizations is thay are committed to lifelong
learning and are open to new ideas. Members dacowgr ignorance by resisting
change and wanting to maintain the status quo.if8h&nowledge among members
and continuous evaluation has become the accemgddfvdoing things in learning
organizations. The organization becomes committech tset of outcomes and it
constantly assesses and reassesses its jourrtey tiestination and mistakes made in

this journey are treated as part of education.
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With learning organizations problem solving by memsbis a never ending process
and members continually ask themselves questiohs lasw they can get to the root
of the problem and even when they find the roayttio not stop thinking. Members
continuously reflect on the wisdom of their actimmd assess how it is impacting on
the operation of the organization. For learninganigations it is not enough just to
survive but members consistently strive togethermfprovement and excellence.

In learning organizations learning is driven byims The envisioning process is
inclusive of members at all levels and it is ongoim the sense that members keep on
dreaming about positive things they would love ée & their organization in future.
Senge (2000:28) pointed out that when a membaes jan organization he brings
along with him a high sense of purpose and the ager's responsibility is to bring
out that personal purpose from the member by crgaireflective environment and a
degree of safety where individuals can rediscoverbest they can be. The manager’'s
task would be to bring together the members in sualay that they can communicate
their individual visions to one another and grafjubkgin to build a shared vision

which is continually revisited.

Learning organizations are not about developingsHilés of an individual to do his or
her work better but rather they are about enhantirgy collective capacity of
members to create and pursue an overall visionfddwes here is not on an individual
but rather on a group. Members work together tater@an environment where they
can continually reflect on what they are doing &®n more about what it takes to
work as a team. A learning organization differgriany ways from the rest of other
organizations in that a learning organization leasrit to learn about itself and about
the world within which it exists and functions. Gaeguently members of a learning
organization are always conscious of their streqgihd weaknesses as a group.
Davidoff and Lazarus (2002:60) explained the nearating learning of learning
organizations as follows: “The more conscious we #re more able we are to learn

and the more we learn the more conscious we becbmé ignorance.”

Learning organizations are an ideal situation taat be achieved through the highest
form of participation and there is no doubt thawill take decades for our schools in

South Africa to attain this ideal picture. To bdeato turn our schools into learning
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organizations requires managers who can ride theesvaf change and meet the
challenges this need presents. To achieve the atléearning organizations South
Africa would need managers who can function asstt@mmal leaders in the process of

organizational and environmental adaptation to ghan

2.8 CONCLUSION

In this chapter | presented an overview of managenteories as they relate to the
concept of participative management. | have shdwah despite the fact that the word
“participation “ has been with mankind for a lomgé the idea of participation is still
surrounded by a lot of confusion. | have alludedh® fact that the wider meaning
attached to the concept makes it extremely difficulknow precisely what it means
hence different organizations have different wafsngplementing the idea. | have
indicated that participation is a political prini@pthat is based on the idea that a
person should be involved in the formulation of al®cision that is likely to affect
him. However, | have also pointed out that the rmatand extent of members’
involvement will differ from organization to orgamation. The benefits to be derived
from applying a participative approach were alsofeal out and it was made clear
that the benefits far outweigh the risks and pnwoisleThe next chapter discusses the

methods and procedures that have been used totcarie analyze data.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the methods and procecduaesvere used in collecting and
analyzing data in this research study. The chaggeks to justify why | have chosen
to utilize certain research techniques insteadtioérs and it also explains how these
techniques have assisted me to delve deeper iethlenomenon of participative
management. | have followed a phenomenological aggbr in an interpretive
paradigm, and employed the case study method atal adlection techniques,
namely questionnaires and interviews. In this abraptalso highlight matters of
ethical concern and the limitations of the studglsb touch on the site of my research

and how | went about selecting my participantstier study.

3.2 WHY AN INTERPRETIVE PARADIGM?

Mungunda (2003:31) claimed that a paradigm is méraf reference or “mental map’
through which we see the world. Researchers i thearch for truth work from
different beliefs about the nature of reality armmivhone sees the nature of reality is
influenced by one’s frame of reference. Creswe®9@4) claimed that to an
interpretive researcher the only reality is thaiokhis constructed by the individual
involved in the research situation. Because myysteeks to understand and not
prove anything it fits well within a paradigm thdgéscribes, interprets and explains
how participants make sense of their situation.s®@edl (1994:5) claimed that
interpretive research provides fresh insights agparently well known phenomena

In this research study | was interested in undedstg the subjective experience and
individual perceptions of stakeholders with regardoarticipative management and
the meaning they attach to the idea itself. | watefind out how these stakeholders
describe, interpret and make sense of participatiamagement. The interpretive
paradigm appeared to be an appropriate orientétia@nable me to enter the “lived

world” of the participants. Cohen, Manion and Msomn (2000:19) claimed that
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interpretivism believes that the social world canlyobe understood from the
standpoint of the individuals who are part of they@ing action being investigated.
Interpretivist researchers have a belief that thelewstanding of individuals’
interpretations of the world around them has to €drom inside and not imposed
from outside. Udjombala (2002:43) in support of theerpretive approach claimed
that in order to understand and interpret soctabiobns the researcher should interact
with the people involved in such situations, teéelisto them and try to make sense of

their perceptions and experiences.

Cohen, Manion and Morriso(R000:22) pointed to the advantages of conducting
research within interpretive paradigm as followse central endeavor in the context
of the interpretive paradigm is to understand thijective world of human
experience”. To retain the integrity of the phenamdeing investigated efforts are
made to get inside the person and to understamd Wwahin. Other features that
characterize an interpretive paradigm and which enakerpretive paradigm a

suitable tradition for social researchers incluithesfollowing:

(a) Interpretive researchers begin with individuafed set out to understand their
interpretation of the world around them.

(b) Theory is emergent and arise from a particsitaiation.

(c) Theory does not precede research but insteldmvfat. In other words, theory
emerges from data and the whole process is induttinature.

(d) The outcomes of the research are negotiatedrendonstructs of the participants
are used to structure the investigation.

(e) Meanings are not imposed upon the data buérathta are allowed to speak for
themselves and meaning is derived inductively foata.

(f) Interpretive researchers work directly with exence and understanding to build
their theory on them. The data collected is glossithl the meanings and purposes of

those people who supplied it.

The above features make the interpretive paradigpropriate for most forms of
social research especially research studies tlekt teeexplore people’s perceptions
and experiences of particular phenomena. The abloaeacteristic features make an

interpretive orientation relevant for my researabrikvsince | am here engaged in an
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attempt to explore and discover stakeholders’ wstdading, interpretation and
feelings about participative management.

3.4 THE CASE STUDY METHOD

This research work on stakeholders’ experiencespanceptions about participative
management is a case study of a High School iC#ie District. Cohen, Manion and
Morrison (2000:181) defined a case study as a specific nostdhat is frequently
designed to illustrate a more general principleelAthn as cited in Cohen, Manion
and Morrison (2000:182) defined a case study as $thdy of an instance in action.”
Yin (2003:36) claimed that a case study is an aggliinquiry that investigates a

contemporary phenomenon within its real life cohtex

| have decided on making this research work a sas#y for a number of different
reasons. Firstly it is out of convenience becausase study can be undertaken by a
single researcher without needing a full reseageimt Cohen, Manion and Morrison
(2000:184) pointed out that the strength of a casdy is that its results are more
easily understood by a wide audience including academics as they are written in
everyday language. Case studies are immediate@lligible, they speak for
themselves. They are able to catch unique featuhésh otherwise might be lost in
large scale data such as surveys and these urégierds might hold the key to

understanding the situation.

Case studies also provide insights into other amsituations and in that way they
assist in the interpretation of other similar caséshen and Manion (1994:183)
claimed that case studies frequently follow theerptetive tradition of research,
which is that of seeing the situation through thieseof participants. For instance case
studies focus on individual actors or groups obextand seek to understand their
perceptions of events. Cohen, Manion and Morrigf00Q:184) recommended a case
study method for the reason that case studiestamegson reality because they are
down to earth and are usually in harmony with teader's own experience. Bell
(1993:11) added his voice by saying that the cas#ysapproach is an appropriate
method for an individual researcher because itsgareopportunity for one aspect of a
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problem to be studied in some depth within a lichitiene scale. Anderson (1990:156)
pointed to the advantage of using a case studyadeth follows:

Education is a process and there is a need foargsenethods which
themselves are process — oriented, flexible angtalle to changes
in circumstances. The case study method is apptepfior such
situations.

3.5 TRIANGULATING DATA COLLECTION TECHNIQUES

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000:112) defined gislation as the use of two or
more methods of data collection to study the satmnpmenon. Put another way,
triangulation is a multi-method approach to a peabland it involves the use of more
than one method in the pursuit of a given objectMangunda (2003:37) in support
of triangulation argued as follows: “Multiple soerscof information are sought and
used because it is unlikely that a single souraafofmation can be trusted to provide

a comprehensive picture.”

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000:112) added to &heve view by stating that
exclusive reliance on one method may bias or diska& researcher’s picture of the
particular slice of reality he is investigating.@&m, Manion and Morrison (2000:113)
further claimed that a researcher needs to be demtffithat the data generated are not
simply artifacts of one specific method of datalexdion and such confidence can
only be achieved when different methods of datdecbbn are utilized. Nongubo
(2004:22) claimed that triangulating data collecttechniques is appropriate when a

more holistic view of a situation is sought.

Altrichter, Posch and Somekh (1993:117) pointed that the other advantage of
triangulation is that it gives a more detailed dvalanced picture of a situation.
Altrichter et al. further claimed that with triangulation the coulicdions which are

often hidden in single data collection techniquesdme visible, thus enabling a more
profound interpretation. | decided on combining tweehniques of data collection
namely questionnaires and interviews because lesatftat the strength of one data

collection tool should complement the weaknes$iefdther. My aim of triangulating
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was also directed towards enriching the picture @mas providing a deeper
understanding of the phenomenon of participativeagament.

3.6 SAMPLING

Sampling refers to the population of the study. k&dc(1993:113) defined the
population as that larger community from which sample is to be drawn. This
research study is focused on the teachers and membihe School Governing Body
of a High School in the Cala District of the East@ape. | chose this particular High
School for convenience reasons because of its mpityxio where | stay and so | did
not have to spend much on transport to reach theokcOver and above this | also
have a long-standing friendship with the teachitagf @nd community of the school
and that was a great advantage for me becausaftbated me easy access and entry

into the school.

The High School under study has a total numberixiéen teachers including the
principal and | decided that each of the teaché&sulss be given a chance to
participate in the study by way of filling in a @i®nnaire. | selected for interviews
the principal of the school, the chairperson of #@&B, one teacher who is a member
of the School Management Team (SMT) and one efigevid from the surrounding
community. In this research study the elite hapgenebe a headman of the village
after whom the school is named. Bell (1993:92)estdhat elites are considered to be
the influential, the prominent and well informedopk in the community and are
often selected for interviews on the basis of thkeiowledge and expertise in areas
relevant to research. Bell (1993:93) claimed ttatiable information could be gained
from elites because of the position they hold iciaorealms. Elites are able to

provide an overall view of the situation in whid¢tetresearcher is interested.

3.7 UNDERTAKING A PILOT STUDY

The use of questionnaires as a data collection eglires that a pilot study be

undertaken in order to check on the suitabilitgusacy, correctness and relevance of
questions before embarking on the main study. ©ehd between 25 and 30 of July
2005 | conducted a pilot study by giving out thesfionnaires to three educators who
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happened to be language teachers in their respexthools. The three educators did
not belong to the school under study.

Through the pilot study | was able to get feedbalotut the vagueness and ambiguity
of questions which needed to be corrected and asplr The pilot study also gave
me an idea about the kind of data | should expeat the main study. A pilot study is
recommended by a number of researchers for a nuofberasons. Bell (1993:37)
stated that the purpose of a pilot study is “toeadhthe degree of precision necessary
to ensure that respondents understand exactly yauaare asking, to check that your
language is Jargon free.” Altrichter, Posch and &dm(1993:100) claimed that a
pilot study reduces the number of errors becausmeseen problems revealed during
the pilot study could be overcome by perhaps redésj the main study. Altrichter
pointed out further that a pilot study providesadfatr the researcher to make a sound
decision on the advisability of going ahead with thain study. Cohen, Manion and
Morrison (2000:260) summed up the significanceahd a pilot study by stating the

following:

Piloting the questionnaires serves several impoftarctions such as
checking the clarity of questions to eliminate idiffties to wording,

checking whether the questionnaire is too long @rshort, too

threatening or too offensive.

3.8 DATA COLLECTION

Powney and Watts (1994:22) claimed that the chofcihe tools for data gathering
depends on one’s research goals. They furtherdstast the most important thing is
that the researcher should select research toatsabuld enable him to obtain the
best information in order to answer his researastjons. After much thought | came
to a realization that since my main goal was tolaep the perceptions and
experiences of stakeholders about participativeagement, the use of questionnaires

and interviews in data gathering would be the bpsbn for me.
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3.8.1 QUESTIONNAIRES

Walker (1985:120) defined a questionnaire as “a@aewhich enables the respondent
to answer questions.” Cunningham and Cordeiro (2d®) claimed that the
questionnaire may be considered as a formalizedstytided interview or interview
by proxy. Cunningham and Cordeiro argued furthat the form of a questionnaire is
the same as it would be in a face to face interytbe only difference being that in a

guestionnaire the interviewer is removed.

| administered questionnaires consisting of cloaed open-ended questions to the
sixteen teachers of the High School under studyder to get their personal views on
participative management. Through the use of quessires | was able to collect

adequate data at a relatively low cost in terntsnaé and access to participants.

| was able to gather the required data without s&aely interfering with the privacy
of the participants since the participants coulakaan the questionnaire at their own
convenient time and in the comfort of their own le@m | gave the participants two
weeks to complete the questionnaire (Appendix B Guestionnaires consisted of a
series of questions, which were designed to extfata on respondents’ views about
participative management. The questions were seiffily simple and straightforward
so that they could be easily understood by theordgnts.

| avoided ambiguity, vagueness and double-barrgilexbtions by first pre-testing the
guestionnaires in a pilot study as | have indicagzdlier on. | numbered the
questionnaires in order that it could be easy fer tm make a follow up on the
respondents and so that | could identify who hashas not yet returned the
guestionnaire. | had designed the content of thestipnnaire in such a way that it
reflected the objectives of the study. | gave niysefficient time to examine the
questionnaires vigorously during the pilot study &nliscarded any question that did
not relate specifically to participative managemémhade attempts to avoid leading
questions because according to Creswell (1994€2)img questions have a tendency

of introducing elements of bias in the responseshef subjects. Answers to such
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questions cannot be said to be a true reflectimesgondents’ views and experiences
about the phenomenon being investigated (LunendggOrnstein 1991:86).

3.8.2 INTERVIEWS

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000:268) defined aterinew as a “two person
conversation initiated by the interviewer for thpesific purpose of obtaining
research-relevant information and focused by himcontent specified by research
objectives.” Walker (1985:90) claimed that the miew is based on the assumption
that it takes two to tell the truth. Walker expkdnthat in essence the interview relies
on the fact that people are able to offer accownttheir behaviour, practice and

actions to those who ask them questions.

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000:267) remarked ititatviews enable participants
to discuss their interpretations of the world inieththey live and to express how they
regard situations from their point of view. Coh&mnion and Morrison (2000:268)
claimed further that in these senses an interviswnot simply concerned with
collecting data about life; it is part of life itkeMerriam (2001:72) pointed to the

importance of interviews as follows:

We interview people to find out from them thosengs we cannot
directly observe...We cannot observe feelings, thtgland
intentions. We cannot observe how people have argdrthe world
and the meaning they attach to what goes on iwtrkl. We have to
ask people questions about those things.

Merriam (2001:73) put it as follows: “The purposkinterviewing is to allow us to

enter the other person’s world and perspective tridkiter, Posch and Somekh
(1993:101) aligned themselves with this view wheaytsaid that interviews gave
access to other people’s perceptions includindghbeghts, attitudes and opinions that

lie behind their behaviour.
In this study | conducted structured and unstrgctuinterviews with a variety of

stakeholders who are part of the High School ustiedy from 12 September to 21
September 2005. Vockel (1993:118) claimed thatamh@ntage of using unstructured
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interviews is that it allows for a more flexibleylst adapted to the personality and
circumstances of the person being interviewed. ¥bstated further that interviewing
also offers an opportunity to probe for details as# for clarity in cases where there
is ambiguity in participants’ responses. Peoplet thanterviewed included the
principal of the school, the chairperson of SGBs educator who is a member of the
SMT and one elite drawn from the surrounding comitguth made an appointment
with each of the participants with respect to theedtime and venue of the interview

for the convenience of both the respondents ancelinys

| decided on making the interviews more of an infal conversation in order that the
interviewee could feel free to express his views tay he wants without being
intimidated by too much formality. Johnson as citedlleshila (1994:44) claimed that
the skills of questioning, listening and recordiage central to obtaining data in
interviewing. To this end | decided on recordingthe interviews on tape after of
course reaching an agreement with the respondBets.(1993:80) pointed “Tape
recording allows for preservation and study of dadan non-recurring events.” Bell
(1993:81) stated further that with tape recordimigripretation of information can be
validated by another researcher and data can bkeretand restudied whenever a

need arises.

| designed an interview schedule (Appendix C) cstitgj mostly of open-ended
questions. The interview questions were designetsé@ered around the following
aspects of participative management:

(&) The perceptions and experiences the interviswegve about participative
management.

(b) Ways and means of making participative managemiective and successful in
schools.

(c) Possible threats to the implementation of pgrditive management and how these

could be overcome.

During the interviews | was at liberty to vary teequence of questions, probe for
detail and even to change the wording when a neesea The wording of the
guestion was tailored to suite each particulanviddial and the questions were asked

In a sequence appropriate for the interviewee.
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Cohen and Manion (1994:86) claimed that it is daesin an interview that different
people may interpret a particular question diffgeand consequently they may give
inaccurate responses. | attempted to avoid thisolyinually phrasing and rephrasing
the questions during the interview in order to eaghat the questions had the same
meaning for all the interviewees. The flexibility the interview structure motivated
the interviewees to answer the questions fairlyueately. | focused mostly on asking
open-ended questions because according to HitchandkHughes (1995:280) such
guestions offer the interviewee the freedom to @ediimself about the form and the
length of his answers.

| approached the interview without any pre-detegdimnswers which could have
influenced me to persuade the interviewees to answe particular way. | put aside
any theory or knowledge | have about participathn@nagement because | wanted to
describe the phenomenon of participative managepreisely as seen through the
eyes of the participants. The idea was to allowpheicipants to describe their own

world the way they perceive and experience it.

3.9 DATA ANALYSIS

Marshall and Rossman (1995:11) defined data arsapsi“the process of bringing
order, structure and meaning to the mass of celiedata.” Hitchcock and Hughes
(1995:295) claimed that analysis involves discowany deriving patterns in the data,
looking for categories and themes in the data arnshort trying to sort out what the
data are about. Hitchcock and Hughes (1995:296)tpag follows: “when we talk
about analysis we are referring to the ways in wihlee researcher moves from a
description of what is the case to an explanatfowhy what is the case is the case.”
Cohen and Manion (1994:181) claimed that raw datsemo inherent meaning and
that it is the interpretive act of the researchat brings meaning to those data.

Huberman and Miles (1994:62) claimed that themoi®ne right way to analyse; one
can be creative, can have fun or can combine tgaksi Huberman and Miles stated
that as long as the researcher is consistent,ougoand honest it is okay. Huberman
and Miles advised that it is a good analytical apph for a researcher to keep on
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asking questions during analysis. Such questiongldvohallenge the researcher’s
assumptions, assumptions contained in the litexataview and even participants’
assumptions. Huberman and Miles stated that bytaothg questioning and cross
questioning, the researcher would be able to decoval interpretations and new

insights.

In this research study | analyzed data using aundiivk approach. Inductive analysis
means that categories and patterns emerge fronataerather than being imposed on
the data prior to data collection. After | had abea the data my first task was now to
reduce the mass of collected data to a form seiténl analysis. Data reduction

usually consists of coding data in preparationafoalysis. But prior to coding | had to

check the questionnaires and this task of chedkiegjuestionnaires is what is known
as editing. Mungunda (2003:38) pointed to thragre¢tasks of editing namely, that

editing is done to check the completeness, accuaadyelevance of data provided.

| made an effort to check if there was an answeewvery question asked in the
guestionnaire. It often happens that a respondentfail to answer a question asked
in the questionnaire not because he does not havanawer but because of
carelessness or oversight. During the process etkihg | was at the same time
trying to organize the collected data. The orgammaof data involved me reading
through the data forces repeatedly in order to mmecéamiliar with those data in
intimate ways and also in order to get sense ofathele of the material. As | was
reading | was at the same time interpreting tha,diriving meanings and inferences

from the words and acts of research participants.

Coding then followed. The purpose of coding wasummarize the data and classify
the answers to individual questions into meaninghtiegories in order to bring out
their essential pattern. A set of coding frames alastracted for each question in the
guestionnaire. During coding | had to break dowa dlata into units of meaning or
topics which | then subsumed under a general hgathinbring together diverse
activities. My task here was to put some kind afesron the data without distortion. |
had to note recurrent topics and themes in thevietes and then | put these together

into clusters or groups of topics which | gain subed under one broad heading.
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In some instances | had to do editing and codimyisaneously. During editing | had
to determine whether the data were useful in ilhating the question being explored
and whether or not they were central to the rebetmgic. | had to discard any data
that did not relate to the research topic. Theais®des and categories helped me not
only to break the data into manageable pieces tbatso enabled me to identify
relationships between units of meanings. The dateeventered into a computer
software package suitable for analysis of qualitatdata in order to be able to

produce graphs and tables needed in data presentati

3.10 ETHICAL ISSUES

Van Manen (1997:4) stated: “to do research is abwly question the way we
experience the world, to want to know the worldninich we live as human beings.”
This statement above suggests that research parkycsocial research is an exercise
that involves people and therefore consideratiohushan dignity becomes essential.
It is with this idea in mind that Cavan as citedGohen, Manion and Morrison
(2000:56) defined ethics as “a matter of principtedsitivity to the rights of others”.
Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000:57) pointed to ihgortance of ethical
consideration in research by stating the following:

researchers have a responsibility not only to tpeafession in its
search for knowledge and quest for truth, but dsthe subjects they
depend on for their work.

Babbie and Mouton (2001:121) stated that sociaaieh represents an intrusion into
people’s lives. Babbie and Mouton suggested th& imperative that researchers
whatever the specific nature of their work shoalkktinto account the effects of their
research on participants and act in a manner tlvaidvpreserve their dignity as
human beings. Creswell (1994:57) claimed that stimwolve respect for persons,
respect for truth and respect for democratic valiésics are about trustworthiness of

researchers and the research they produce.
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Bell (1993:37) stated that no researcher can densmuess to an institution, an
organization or to materials. Burgess (1985:10@&)eddto this view by pointing out
that access to people involves first being accepyeitiem and ultimately getting their
trust. In this research work data collection wascpded by the sending of letters to
the principal and teaching staff of the school urstedy (Appendix A). In the letters
| was requesting for permission of entry into tbkaol and also explaining briefly the
purpose of my research study. In addition to thevald made a personal visit to the
school to have a face to face meeting with thehiegcstaff in order to give them a
full explanation about the study itself so thatreaeacher could take an informed

decision on whether to participate or not.

During the meeting | explained to them that theg ttee right to withdraw from the
study any time they so wished and that anyone wbeldree to ask that the data
he/she has provided should not be used in the stadsyo gave them a guarantee that
the data they would provide would be used for mmghelse other than the research
itself and that no data would be released for whatgurpose without the prior
consent of the person who provided them. | agamnoiited myself to observing
principles of confidentiality and anonymity in afly dealings with them. To ensure
anonymity of participants | decided on using psewdaes during data presentation.
Before analyzing data, | gave myself a chance ¢al fine data back to some of the
teachers to check if the data represented thedr garceptions and understanding of
participative management. | promised to provide sicbool with a copy of my
research work on completion of the study since theynselves had requested me to
do so. A meeting was arranged at the school inhvhithanked most profoundly all

those who agreed to participate in the study.

3.11 THE STUDY’S LIMITATION

The fact that this research work is a single caseysis by itself a limitation.
Maselana (2003:44) highlighted the fact that catediss have a tendency of
oversimplifying or exaggerating a situation thusking the researcher draw distorted
or erroneous conclusions about the actual statéfaifs. Another possible limitation
of a case study research is that results of a sasly are often not generalizable
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except in few cases where there happens to beasitieis. | can simply point out that
case studies are not strong on extrapolation bec#élubsy are not large scale
investigations like surveys. However, be that tlasec my triangulation of data
collection techniques with a view to enriching thieture has helped minimize the

above possibility

Another possible limitation of this study is thaetHawthorne effect might have come
to play during data gathering. As a result | carqurantee the honesty and sincerity
of responses given by participants because in siostances participants have a
tendency of giving the researcher that which tlneykt he is interested in hearing or
seeing and that can easily give a false picturautatadnat actually prevails. But |
believe and hope that the close friendship andt trusave established with the
teachers of that school even prior to my reseatathyshas made it easy for them to
open up and be genuine and frank in their respomdgdriendly appeal to them to
divulge everything about participative managementivated the participants to be

honest and outspoken.

Another thing that could have been a limitation tbis study is that educational
management is something which | am passionate dsmatuse | have been involved
in school management since 1990. The potential hesle is that a researcher who
investigates a phenomenon he is passionate ablikelisto produce findings that are
clouded by emotions and therefore biased. It isHmr reason that Taylor and Bogden
(1998:28) cautioned that researchers should stay &wm areas in which they have
deeply felt emotions. Researchers investigatingiphrena in which they have vested
interest tend to see only those things they wasetand leave out those things they

do not agree with.

3.12 CONCLUSION

This chapter has revealed the various research tbat were utilized in carrying out
the investigation in the study and it has also @&xjgd how the use of these research
tools contributed to a deeper understanding of ghenomenon of participative
management. The chapter has also outlined the atkastic features of interpretive
paradigm which is the research tradition within ethihe study was conducted. | have
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also tried to throw light on phenomenological agato which requires that the
researcher suspends his value system and apprdechpltenomenon under
investigation in silence. | explained how the udepbenomenological approach
assisted me to overcome the problem of bias instese that | attempted to be

empathic and to see things from the viewpointhefgarticipants.

In the chapter | have also pointed to possibletéitiins that might have affected the
study but at the same time | explained how | mdttete to overcome the limitations
in order to ensure that the quality of the studpas compromised. Details of how |
gained entry into the school under study were givetine chapter and ethical issues
involving confidentiality and anonymity were alsaghlighted. The next chapter
offers data presentation and it would seek to ptedata exactly as provided by the
participants. It is in this next chapter that tleeces of the participants are brought to
the forefront.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In chapter three | explained the various reseachrtiques and tools that were used
in gathering data. | also touched on how the dat@wanalyzed. In this chapter | shall
be presenting the findings in the form of resporgigen by participants on each of
the questions asked. The responses are expecpedvide an understanding of how
the various stakeholders perceive and experiencgcipative management. The
responses are also expected to provide informatidmow the participants themselves
interpret and make sense of participative managenaen how the idea of
participative management can be made a realityirsohools.

In this chapter | shall attempt to bring to theeftine feelings and views of participants
with a view to presenting the phenomenon of pgéitve management in the manner
in which the participants themselves see it. Datanfthe questionnaires will be
presented in the form of tables and graphs with pleepose of making the
presentation more vivid and clear. Data from therinews will at some points be
coupled with the direct words of participants irder to make participants’ voice
more audible. Since | made use of two data gatheonols as highlighted in chapter

three data presentation will be done under thevioilg sub-headings :-

a) Results from questionnaires

b) Data from interviews

4.2 PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

4.2.1RESULTS FROM QUESTIONNAIRES

As already pointed out in chapter three | adminéstequestionnaires to 16 teachers of

the school under study. Responses from the questi@s reflected a number of
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diverse and sometimes contradictory views on ppditve management. However
there were also instances where responses woulchtedcomplete agreement on a

particular point of view.

There was unanimous agreement among the resporateths fact that participative
management is a feasible idea and that it is thbt nvay to go. The view that
participative management can be more easily imph@dein a small organisation
than in a big one tended also to be a dominant aiemng the respondents. This idea
was based on the premise that in small organizatiba person to person contact
occurs most frequently and direct communicatiorhwitembers is more possible. It
came out strongly from the questionnaire respormisas participative management
should not be applied blindly. The majority (80%)tloe respondents pointed to the
fact that the maturity level of members in an orgation determines how far each
member can be allowed to participate. Related ¢oaihove view was also the idea
that the implementation of participative managemsninore likely to succeed in
urban schools than in rural schools because thmmneents happen to believe that
those people in towns and cities are more enliglteand knowledgeable than those

in rural areas.

The respondents also pointed to a number of adgestéhat could be obtained
through exercising participative management. Thesefits included the following:

(a) Participative management helps develop thenpiateof individual members in an
organisation. (b) Participative management leadsowmership of decisions. (c)
Participative management results in improved pesogiations in an organisation.
(d) Participation leads to the boost of staff meiialan organisation and organisations
that practise participative management encounss ¢t®nflict situations than those
that do not. (e) Participation promotes a team @gogr to problem solving and in that

way it reduces stress on management.

Most of the respondents (72%) expressed the viawah effective organisation is the
one that is 50% participative and 50% autocratic.also transpired from the
questionnaire responses that the style of leageddtiermines the manner in which
participative management could be implemented &adl $takeholders would need

workshopping before being engaged in a participagncounter. The respondents
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also brought to the surface a number of disadvestap be expected from
participative management. The respondents pointethé fact that participative
management delays implementation of decisions hatdonsultation which is one
aspect of participation wastes time and resouides.respondents also cautioned that

participation can be detrimental if it is appliedheut limits.

Threats to participative management that the redgais highlighted included
ignorance and resistance, inexperienced staff menarel authoritarian management
styles. The responses also brought to light misgptiens the respondents have about
participation. These misconceptions included id#ed participative management
means everybody is equal and that therefore noaecountable to anybody; that
participative management is synonymous with laigage type of management and
also that the aim of participative management isethuce the powers of principals.
There was 100% agreement on the fact that there rd and fast rule to implement

participative management.

Respondents also pointed to ways in which participananagement can be made to
work. These strategies involved developing an @ffeccommunication system,
sharing information and delegating duties and resibdities to subordinates.
However, the idea that in a school situation this responsibility of the SMT only to
ensure that the effective implementation of pgstiive management was rejected by
93% of the respondents. The accepted view was timat implementation of
participative management should be the collectsponsibility of all those involved
in the school. The view expressed by 38% of thearedents was that participative

management will take time to be completely realime8outh African schools.

4.2.2DATA FROM INTERVIEWS

As stated in chapter three of this dissertatioeltl hnterviews with four participants
who are part of the school under study. An intewvischedule (Appendix C)
consisting of open-ended questions was used tcaaxfrom the interviewees
information on their understanding of participativenagement. For the purpose of
maintaining confidentiality, | have decided to ymseudonyms when presenting data

from the interviews.
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4.2.2.1Mr. N

Mr. N is a man of about 35 years and he has bedtGid (Head of Department) at
this school since 1990. He is confident about hilve® a member of the SMT. He
believes in honesty and transparency when dealitly management issues. He
seemed popular among staff members and told me $tect in order to be kind.

Meaning of participation

Mr. N explained to me what his understanding oftipgration is. He said
participation involves the distribution of dutiasdamanagement functions to the staff
at various levels of the school and even beyondstiwol to involve stakeholders.
However, Mr. N acknowledged the fact that partitiggais not only about delegating
duties to subordinates. He said it is also aboutliing other members in decision -
making. Mr. N explained that participation requite® involvement of members’

right from the conception of the idea to the impégrtation and evaluation thereof.

Mr. N put it as follows:

Many heads are better than one. Many hands mak& lgitter.
Participation means that you give some of the workubordinates so
as to reduce workload on yourself. You need to nada@sions with
them so that they can feel that they are valued ardpart of the
management process. If you do not involve themamujust inviting
resistance and opposition for yourself (My joureakry 28 August
2005).

Selectivity of participation

Mr. N acknowledged the fact that it is impossildervolve everyone in everything.
He pointed out that competence determines howrfarcan participate. He said it is
bad practice to give responsibility to somebody wbes not have the ability to carry
out such a responsibility. Mr. N stressed the ptit it does not make sense to
involve someone in something to which he cannottrdmute due to lack of
knowledge about the issue. Mr. N advised that marsaghould learn to involve

members only in those issues that they are conviensth.
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Mr. N articulated his views as follows:

It is bad manners to give a task to a teacher wimenknow he is
incapable of doing it; the teacher can mess upyéveg and bring
the school into chaos. As for me | can never gesponsibility to a
teacher who | know will end up disgracing the s¢h&o the rule of
thumb is that you do not delegate responsibiliteepeople who are
incapable.

Autocratic management: Its bad and good sides:

Mr. N told me that he had worked under an autocnathnagement before coming to
the school where he is currently teaching. | agkied how it was to work under an

autocratic manager. He replied that it was frustgaand demoralizing. He said they
as subordinates were not free to express their sviepenly. They had to accept
instructions and implement those instructions @edgi as they were given by top

management. Decisions were unilaterally made byagament and these were to be
carried out by subordinates without question. Néeas from subordinates were not
easily accepted by management.

Mr. N put it frankly as follows:

That thing called autocracy is not good. You argaghk in constant
fear because you can be accused of being insulabedamy time by
management. You cannot come up with your own waydahg

things; you must always do as rules prescribe @awhton from the
rule means punishment. | hate the rigidity of ataog because it kills
creativity and creates dependency syndrome. Sulsiesi cannot
take initiatives; they have to depend on SMT foergthing. | do not
like at all, it's bad.

However, Mr. N also admitted that autocratic mamaget is not always bad. He
claimed that there are cases where autocracy dedde keep order in the school. He
said that in emergency cases autocracy is abladititéte quick implementation of
decisions since no consultation is necessary. Mrcl&dimed autocracy is more
appropriate when dealing with stubborn subordinbtxsause the use of force which

is the characteristic feature of autocracy hasdfiect of intimidating them into
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submission and in that way opposition to managenseminimized. Mr. N explained
it thus:

With autocracy decision making is very fast becaosly very few
are involved and the time-consuming practice ofscdtation is not
there. Members do not voice out their opposition fear of being
charged for insubordination and in that way theadion is made to
appear calm and peaceful on the surface though deep there is
dissatisfaction.

Shared vision

Mr. N explained that participation gives a chancendividual members of staff to

bring together their individual visions into a commvision. Mr. N stressed the fact
that envisioning requires a collective effort andhared vision should be something
known to teachers, learners, community and staklensland all these groups should

participate in the formulation of the vision. Mr.é¥hphasized it as follows:

A school without a shared vision perishes. You c&naxpect
members to work together in a school that doeshage a common
vision. Without common vision each member woulddb&g his own
things, his own way. What | am telling you is nargoon vision no
collaboration among members.

Commitment to organizational goals

Mr. N stated that nobody can be committed to somgthe was not involved in, in
terms of planning and decision-making. Mr. N expda that commitment is a feeling
that emanates from inside a person and such adeedin only be elicited by giving
the person a chance to participate. Mr. N told ina& trom his personal experience he
has learnt that when a person is excluded fronsaec making, he will always want

to sabotage and resist whatever decision is takiimout him. According to him:

How can you be expected to commit yourself to plgos never
participated in creating? It will be like being ¢ed to feed and bring
up a child you did not give birth to. One can obé&/ dedicated to that
which he helped create and without that nobody kibged to be
committed to anything.
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Ownership of decision

Mr. N emphasized the point that participating ircide®n-making makes members
feel that they own the decision; the decision ifectively owned. He stated that
members are willing and prepared to defend a dectifiey themselves have made.
Mr. N stressed the point like this:

| cannot be proud about a decision | never hetpaldle and | am not
even obliged to abide by such a decision. If theisiien fails the
blame should be put on those who made it since iheir decision
and not ours.

| asked Mr. N if he could give an example of a at@tal decision that failed because
it did not involve other people. Mr. N narrated iaeident that happened at their
school in 2001. He said that in 2001 they as mamagé were keen on raising funds
for their school. Consequently they as managemeaiddd that each class should
vigorously engage in a fund-raising campaign byirgglhetkoekto members of the
public after school. Theetkoekwere to be baked at school in the Home Economics
class with the help of class teachers. Class teswchere to facilitate and drive the
whole process. Mr. N narrated in an amusing maroev they as management
instructed class teachers on what they should dbeswen prescribed to the class
teachers how much they should aim to collect inoatims time. According to Mr. N
that fund-raising strategy never succeeded. Heisaids only during evaluation that

they discovered the reason for the failure. He:said

Our mistake was that we did not involve the clasehers in planning
the strategy for fund-raising. We simply told therhat they should
do and so they were not enthusiastic in executiptpa they did not
own.

Promotion of team spirit

Mr. N pointed to the fact that participation leadscollaboration and to teamwork
among members. He claimed with confidence that wétticipation people learn to
work together, to solve problems together, to suppach other and to take collective
responsibility for whatever they do together. Hédsthe spirit of a team is so

powerful that it can move obstacles in its way.diemed:
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There is nothing you cannot achieve if you worketihgr as team.
Some schools in the Eastern Cape are not produstivause the idea
of teamwork has not yet dawned in the minds of teachers. You
find a teacher working in his own cocoon and assilt you do not
see any remarkable achievement out of that.

Good interpersonal relationship

Mr. N felt strongly on the point that participaticcreates a warm and friendly
atmosphere in a school. He said with participatearybody feels trusted and valued
and unnecessary suspicions are removed. Mr. N @awadication of what happens in

a school that lacks participation. He said:

You find teachers back biting one another. Youtgathers forming
opposition camps and there is tension throughoaitddy. Without
harmonious relations you cannot expect membersivi® gut their
best and contribute positively to the growth ansiefl@oment of the
school.

Abuse of participation

Mr. N warned that sometimes participation can degae into chaos if it is allowed
to go on without proper guidance from authority.. Mrstated that some members of
staff can participate, not with a view of ensurthg achievement of school objectives
but because they want to push their own persorexhgas. Mr. N talked of what he
called popular decisions that could be detrimetaahe school. He cautioned that a
decision can be taken and supported by a majadirityemnbers in the meeting but that
does not mean the decision is correct. Mr. N warthed principals should guard
against accepting popular decisions that will phk school into the drain. He
explained that allowing participation in decisioaking does not mean that principals
should accept every decision taken by the groupsaitd principals were appointed by
the Department of Education because the DoE belmugcipals are people of
integrity who are capable of taking correct decisioHe added that principals are
accountable to the DoE and stakeholders for whateappens at their schools. Mr.

N. put it as follows:
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You see, a principal cannot tell the DoE that itthe teacher’s
decision when the DoE asks him to account for theng decision
taken at his school. It is the principal alone wauld have to answer
to the DoE and stakeholders for what happens adheol.

4222 Mr.S

Mr. S is a man of about 50 years of age and is¢itend principal to be appointed at
this school. Mr. S believes in democratic managerbhahhe claimed that democracy
becomes detrimental once it is taken to extremesbelief is that good management

is one that maintains a balance between democratg@ocracy.

Involvement of stakeholders

Mr. S was of the opinion that a school is a soerdlty that exists to serve the needs
of the community and consequently a school caneadparated from the community
in its surroundings. Mr. S stressed the point thathool cannot survive without the
support and involvement of the community. Mr. Smapted to illustrate his point by

stating that the school gets financial support lay wf school fees and also human

resources by way of learners from the surroundorgraunity.

When | asked Mr. S about the advantages of pargmvalvement his reply was:

You must remember, learners fear and respect plaegnts more than
teachers. If learners see their parents frequettlschool, they stop
misbehaving. Also when a learner misbehaves ato$éhbelps very

much if you call his parent to school to talk ts lehild, | am saying
this from experience.

However, Mr. S warned that the principal shoulccheeful when involving parents in
school matters because they can easily overstapbivendaries. Mr. S pointed to the
fact that parents have sometimes a tendency ofingamd involve themselves in
matters that do not concern them and if their pigetion is unlimited that can easily
bring chaos and confusion to the school especiatlye community is illiterate and

less enlightened.
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Learner participation in decision -making

Mr. S expressed concern about the involvement afnkrs in decision-making
processes at High Schools. He was referring toettearners who are members of
SGB at High schools. Mr. S pointed to some of #sponsibilities of the SGB such as
recommending teachers for appointments and recomingrdisciplinary measures
against irresponsible teachers. Mr. S’s concern tasit would be out of order for
learners who are part of the SGB to be involvedigtussing disciplinary actions to

be taken against misbehaving teachers. Mr. S esgadsis concern as follows:

| do not imagine how learners who are SGB membansparticipate
in discussing the fate of a misbehaving teacheos@&hearners will
have no respect for the teacher concerned andvtiethink they are

superior to the teacher since they can decide aheuypunishment to
be given to him. Again when the SGB is selectingchers for
appointment, the learner component of the SGB dapaxticipate in

that matter since the matter is above their undedéhg. You cannot
expect a learner to appoint a teacher that shealchthim, it doesn’t
make sense at all. Yes, | do agree learners cditipate in those
issues that are within their level of thinking lite@ example deciding
on how many matches a school can have a year lhuh rmomplex

issue like recommending the appointment of a teache

Fear of sharing power

Mr. S pointed out that it is not easy to share powigh subordinates especially for
those principals that are accustomed to an au#inianit style of management. Mr. S
explained that sharing power is a process thattakk time for principals to get used
to because it is a new practice in managementSMixpressed his views as follows:

When you share power with subordinates, you alwagge that
feeling that you might end up losing your power.uMzegin to get a
sense that the subordinates might think they amalegith you. Any
way power sharing is good despite our fear as jpahe that it would
make us lose authority.

Misconception about participation

Mr. S explained that some subordinates tend to nteigret the concept of

participation. Mr. S said some subordinates thhmkt the right to participate means
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that no decision should be taken without consulémgrybody. Mr. S pointed out that
the idea of consulting everybody before any denissotaken is unrealistic. He said
there are things in life that are not negotiabld aich must be carried out without

questioning. Mr. S put it frankly as follows:

There is no such a thing as consulting everybodgverything. Such
a thing does not exist even in the most democraiimtries of the
world like USA. Even if one were to try it, he wdulail because no
one can satisfy everybody. I'm telling you, anyoevi® tries to satisfy
everybody ends up satisfying nobody.

Promoting participation

On the question of what could be done to promotdigi@ative management at
schools, Mr. S replied that there is nothing thet be done to involve conservative
teachers who belong to the old school of thought. $ expressed his views as

follows:

You cannot teach an old dog new tricks. It's veiffiallt to change
the mindset of a person who has internalized aa.iiée should
however, not lose hope. We only need to be patiedttry to educate
members about participative management through shogs. Me, |
believe if you do not want to change, change wikrmge you because
it is inevitable and it will happen whether youdik or not.

4.2.2.3Mr. L

Mr. L is a young teacher of about 29 years andshavolved in the SGB of the
school representing the teacher component. Hemeldhe joined the school in 1999
through the redeployment process and also thatdsenew serving his second term
of office as a member of the SGB. During the cosaton | had with him, | learned
that he has been involved in most decision maknoggsses of the SGB on a number
of issues. Mr. L seemed conversant with managearahigovernance matters. Mr. L
stated in no uncertain terms that to him partiegratan only be said to be genuine if

it serves the purpose of developing and empowehiegndividuals.
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Participation and Empowerment

Mr. L stated that the more a person is given a obda participate in something, the

more developed his capabilities become. Mr. L plike this:

When you delegate some duties to your subordiyatedo not do it
because you are lazy to do the work yourself, leeahse you want to
develop the person and so that he can gain exgeriégnperson who
is not given a chance to participate in the ae#igipf his organization
feels alienated and such a person loses self-estdgrauggestion is
that principals should open up an opportunity fartigipation
because by doing that they would be building upsié-confidence
of their staff.

Reduction of stress levels

Mr. L pointed to bad practice by some principalsowhanage public schools as if
they are running their private businesses. He gh&be principals centralize
everything and do everything themselves because ltage no confidence in their
staff members. Mr. L stated that the problem absmuth principals is that they
become victims of stress because of the unnecessakjoad they have created for

themselves:

You know, sometimes principals are responsible tlogir own

downfall. You find a principal taking all the workpon himself and
not opening up participation by other staff memb&hse result is that,
that poor principal finds himself collapsing undiéxe unbearable
pressure which he created for himself. | am tellyau, if such

principals could distribute management functions dimer staff
members, stress levels would be dramatically retlecehere would
even be no need for principals to have stress.

Tapping unused talents

Mr. L claimed that every individual has a potengg@en to him by God. He said
participation allows for that hidden talent to bdaashed and to come out to the open.
Mr. L stated that principals ought to know thathéy do not offer an opportunity for
staff members to utilize their talents, they atérkj those talents. Mr. L reminded me

about the law of nature that anything that is ridized dies from disuse:
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If I were the principal, | would identify those tigs each staff
member is strong at and then | would give thatf staémber a
responsibility that matches with his strong poimivould also make
sure that | create a friendly and tension free remvhent in which
every staff member could realize his potentialnmrgand develop.

Creativity and change

Mr. L was of the opinion that participation leadsathappy staff that is always willing
to experiment with new ideas. Mr. L claimed thattiggoation itself is a source of
motivation for staff members and it leads to a Bgehange of ideas among members.
Members become receptive to new changes as a.r@sutirding to Mr. L, a happy
group of staff members is always ready and preptaretrive together for excellence

and such a motivated group take risks and new adretogether. He said:

When you are happy at work you are not afraid ke tzew initiatives,
you do not wait for the principal to give you insttion; you simply
do what you think is good for the school.

Dependency Syndrome

Mr. L expressed the view that lack of participatieads to member passivity. Mr. L
said members become inactive because they aretaisediting for orders from the
boss. Mr. L frankly put it as follows:

A management system that turns subordinates infipgis is not
good. You know, people working under such a systamnever grow
to be independent. | have been in a school whereptimcipal was
autocratic and everything was centralized. When ghecipal was
away on leave we would not know where to start fidealing with
management issues because we were used to beihg/hal to do.
The situation would be chaotic until the principaturns from leave.

4.2.2.4 Mr. J

Mr. J is an older man of approximately 64 yearsagé and is the headman of the
village after whom the school is named. Coincidiyntae is the chairperson of the

59



SGB of the school under study. When | asked him ftolappened that he is the
headman and at the same time the chairperson o8&t his reply was that the
actual SGB chairperson passed away and he was tskeadd the position until the
community appoints a suitable person for the pmsitiMr. J is very critical of a
participative approach with regards to managemérd. Mr. J participative
management is tantamount to a laissez faire typenahagement because with
participative management everybody does what hgherwants on the pretext that

they are exercising their rights.

Mr. J insisted that the conversation be held inséhand | could understand because
he was not conversant in English. The data givéombes my own translation of his
direct words. Mr. J was not at all easy to intewleecause most of the time he would
deviate from the point and talk about things | measked him about. Every time |
tried to bring him to order he would become irethand consequently | had to handle

him with care throughout the interviews.

Participation leading to a state of confusion

Mr. J pointed to democracy as something that broaghfusion to management of
institutions because every “fool” has a right ty samething even if what he says
does not make sense. Mr. J pointed out that becazubes participative democracy,

South Africa is today in a mess. People are unotiable and ungovernable because
everyone claims he or she has rights; even crimihale rights and no one wants to
listen to anybody. Mr. J said that today childrem bt want to listen to parents

because they claim they have democratic rightsaeeha say and participate in
decision making. Mr. J’s direct words were traresfaas follows:

Where on earth can you have a child participatingecision making?
What experience does a child have to take a delsio the good
olden days a man who does not own a flock of sleeattle was not
allowed to have a say or even to participate in“theeting of men”.

What good idea can you get from a man who doesowot even a
dog? To me a proper participation is the one thaiva only “men of

integrity” to take decision’s and not everybody.okatoday because
of this democracy any ‘nincompoop’ is allowed tokaanoise. There
is just no direction.
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No bad authoritarian management

Mr. J pointed out that he saw nothing wrong withaathoritarian manager. To Mr. J
autocracy can never be bad if it is done for thedgaf the institution. Mr. J expressed

his views as follows:

You know, God created people in such a way thatespaople are
more gifted than others and usually those who apeengifted are
few. It is my belief that those few that are moieg should control
and take decisions on behalf of the less giftedontgj You can't
have the less gifted taking decisions just becahsg are in the
majority, it just doesn’t make sense.

Be autocratic in order to be good

Mr. J stated that autocracy becomes bad only gehin power exercise it in order to

protect their own personal interests and not fergbod of the organization:

When you kick somebody from behind in order to éohtm to work
hard to produce food, that type of ill-treatmenjustifiable because
you do it so that the person does not suffer framger in the end.
That's the kind of autocracy | talk about and whictecommend. |
believe it is better to have autocracy that bringger than to have
participation that brings chaos.

4.3 Conclusion

In this chapter | have presented data precisetjives by the respondents both in the
questionnaires and also during interviews. | hatengted to explore and bring to
light the views and feelings of the respondents pamticipative management. |
counted and aggregated responses of the partisip@anteach question in the
guestionnaire so as to determine the dominant vawlsduring the interviews | made
it a point that my personal beliefs and values wad influence the participants’
responses. | did this in order to strengthen thaditgufor this study. In order to ensure
that the voices of the participants were not hiddadopted the style of quoting the
direct words as uttered by the participants. Inribgt chapter | discuss the findings

and the implications of these findings for the Eatian system in South Africa.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSING AND INTERPRETING THE FINDINGS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter | analyzed and presenteditidings as given by the research
participants themselves. During the data analysts @esentation | made it a point
not to interfere with the data in any way becauseahted the data to speak for
themselves. The idea was also to ensure that tlaereépresented a true and genuine
reflection of the participants’ views and percepiabout participative management.
This is in line with Edmund Husserl's slogan oBack to the things themselves”
which in other words suggests that if you want tedfout the essence of a
phenomenon you must let the people who “lived @l you (Merriam 2001:48).
Husserl cautioned us as researchers to brackgiessonal values and perceptions so

as to allow the phenomenon to unfold itself withbeing disturbed.

| engaged in data analysis and presentation in €hdpwith Husserl’s suggestions in
mind. Hitchcock and Hughes (1995:296) claimed Hralysis involves discovering
and deriving patterns in the data, looking for gatees and themes in the data and
trying to sort out what the data are about. Hitdkcand Hughes in the above
statement describe precisely what | did with théada the previous chapter. In
Chapter 4, | analyzed the data using an inductpfgaach. Inductive data analysis
means that categories and patterns emerge fronataeather than being imposed on
the data prior to data collection. During the psscef data analysis | had to do the
coding. My idea of coding was to summarize the datd classify the answers to
individual questions into meaningful categoriesonder to bring out their essential
patterns. | had to create coding frames for ea@stiun in the questionnaire and then

break down the data into units of meaningful ideas.
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In this chapter | interpret and discuss the aralydata in order to provide a deeper
understanding of the participants’ perceptions amdue experiences of participative
management. The discussions will be guided by tkemmel categories that emerged
during the data analysis in the previous chaptgrirbthis instance the sub-themes are
merged into major themes for purposes of discusdiam the discussions in this
chapter | have identified the following themes:wseon participation; barriers to
participative management; “we together can doshared visions; a school is not a
secluded island; engaging in dialogue to removsiteis; adopting positive mental
models; and benefits derived from participatione3dnthemes are discussed with the
goals of the research study in mind and also saihagthe framework provided by
literature in Chapter 2. In order to provide backgrd to the discussion as well as to
keep the reader on track with my line of argumdnuyill first give a brief

recapitulation of my research study.

5.2 REVIEW

The reader is reminded that | am here exploringpireeptions and experiences of
the various stakeholders about participative mamage. In this research, my interest
has been to understand the subjective experienoésiraividual perceptions of
stakeholders with regard to participative managememanted to find out how these
various stakeholders describe, understand, integoré make sense of participative
management. In line with this purpose the contehtth® questionnaires and

interviews was structured in such a way as to asditee following issues:

a) What perceptions and understanding do the stakefmldave about
participative management?

b) What suggestions could the stakeholders put fonaardneans and ways
of making participative management effective in scinools?

c) What factors pose a threat to the successful imghéation of

participative management and how could these diestde overcome?

A number of themes emerged during data analysi€hapter 4 and each theme

represented a particular idea about participatie@agement. These themes are now

63



discussed and interpreted in the next section withew to providing an in-depth

understanding of the participants’ views on pagoative management.

5.3 VIEWS ON PARTICIPATION

From the responses given by the research partisipanmerous descriptions and
interpretations of participative management emerdduese interpretations ranged
from participative management as meaning equadityafi, participative management
being a situation where everyone rules, as wepascipative management having
come to guard against the dictatorial powers ob@atic principals. These divergent
views on participation confirmed the point made Myngunda (2003:22) when he
stated: “...participation is a concept surroundedcbgfusion despite much thought
and activity.” These diverse views on participatime a reflection of the different
ways in which individual learning institutions appand implement the idea of
participative management. The different interpietet given by the respondents also
confirmed Sarason’s view (1995:18) who claimed teaticipation is an idea that is

easy to state but extra-ordinarily difficult to pest in action.

However, the questionnaire data revealed that thware 100% agreement among the
participants that participative management is ipletiway to go and that it is an idea
that is possible (Chapter 4). Some of the respasdeminted out that a participative
approach can be turned into a living reality orflysiaff members in a learning
institution can open up their hearts to one anadineradopt positive attitudes that are

receptive to change.

My personal view in this regard is that particigatmanagement is part of the change
that has engulfed many of our schools in th& @intury. Participation is here to stay
and should therefore be endured and accepted. N208i2:8) added her voice by
stating that the key is to learn to adapt to ther@hanging circumstances within
which our learning institutions operate. Moloi (208) further argued that for
participation to take effect in our schools we netiéitegic, transformational and
visionary school managers who are capable of dgalith change creatively. As the

questionnaire revealed, almost 93,7% of the respaisdattested to the fact that the
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success and effectiveness of participative managemme&ontingent upon the kind of
leadership that is capable of perceiving a good oeehange and uncertainty in the
internal and external environment (Chapter 4). TWisw finds support again in
Moloi's statement (2002:10) that effective leadmms the ones who have the ability to
sense changes in their environments, adapt thategic and operational approaches
to those changes and then engage the hearts and ofireveryone involved in the

school to grasp the challenges presented.

It emerged from the responses that participatiomase than just delegating duties
and responsibilities to the subordinates. Mr. N vigibstrongly on this point claimed
that participation in a broader sense is about luwg other members and
stakeholders in decision-making. The enthusiasmfaalihgs of the respondents on

this point are reflected in Mr. N’s strong words:

You need to make decisions with them so that tleeyfeel that they
are valued and are part of the management protfegeu do not
involve them you are just inviting resistance angpasition for
yourself. (Chapter 4).

These views of Mr. N find support in the words ofigh (2003: 24) who claimed that
what matters in decision making, is who makes d@tssabout what and for whom.
Weisbord (1987:261) in support of collective demmsimaking remarked as follows:
“We are likely to carry out decisions we have hdlpeake.” It also transpired from
the questionnaire responses given that some afeearch participants (62,3%) are
of the view that involvement of people in decisimaking should be based on one’s
competence and ability. One of the respondents (rwho supported this view
argued that “It is very frustrating and disappaigtito involve an individual in
something to which he/she has very little or najtim contribute”. (Chapter 4). These
words of Mr. N are in agreement with Lewin’s assertas cited in Weisbord (1987:
260) that involving people is a principle or valthat must be applied uniquely in
each situation.

| am inclined to believe that there is some truththe views expressed by the
respondents above, that any kind of participatibat tis allowed to go on
indiscriminately turns out to be detrimental to trganization. Let me in this instance
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take an example of a school principal who plansdiol a meeting to discuss financial
issues like balancing of accounts and auditingimérice books. Such a meeting
cannot include everybody. This view points to oaet fthat participation should not
be done for the sake of it but rather it shoulaglpFocess in which those involved are

capable of making meaningful contributions.

The view expressed by the respondents that patioip in decision making should
be selective, also gained support in the old Africalture in which participation in
making decisions was something restricted to thealted “men of integrity”. In
those days they were men who were known to ownge lamount of livestock and
even had more than one wife. Poor men who did mot even a dog were not
allowed to stand up and express their ideas bedauses believed that one can not
get any constructive idea from a person who hdseddb create a name for himself
and his family. It was a well known fact that suystor men had no place in the
“meeting of men” and these poor men were in mostesaobliged to abide by
decisions they did not participate in formulatifidne criterion for participating was
that one should first prove himself in a numbervwdys that he is capable of
participating in major decisions. The findings raksel that some respondents like Mr.
J still subscribe to the principle of selectiveatwement which suggests participation
only by those who are capable. The respondentséfbil the idea of selective
participation is reflected in the words of Mr. Javbtated as follows: “To me proper
participation is the one that allows only “wise rhea take decisions” (Chapter 4
page 82).

There was also a view expressed by 86,2% of thmneents that participation goes
along with responsibility. What the research pgtiats meant by this was the fact
that if one has participated in the formulationaoparticular decision, he/she should
be prepared and willing to bear whatever conseqgenould come about as a result
of that decision. Participation entails that oneulslobe obliged to abide by any

decision in whose formulation he participated ame ovould also be expected to
commit himself to seeing that the decision he/shkpdd to make is carried out.

Davidoff and Lazarus (2002:71) concurred with thewe idea when they stated that

participation is about sharing control and respuaitisi.
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The responses also revealed to my surprise thétipation does not always bring
positive results to an organization. The resporgl@ointed out that sometimes the
right to participate can be abused by some mendig¢he organization. Members can
use the opportunity to participate not to promdie achievement of organizational
goals but to push their own personal agendas. @$gondents alluded to the fact that
in the process of allowing participation the prpadi should always guard against
what Mungunda (2003: 24) called “popular decisior®dpular decisions are those
decisions favoured by the majority of the membaersvihich may not be necessarily
correct in terms of education law and policy. Omeghe respondents cautioned that
the fact that a decision is supported by the migjoii participants or members is not a
guarantee or valid proof of its correctness. Aéitrexperience has proved that some
of the decisions that gained the support of theoritgjhave ended up in disastrous
situations. It is essential that principals shoatdall times be on the alert to avoid
taking popular decisions that would lead their sthido calamity and in line with this
view the respondents were in unanimous agreemdi@%)l about the fact that
participative management does not absolve the $girowipal from accountability
(Chapter 4, page 57).

In terms of the education law and policy, the pgpat has to account for whatever
correct or wrong decision is taken at his scha@sjpective of whether that decision
was reached through participative means or nas flhe principal and the principal
alone who would be taken to task by the DepartnoériEducation (DoE) and the
stakeholders should things not go according tmeans and standards of the school.
Caldwell and Spinks (1992:142) defined accountigbds a condition under which a
member of the organization must report to his sopeon the overall performance of
his total work irrespective of what he has delegateothers. This is in congruence
with the idea expressed by 87,5% of the respondeimisargued against the view that
participative management is synonymous with a séaisfaire type of management.
Even during this period of participative approagincipals are expected and
required by law to play their role in directing tiway things should go in order to
avoid chaos and anarchy in schools. This idea iatipals being accountable to the
DoE and stakeholders has in a way become an imtghiactor in the promotion of
participative management. Some principals have Idped fear of completely

implementing participative management becauseeofdaling that it could lead to the
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taking of incorrect decisions which might get themto trouble with the DoE.
However, Moloi (2002:78) protested against thiscpca by stating that there can be
no justification for depriving an individual of theight to participate in the

management of his organization.

These findings reflect that respondents underspanticipative management to mean
the devolution of power to the subordinates. I mith this view Mampuru (1994:
22) defined power as the ability to control the isien making process of the
organization. In my opinion, sharing power impltbat the leader delegates some of
his powers, responsibilities and authorities toghlordinates with a view to granting
them an opportunity to participate in the managdmémhe organization. Regarding
how much power the manager could share with hisrsliates is something beyond
the scope of this study to consider, but my persaes would be that the amount of
power to decentralize to the subordinates is Igrgelmatter of discretion. The
manager could use his own discretion depending hen dituation and on the
preparedness and readiness of the subordinatbar® gower. The view expressed by
62,3% of the respondents on this issue is thaeéxiperience and maturity level of the
subordinates should be taken into account when niedeing power to the
subordinates (Chapter 4, page 65). This is in ageeé with the view expressed by
Gann (1998:102) who stated that the degree andextent to which the manager
shares his powers with subordinates depends oexiterience of the people involved

and the environment in which they function.

Musaazi (1987:86) advised that in decentralizing/grs the manager should be able
to decide what he should do himself and what otséuld do for him. Musaazi
remarked that the manager could for example rederdemself the authority to deal
with more important decisions such as decisions liaae relatively greater public
relations and those that have financial implicatidar the organization. Musaazi
however, cautioned that it is not advisable to gizte the evaluation and appraisal of
subordinates’ performance. Caldwell and Spinks 21D98) made a word of caution
that sharing powers and responsibilities should doae with extreme caution.
Caldwell and Spinks stated that if the power slpria applied carelessly or

improperly there is bound to be adverse repercassaad that the benefits that accrue
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from participation will be virtually nullified. Its thus essential that the manager fully
understands the capacity of the subordinates tonwlim®is delegating power.

Caldwell and Spinks (1992:156) suggested threeera@itfor sharing power and
responsibilities with subordinates, namely testerpertise, test of jurisdiction and
zone of indifference. Test of expertise states, titats just not enough for the
subordinates to have a stake in the decision if tteenot have the competence and
expertise to contribute effectively to the formidat of the decision. In other words
this means that the manager can only involve thH®orslinates in those areas of
decision making for which the subordinates have dapacity to participate. This
supports the idea expressed by Mr. N who statedttisafrustrating and also a futile
exercise to try to involve the subordinates in éssthat are beyond their capacity to
deal with (Chapter 4, page 71). Test of jurisdictaxcording to Caldwell and Spinks,
refers to those issues in which an individual isitex by law to participate. For
instance formal organizations like schools are ggad on a hierarchical order with
the principal on top of the hierarchy followed kytdeputy, head of department,
teachers and then learners. In terms of the educ#iv and policy the individual
staff at each level of the hierarchy is entitledaking decisions only on those issues
over which he/she has jurisdiction. According tcs thiew a member of staff may
have an interest in an issue, but that member aff stnnot participate in the

discussion of the issue if it does not fall withis test of jurisdiction.

Caldwell and Spinks (1992:158) also stressedabethat when delegating powers to
the subordinates, the manager should first assegzréparedness and readiness of the
subordinates to exercise the powers delegatedetn.tlCaldwell and Spinks claimed
that there are certain issues in which subordinatag not have interest and such
issues are said to fall within the subordinate’sez®@f indifference. This idea by
Caldwell and Spinks tends to agree with the viepressed by Mr. L, who asserted
that to seek active involvement of subordinatesnatters in which they have no
interest is to court resistance in all its varidoisns (Chapter 4, page 80). However,
responses from the participants also indicated ithateality there is no learning
institution that can be said to be completely pgétive or completely non-
participative in the absolute sense of the wordschool can allow participation by

stakeholders when dealing with certain issues, darnt be less participative to
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stakeholders when it comes to handling other mgatf#rnis view is confirmed by van
der Westhuizen (1996:85) who acknowledged thetfadtit is very unlikely that an
organization can be completely open in the absdbetese of the word. Van der
Westhuizen claimed that in a comparative sensaioesthools tend to lean towards

one side or the other of the open-closed contin(@inapter 2).

It was revealed by the responses that participdiyoparents and stakeholders is more
likely to succeed in urban schools than in rurdlosds. Of course this view is based
on the feeling that members of the community iraarbreas are more “exposed” and
enlightened than those in the rural areas. It k@vn fact that an enlightened and
literate person is capable of meaningful partiégraand contributing effectively to
whatever issue needs to be tackled. This bringeita the fact that communities in
which schools operate are not the same in termgsheir literacy levels and
understanding of issues. It is no exaggeratiornéte shat it is possible for one to find
that more than 40% of the people in our rural g#ls cannot read and write their own
names and these figures are confirmed by the irdtom released by Statistics South
Africa in 2001 (Chapter 2). This lack of formal edtion among our rural
communities is one inhibiting factor that limitsettextent to which these rural
communities can participate meaningfully in schowtters particularly in issues
pertaining to school finances and curriculum. lhaur areas the problem of illiteracy
is not so acute hence there is this hypothesis phaticipation by parents and
stakeholders is more effective and successful limmrschools than in rural schools
because urban communities are more understandidgtreay grasp school issues

more easily.

However, | hope that the efforts by the DoE toadtrce Adult Basic Education
(ABET) with a view to capacitating our communitisuld in a way help to ease the
problem of illiteracy so that the rural communitigs particular could be able to
participate meaningfully in the education of themildren. The lack of formal
education suffered mostly by rural communities lrassome instances provided
justification for some conservative principals taclede parents from participation on
the grounds that their low level of education hadenthem ignorant and therefore
unable to understand complex school issues. Atrtbment there is a heated debate

between the Principals’ Association and the Dolhm Eastern Cape about the fact

70



that parents who participate in School GoverningiB® (SGB) should be required by
law to have attained a particular level of formdlueation before being allowed to
participate. The Principals’ Association is suggestthat 8 (former Standard Six)

should be the minimum requirement for a parentaidigipate in the SGB. The reason
put forward by the Principals’ Association is thias extremely difficult to train and

workshop parents who do not even have the basat éf\education. However, on the
other hand the DoE stands firm on the fact thatekiel of education cannot be used
as a criterion to exclude parents from particigatin matters of their children’s

schools. The DoE argues that in terms of the coisth every parent has the legal
right to participate in school matters irrespectwéis/her level of education because

schools exist to serve communities.

It emerged from the data that 62,3% of the respatsdare of the opinion that
participative management would be more effective easier to implement in small
organizations than in big ones (Chapter 4, page B view emanates from the
assumption that in small organizations there icommmunication problem and it is
possible for the manager to have face-to-face antem with every member. Kaura
(2004:1) claimed that communication is the lifeldloaf organizational management
and that participation cannot occur without membeosnmunicating with one

another. Kaura (2004:11) claimed that communicasaime exchange and sharing of
information, attitudes, ideas and emotions and tmhmunication is an essential
prerequisite for any form of participation to tgikace. Kaura (2004:20) pointed out
that managers who make effective use of commupicaie able to listen to what the

staff members have to say and are therefore matieipative in their approach.

5.4 BARRIERS TO IMPLEMENTATION OF PARTICIPATIVE
MANAGEMENT

The responses garnered, reflect a number of fadiwas inhibit participative
management. One such inhibiting factor pointedbyui8,7% of the respondents was
the fact that participative management is viewed abange that has come to reduce
the powers of principals (Chapter 4, page 60). Thonceived idea has resulted in
some principals seeing participation by parents stalleholders in a negative light

especially by those principals that like to kee@poand authority.
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Participative management entails delegating some&hef manager's powers and
authority to subordinates (Smith 2003:110). Howeitdranspired from the responses
that there is reluctance and unwillingness on thd pf some school managers to
decentralize power because they feel sharing pewtarsubordinates would reduce
their own importance and status as principals. Tee of sharing power with
subordinates is reflected in the words of Mr. S wgketed: “When you share power
with subordinates, you always have that feeling ytwan might end up losing power.
You begin to get that sense that the subordinatgktrthink that they are equal with
you” (Chapter 4, page 77). The problem in this casanates from the fact that the
principal himself lacks confidence in the capaieitit of the subordinates and this
makes him reluctant in delegating power to themfdar that they might not deliver.
Normally this happens with those principals who pegfectionists and who believe
that they are the only ones who can do things thst vay. It came out from
interviews that sometimes it may happen that thboslinates themselves are
reluctant to take up responsibilities and authoagsigned to them because the
principal himself has failed to motivate his subpales to accept new
responsibilities. The subordinates might feel thatdelegating responsibilities to
them, the principal is merely thrusting additionalrk on them and thereby lightening

his own burden whilst at the same time takingradl ¢redit.

What the above idea points to is the fact tha @gsential for subordinates to be made
to understand the purpose of decentralizing powersazi 1987:88). Subordinates
ought to know that the whole idea of delegating @oand responsibilities to them is
to empower and capacitate them. Mr. L (one of thierviewees) explained the
rationale behind delegating responsibilities atowed: “When you delegate some of
your responsibilities to your subordinates, youndb do it because you are lazy to do
the work yourself, but because you want to devdlggm so that they can gain

experience.” (Chapter 4, page 79).

Another challenge to implementation of participatmanagement as pointed out by
the respondents is the legacy of apartheid initié 6f education, which has left our
country South Africa with a system that is charazésl by a culture of resistance to

change (Ndhlovet al. 1999:24). People are accustomed to things rentaihie way
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they are to such an extent that they do not wabtréak with authoritarian practices
of the past and accept democratic values that catbag with the idea of
participation. People are used to accepting pnetbesi rules, which are the
characteristic feature of the old order and this inatilled on the minds of the people
the culture of dependency. As a result people ametimes not willing to take
initiatives even when an opportunity is created fbem to participate. The
unwillingness of some people to break with the mdtustrated in the words of Mr.
S (interviewee) who said, “You cannot teach andad new tricks. It is very difficult
to change the mindset of a person who has inteethkn idea.” (Chapter 4, page 78).
My personal view on this point is that it is worttmembering that the idea of
participation is a new notion that has just comengl with the new democratic
dispensation in the country and any new idea brimigs it a feeling of uncertainty
because people especially managers do not knowitwhalids for them. It is for this
reason that Moloi (2002:70) pointed out that cremtia participative learning
organization is a daunting task which requires thase who are supposed to drive

the process be patient, firstly with themselves sawbndly with others.

5.5 “TOGETHER WE CAN DO IT”

From the data it came out strongly that workingetbgr is the key to creating
effective and participative learning organizatiofise power of working as a coherent
group committed to the same purpose is reflectethenwords of Mr. N who stated
unequivocally as follows: “There is nothing you nahachieve if you work together
as a united team” (Chapter 4, page 78). Thesesaard support in the statement by
Senge (1990:234) who said, “We cannot function @loecause the world is a web of
interconnections.” These statements concur witmtiteon expressed by respondents
that schools can become successful, effective articipative through working
together. | want to point out upfront that the idgfaworking together starts with
dialogue in which members of a learning organizasaspend their assumptions and
enter into genuine working together.

Senge (1990:352) highlighted the fact that the mfeaorking together has something
to do with what he calls alignment. Alignment insticontext means functioning as a
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whole. Senge pointed to the advantage of workimggtteer as follows: “When you
function as a cohesive group committed to a compwpose of your school you are
bound to succeed in the achievement of goals”. &esgs indicated that the idea of
functioning as a whole increases the members’ dypiacthink together and act with
full co-ordination and in this way a sense of ung\created because members know
each other’'s hearts. One respondent (Mr. L) weminefurther when he said that
working together teaches members in the grouptématto the perceptions of others
in order to arrive at shared meanings and mutudérstanding. The idea of working
together involves the practice of dialogue andwdismn and these are the two distinct

ways by which members in a group converse.

In the process of holding dialogue and discussior&nbers in the group are able to
solve their problems by means of collective dismurss and they explore complex
issues creatively. They listen to each other asgesnd their own views to better hear
those of others. The physicist, David Bohm, asdciteMoloi (2002:82) claimed that
the meaning of the word “dialogue” suggests a flee of meaning between people
and this means that with dialogue there is freehamge of ideas and information
among members. The majority of the respondent3%6Battested to the fact that
working together makes it possible for group member access a larger pool of
common meaning which an individual alone would bet able to do. Working
together is by its very nature participative aneréhwas a general agreement among
the research participants that for it to be sudaoessembers should regard others as
colleagues. Those who work together should leadh @ willing to suspend their
assumptions and hold those assumptions in frotiteofroup for all to see. This calls
for a transparency that would enable members teeddiffering views and appreciate
the views of other members. The ability to worketthgr helps members to appreciate
the uniqueness of other people’s points of view #msl again helps to clarify any
ambiguities that exist in the group. It is a watiokvn fact that cohesive groups are
able to bring together opposing ideas and they adnle to confront ideas that
otherwise would have remained inside the headsdwiduals.

Moloi (2002:90) supported the idea of working tdgatexpressed by respondents by
stating: “In working together we begin to see tgalhrough the eyes of others and

this opens up new perspectives for ourselves”. Moilther said, “Working together

74



helps us to see strengths in other people and@ld@w strength from their support”.
One would perhaps pose a question as to why tleeatlevorking together is greatly
advocated today by management scholars. My resgorsgch a question would be
that if we look at the incessant changes thatakiad place, everyone can agree that
the rate of change threatens people’s confidenceher skills, abilities and
knowledge and so it becomes incumbent upon us efegsional people and as
educators to open up dialogue about the impactcthésige has on our professional
mastery. Individuals cannot do it alone; we neeal shpport of each other. Senge
(2000:6) agreed with the above idea when he stat¥d:need collective capacities,
skills and attitudes that will help us confront ttigallenges of a shifting landscape
and we can attain this goal through our collecef®rts, nourished in a spirit of

togetherness”.

5.6 SHARED VISION

Martin Luther King Junior once said: “I have a drédaand what followed upon that
was a vision that changed a nation (Moloi 2002:49%)e above assertion shows
clearly the power that a compelling vision can hewspiring people to new levels.
The idea of having a shared vision as a way of ptorg participation emerged
frequently from most of the interviews | held witspondents. Mr. N who seemingly
strongly supports the notion of shared vision ersigea his point as follow: “You
cannot expect members to work together in a scti@il does not have a common
vision. Without a common vision, each member wdmddoing his own thing, his
own way “(Chapter 4, page 73). These strong wofddroN indicate the importance
of a shared vision in focusing the efforts of indivals so that they as a group become

committed to working together towards a common goal

Heiberg (1997:20) defined a shared vision as a éoafit, creditable picture of the
desired future.” It must, however be rememberedttteshared picture of the future |
talk about here emerges from the visions of indiald who work together to achieve
a common goal in the organization. The findingspead to a number of benefits that
could be reaped from sharing a common vision. Titkerviewees were in agreement

(82,3%) on the fact that building a shared visioncoeirages collaborative
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undertakings, for instance, in the case of a schaclitating the desire among
teachers to plan lessons together and discussutiffor problem areas in their
different subjects. Moloi (2002:48) explained tlashared vision is not merely an
idea, which comes out of the blue, but rather iansidea that emerges in a school
where teachers truly care about their practicesadomit the future of their learners.
Moloi further pointed out that successful transfatimn which is one of the
imperatives of modern times, depends on havingveedal and shared vision and
that without this common vision the efforts of tséarming schools into participative

institutions would be futile.

A common vision is not an idea owned by an indigidout rather it is a participative
process in which every member and stakeholder @ diganization should be
involved. In a school the change process is nosiplesunless teachers are willing
and motivated to be part of the change and teaatsrsonly be fully engaged in
something that has been clearly communicated tm.th#e vision can be said to be
shared only if all those who are supposed to wowkatds its achievement are made
aware of its content and it must be rememberedalisiiared vision is never imposed
on members but rather it should be compelling ehotaginvoke all members to
support it. One may perhaps ask the question ashé& effective medium could be
used to ensure that the vision reaches all those avl supposed to implement it.
From the interviews | had with research participaitt transpired that the principal,
by virtue of the strategic position he occupiethim school, is one of the most relevant
people that can serve as a medium for communicéti@ghared vision to members.
The respondents during interviews suggested thaptcipal could communicate
the vision by incorporating messages about thewisito the day to day activities of
his school and also by behaving at all times inaamer that is consistent with the
vision of the school.

Some of the respondents (72,3%) talked of prinsipaio help to make excellent and
vibrant visions for their schools and thereaftegage in behaviours that are not
compatible with the visions they helped to formelathe respondents amusingly
referred to such principals as people who aredigaposts that only point the way but
do not go that way. This is in opposition to Mus&aassertion that true leaders are

those who practise what they preach. Respondentgested that one other way of
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communicating the vision is for the principal tstdibute newsletters to members and
also to talk about the vision during parents mestineld at the school. Moloi (2002:
52) made the following suggestions: “If you wantcteate a shared vision you need
to engage in sustained dialogue and conversati@renimdividuals can feel free to
express their dreams and also listen to the dredmihers”. Moloi further stated that
in such conversations individuals would open uprthearts to each other without

fear of being rejected or ridiculed.

It was however, pointed out by some respondentsittian acceptable practice for
the principal to have his own vision, but that leeds to put time aside to listen to the
visions of other members of staff and if possilile principal will have to align his
visions with those of other staff members so thase visions could together coalesce
into a common vision. Moloi (2002:52) again added Yoice by stating: “If you are
determined to bring about meaningful change in ysehool you should make an
effort to nurture a sense of shared responsibditg shared commitment for the
shared vision”. Moloi pointed to the fact that #iesence of a shared vision in many
South African schools has led to conflicts resgltinom differences in thinking
patterns and pedagogical approaches leading tbanduation and confusion. When
teachers in a school have a shared vision theiiviges will not be
compartmentalized, rather teachers will developtsgies to link their day to day
activities to the shared vision. A shared visiofpldeachers to keep their school on
course even during times of tremendous stress becatcording to Moloi, a shared
vision is an ethical force that develops hope itespf difficulty.

From my fifteen years of teaching experience | hewme to realize that having a
shared vision sometimes helps teachers to aligrt wiey do currently, with what
they want to achieve in the future and in that wlagy would be in a position to
measure whether their actions are still moving he desired direction. It was
confirmed by one of the respondents that a visiat is truly shared can serve as a
binding force among teachers especially during siroé transition, confusion and
uncertainty. Whitaker (1995:56) agrees with thepoeslent’s view by saying: “When
you share a common goal the whole school can be asea team that functions
together in order to achieve the shared view.” Kdt claimed that teachers come to

school with a diversity of beliefs, assumptions &atlies but through a shared vision
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these different ideas can be consolidated so tmattéam can reach a mutually

accepted direction.

A number of ways in which a useful vision can baiaged was suggested by the
respondents and these included the following: (gfussing the vision and its

meaning with colleagues so that everybody can bia@same level of understanding
about the vision (b) adopting a culture of sharaerisions so that teachers can
understand each other (c) having a member in theosowho would constantly

remind other members that there is an importansionsto be achieved (d) creating a
vision that is honest, coherent and that encouraggsbers to be involved (e) having
a vision that is inspiring enough to make membeadeustand why there is a need to

break with the past and engage with the future.

One might perhaps wonder what the relationshipeisveen having a shared vision
and a participative approach. | think | need tanpout that having a shared vision is
part of the process of participation in the semsd turing the process of building a
shared vision, members learn to co-operate andespioblems together. Vision
crafting is a process that requires the partiogpatvf many individuals and it also
needs patience on the part of those who are ifotleéront of the process because a
truly shared vision takes time to emerge. To erspkathe participativeness of a
shared vision Schmuck and Runkel (1994:57) stdtedl 4 shared vision emerges
from a coherent process of reflection and sustaio@aversation. Schmuck and
Runkel (1994:58) who stated that vision is the ksyredient of participation and
developing a clear vision, devising a strategy t¢hieve the vision all requires a
collaborative and integrated approach (ChapterNgJhlovuet al. (1999:16) claimed
that the envisioning process is inclusive of allhmbers at all levels and is ongoing in
the sense that members are supposed to keep anidgeabout positive things they

would love to see in their organization in future.
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5.7 “A SCHOOL IS NOT A SECLUDED ISLAND...”: SYSTEMS
THINKING

The response clearly indicated that a school caopetate and survive without the
support of community members and other stakeholdats external environment for
the school gets its financial, material and humasources from its external
environment. One respondent explained the intendgnce and interrelatedness of a
school to the external environment using the anatdga baby that is attached to her
mother through the umbilical cord. This idea exbars, the people involved with
management, to look at school not as an isolatéty dnut rather to see it in terms of
its relation with the larger environment outside it is for this reason that Moloi
(2002:54) pointed out that it is not possible tademstand any part of the school
without reference to its interwoven, systemic natur The point raised by the
respondents was that a school is by its natureialsarganization and the reason for
its existence is to serve the needs of the commumits external environment. One
of the respondents who happened to be a commundgpnbar (Mr. J) put it
categorically as follows: “Schools were built fos and there is no way we can be
excluded from something which is ours. If we axeleded from schools, then there

is no need for them to exist. They exist for UBh&pter 4, page 82).

Moloi (2002:3) in an attempt to illustrate the wrdennection between schools and
their broader external environments posited a®vd! “Every organization whether
private or public operates within a specific enmiment and that environment
influences the activities and decisions taken mgtte organization.” The point of
argument from the respondents was that schoolseamihg institutions are
organizations where decisions must constantly bdemand remade to respond to
changing circumstances and in order to ensuresihett decisions are relevant and
appropriate constant interaction with the membdrgdhe community outside the
school is essential. This interaction process sgtades the use of feedback to keep
the community members and stakeholders informedtahe activities and programs
of the school. Van der Westhuizen (1996:110) statedl feedback is necessary in
order to ensure that the school remains on tratk the needs and demands of the
external environment. Van der Westhuizen explaittet feedback is information
from the external environment about the schoolidgomance and it usually gives an
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indication of whether or not the people outside sithool are satisfied with the

operation of the school (Chapter 2).

One of the respondents (Mr. S) complained bittddying interviews about principals
who manage schools as if they are running their business because they do not
bother themselves about keeping members of theguibbrmed about the operation
of their schools. As a result it is possible todfischools where members of the
community are completely ignorant or have no ideaua what is happening inside
their schools (Chapter 4, page77). One could paggestion as to what a school can
do to ensure that it gets regular feedback fromsitgounding community. The
response is simply that the school should learnoperate like a system with
penetrable boundaries that allows free flow of infation and exchange of ideas and
knowledge between itself and its outer environnaard the principal himself should
create an enabling environment and an open platignere community members and
stakeholders can express their views freely withibet fear of being ridiculed or

rejected.

An enabling environment in this case means thatpttecipal could hold regular
parents’ meetings to brief members of the commualigut the school’'s operation
and even invite their comments and advice. In aidib this, the school could issue
quarterly reports to the members of the publicoriming them about the progress
being made at the school and also ask for suggesfior improvement. | must
however, hasten to acknowledge the fact that whachers interact with members of
the community they create a context in which membsrthe public are able to
identify with the school and with everything thatppens within the school. Through
such an interaction, parents and teachers leam &ach other and make efforts to
work together and solve problems together. In stppiothe interactive relationship
between the school and the community Moloi (200&#@ted: “To sustain your
development and growth as an educator and in dodexgenerate yourself you have
to be aware and interact with your environmenttfadl time.” Moloi further argued
that in order to succeed in connecting with thedl environment you must be able
to perceive continual change and uncertainty andeteelop ways of experimenting
with possible responses to change and uncertaiityost 63, 2% of the respondents

confirmed the idea that a school, which valuegatationship with the communities
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outside is capable of achieving outstanding peréomce through collaborative

practices.

The point raised by respondents above brings tadmvhat Senge calls systems
thinking which exhorts us as managers and educatashools to shift from seeing
elements, structures, and functions to seeingribeeps and interrelationships thereof.
Senge (1990:112) stressed the idea that one shi®to have a better understanding
of a phenomenon like a school unless one looksiatrelation to its larger external
environment. Senge teaches us as managers andadugfaschools that we need to
see our schools as systems that within themsetuesist of different pieces with each
piece interacting and affecting the others. Assalltat becomes essential that teachers
should connect and relate the results they geheir schools with what they have
done because in terms of systems thinking notheygpéns in isolation but rather
everything occurs in relation to other factors awbut. The school is no exception to
this. The idea expressed by 62,3% of the respoaddmawed clearly that for learning
to be effective at schools it must be undertakerannongoing relationship with
parents, learners and the broader community. Onheofespondents (Mr. S) who
happened to favor the idea of parents and staketsdldnvolvement in schools
expressed his opinion as follows: “If learners gesr parents frequently at schools
they stop misbehaving and instead commit themsétvéseir school work” (Chapter

4, page 76).

One could perhaps ask the question as to whatetiggs does systems thinking
present to today’s principals and teachers. Tha adesystems thinking as reflected in
the responses of the research participants callgsoas principals and teachers of
schools to acquire a clearer picture of the pdalitieconomic, social, technological
and cultural world outside our schools and realtiae/ this impacts on our work as
teachers. A more pressing challenge is for us asht&gs to move away from
functioning as individuals in competition with orenother. We should rather
collaborate more often because our problems abdéemacannot be solved in isolation.
Moloi (2002:62) in support of the idea | have exgsed above, stated that in order for
teachers to be able to address their current andefichallenges they need to be
drawn into partnership with parents and other s$takkers. One of the respondents

interviewed (Mr. N) highlighted the fact that somehools in the Eastern Cape are
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currently dysfunctional because the idea of engemto partnership with parents has
not yet dawned in the minds of some principals. Téspondent stated that these
schools are at present experiencing learner-disaiyl problems and teachers seem to
be failing in dealing with the problem because @pals of these schools operate to

the exclusion of parents and other stakeholderag@h 4, page 73).

One of the respondents who happened to be a teathbe school under study
expressed concern about the fact that teachershabls still present knowledge to
learners in cubbyholes. There is no integratioarof kind and each teacher works in
his own little corner without sharing ideas andwsewith other colleagues. The
whole process is fragmented and there seems toobeo+operation between the
different activities. As a result the efforts ofathers to improve the culture of
learning and teaching bear no fruit. Teachers whdkvin isolation from each other
are in disregard of Senge’s assertion that schamdsorganizations in which all
aspects of school life are in continuous interactmd interplay (Senge 1990:82).
Moloi (2002:54) reminded us as teachers that..We. need to be aware of the
interdependence of members within the school andhefschool with the larger
environment”. Teachers need to adopt a holistic@ggh when looking at schools.
They need to understand the fact that outside $omropact on what happens within
schools and as a result the decisions taken abktehwel are bound to be affected by
educational policy and by social, economic techgialal, political as well as legal
processes that form the context within which schdahction. It is for this reason that
Davidoff and Lazarus (2002: 4) stated: “Whetherchos| exists in the midst of an
informal settlement, a working class area, a roralrban area... that environment

has an impact on the life of that school” (Chagjer

5.8 “ENGAGING IN DIALOGUE TO REMOVE TENSIONS”

There was a general agreement among the resportdahfgarticipative management
is able to take root in an atmosphere that is fir@® tensions, an atmosphere that is
characterized by openness, trust, proper commumicaind mutual understanding
among members. Such a tension free atmosphere tcprsdiocome into being by

itself, it has to be made to exist and then nuduMiews expressed by research

participants reflected that one way of creatingeageful and tension free atmosphere
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is by adopting a culture of debating and discusssges so as to remove confusion
and misunderstanding that might be existing amoambers. Engaging in dialogue is
about open communication in which teachers exHibist, honesty, integrity and
transparency. Kaura (2004:11) defined communicatsn®...the exchange and
sharing of information, attitudes, ideas and enmstioWithout proper and clear lines
of communication, members in an organization waudt know exactly what to do
and what is required of them and in a situationttaft kind one cannot expect
effective and successful participation to occumitirly in a school that is always
ravaged by conflicts and quarrels, more time imspa resolving conflict than on
ensuring that participation is made effective andccessful. This makes
communication and a tension free atmosphere thd essential requirements for

effective implementation of a participative approac

Responses pointed to the fact that team learnirsghadols start with dialogue where
members of a team make their own individual thigkiclear to other members.
Literature on communication skills attests to tlaetfthat even the discipline of
teaming itself involves mastering dialogue and usseon, which are the two distinct
tools that teams use for conversing. When teacheysngaged in a dialogue they
adopt a non-judgmental and co-operative approackoteing their problems and

those of their learners. Moloi (2002:57) advisedulthe importance of dialogue as
follows: “If you learn how to use the discipline dfalogue, it will help you to

improve your understanding of yourself and to gedidure of your strengths and
areas of weakness because you learn how to listevhat others say about you.”
Dialogue can be utilized in schools to establisbetter, deeper understanding of

colleagues, learners, parents and other peopleha¥w® contact with the school.

The turbulent environment in which schools find niselves today requires that
teachers should learn to talk together, to refle@nd on their practices and to think
together in an effort to build vibrant and effeetischools that value the principle of
participation. Again on this point Moloi (2002:58uggested as follows: “If we as
educators can learn to talk and listen to eachratigeshall develop a mutual bond
and be able to create a co-operative and partiegpdearning environment.”

Participation includes collective thinking and ealiive thinking is impossible without
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discussion and dialogue whilst reflection is of walue unless its outcomes are

meaningfully deliberated.

Subordinates have a tendency of suppressing thelings when they are confronted
with contentious issues but the idea of engagindialogue presents an opportunity
for those hidden feelings to surface in order talleimge ways of working that are
based on the justification that “it has always beeme this way”. The findings
revealed that the practice of debating issues meakasssible for individuals in the
schools to understand or gain clarification on fgespectives and viewpoints of
others. In this way the individual's unspoken asgtioms become shared assumptions
with shared meanings and teachers are thus alléojat common points of focus. It
is for this reason that Moloi (2002:72) claimedttdalogue is essential as a vehicle
for sharing thinking patterns among members anda agsult the thoughts and
emotions of each member become known to other mesniblis has the effect of
promoting genuine participation by members sincenbers become open to one
another as a result of talking together. Moloi (203) pointed out that it is through
engagement in dialogue that misunderstandings argintarpretations between
parents, educators, learners and stakeholders eaadlelared and involvement is

therefore enhanced.

During dialogue extreme views may be stated bsidauld be acknowledged that this
“heat” and instability is what should be occurringorder that the fragmentation that
has been hidden can surface. It helps if a maratmvrs the subordinates to “let off
steam” so that thereafter they can participate igehwu without any hidden feelings
that could be a hindrance to their participatiorl®il (2002:76) pointed out that it is
in dialogue that individuals strive to make theiemises and interpretations clear and

develop conclusions that are testable.
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5.9 “ADOPTING POSITIVE MENTAL MODELS TO PROMOTE
PARTICIPATION”

Responses indicated in no uncertain terms thapéoticipative management to be
successful requires that the people should chamgje dttitudes, learn to break with
the past and venture into the future. | have dtatisewhere in this study that
participation is a change process that came alointfp wthe new democratic
dispensation in our country, South Africa. For ahgnge process to be successful, it
is essential that people who are involved and @aifeetaffected by the change need to
adapt their mindsets and adopt positive attitules would make them receptive to
change. This is in line with what Senge (1990:48l)ed “metanoia” by which he
means changing our mindsets as human beings in twrde able to think differently.
The idea of change starts in the mind and it istbinking patterns as humans that
determine whether we accept or reject change. €eTti@sking patterns are what

Senge (1990:16) referred to as mental models.

Senge (1990:18) claimed that mental models arenthges or assumptions that we
carry in our minds as humans about ourselves aadtaither people. Moloi (2002:
44) asserted that mental models are the conceptuhloperational representations
that people develop while they interact with othepple either at school or in other
complex systems. In simple terms mental modelaravays of thinking as human
beings. What is worth noting here is the fact $@mhetimes if these mental models
are negative ones they can limit and prevent p&om@daptation to change. In
learning organizations that promote participatibese thinking patterns are freely
shared, rigorously scrutinized and revised at thesgnal, team and organizational
levels. One would be correct to say that mentallet® determine what people see
and how they act as a result of their thinking. r Fstance a principal who has
developed positive mental models about the invokmnof parents and stakeholders
would in his mind see parents and stakeholderseaple who are capable and
valuable and will as a result of that thinking ¢ee@nabling conditions for their
effective participation. Christie (2001:78) remedkas follows:” Our mental models
influence how we see our learners and their parants it is important that we

continually examine our mental models to avoid felmited in our ways of
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thinking”. Haines further argued that the quabtyour thinking as teachers makes
tremendous impact on how we facilitate participatio our schools. It is for this
reason that earlier in this chapter | pointed te $ignificance of having a shared
vision that serves as an important undertakingéating a context for understanding
each other's way of thinking so that members cagettoer strive for school

effectiveness and success.

One of the respondents (Mr. S) pointed out thet éxtremely difficult to change the
mindset of a person who has internalized ideasusecthose ideas have become part
of his/her personality as an individual. Mr. S eegsed his opinion as follows, “You
cannot teach an old dog new tricks” (Chapter 4epé&8). However, the same Mr. S
acknowledged the fact that in order to succeedhanging an individual’'s way of
thinking one would have to exercise patience amerdace. Because people have
different thinking patterns it is possible that thay one teacher sees a situation in his
school will differ from how the next teacher sebg same situation in the same
school. Mental models strongly influence how aniviatial teacher perceives and
acts in relation to specific situations in the sahorhis explains why different people
have different interpretations and perceptions alpauticipative management. For
instance one would get different responses frorohia concerning the following
questions. (a) What is your understanding of padioon? (b) How do you see the
role of the principal in a participative system? (dow can you ensure that
participation is implemented in your school? Teaslwould give different responses
to these questions because although they obseevesaime phenomenon, namely
participation, they pay attention to different dista Clearly then it becomes
imperative for one to continually evaluate and assee’s mental models through
engaging in sustained discussions and debates ichwame makes his/her thoughts
and views known to other members and allows othembers to scrutinize and

validate his/her thinking patterns.

Learning to question or assess one’s mental modakes it easier for one to explore
and talk openly about his/her thoughts without belafensive. | believe that if we as
teachers want to genuinely transform our school® iparticipative learning

institutions we need to do away with old or outdatgental models so that we can be

able to define our new roles. In many instancdsnobdels inhibit one’s reception to
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change because they deal mostly with obsolete psese Our schools are today
engulfed in a galloping change and this of necgggits pressure on us as teachers to
adopt positive mental models so that we are abletterstand the world differently
and also able to open up our minds to new char@es.of the respondents (Mr. S)
remarked about change as follows:” Me, | believegati do not want to change,
change will change you because it is inevitableitmdll happen whether you like it

or not” (Chapter 4, page 78).

It is important to realize that the way one thides either motivate or inhibit one’s
reception to new changes. Moloi (2002:62) confirntied point when she stated:”
How one sees himself, others and the world aroumdi$ determined largely by his

mental models”. This assertion points to the thett even the way the principal
thinks of parents and stakeholders will determhree éxtent to which he allows them
to participate in school matters. This idea fisdpport in Senge’s statement that:”
Mental models encompass one’s belief system andetre to which a principal is

prepared to accept parents as equal partners iimtreagement of a school are
significantly influenced by the magnitude of thanpipals’ mental model.” Senge

(1990:19) further explained that mental modelsniing patterns) evolve as each
member interacts with other members and with tigamization thus resulting in how
he sees and describes other members in the organiza&Senge advised that for a
school to become a participative learning institatit must learn to overcome the fear
or anxiety that prevents its members from challeggstablished ways of thinking
and doing. This can only occur if members in thbosl learn to adopt positive

mental models that would motivate them to see thingnew perspectives, for it is
only positive ideas that can survive scrutiny armlp useful in the face if challenges.
The ever-changing environments in which schoolgaperequire principals whose
thinking patterns are flexible and are able to si#ind scrutiny. | believe strongly
that for schools to become participative organdzetiit would require that school
managers themselves should shift to new mental ImdHat promote co-operation,
involvement, as well as transparency among memieey, should break ties with

old, outdated thinking patterns that encourageviddality, separateness and top

down approaches.
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5.10 BENEFITS DERIVED FROM PARTICIPATION

It transpired from the findings that 75% of thepmsdents shared the view that on
comparative basis, participative management hag @vantages than disadvantages
(Chapter 4, page 56). The respondents pointed rioneber of benefits that accrue
from adopting a participative approach of which thest dominant view was that it
results in good and positive interpersonal relai@mong staff members of the
school. In a school that values participation oy find that a warm and friendly
atmosphere prevails and such a welcoming atmosphesethe positive effect of
boosting the morale of teachers so that they comdmit themselves to achieving the

school’s objectives.

Mr. L who strongly supports the idea of keeping nh@nious relations among
members added his voice as follows: “When you agpit at work you are not afraid
to take new initiatives...you simply do what you thirs good for the school”
(Chapter 4, page 80). This statement by Mr. L iaths that good interpersonal
relations are a key to promoting co-operation, imement and it fosters that sense of
unity among members. Respondents stress the facwithout harmonious relations
existing among members one cannot expect membéesdble to give of their best at
work and contribute positively to the growth andrelepment of the school. This
view is in line with the idea expressed by Frenetl Bell (1995:19) who claimed that
participation is a powerful elixir that improvesdimidual and organizational

performance (Chapter 2).

A collegial and cordial atmosphere encourages ifteaction, sharing of ideas and
knowledge among members and in this way one firtalsna of friendship developing
between those inside and outside the school. Tdn$irms Fullan’s view that any
innovations and improvements inside the school rhesupported by sources outside
the school (Fullan 2000:45). With harmonious relasi among members, trust and
transparency exist because everything is brougbttire open, debated and clarified
SO0 as to remove any misunderstanding and suspidioais might exist among
members. Warm and friendly relations promote thetsg togetherness, which leads
to the provision of better solutions to problems] acceptance of decisions by

members.
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Mr. N explained what happens in a school where nezmhbre always at loggerheads
with one another as follows: “You find teacherskiating one another; more time is
spent on resolving conflicts than on promoting imement of members in school
matters” (Chapter 4, page 75). The scenario giveNMb N above is the antithesis of
what should be occurring in a participative orgation where every member feels
trusted, valued and is also given recognition fag tontribution to the school.
Members who are given a chance to participateamihnagement of their school feel
empowered and as a result they are always willingl @repared to accept
responsibility for their actions. Smith (2003:24aimed that an empowered member
understands and acknowledges the fact that he taoneverything on his own but
rather that he needs to build on the collectivergiee of others so as to create
something far more than an individual effort cahiage (Chapter 2) and that reflects
synergy. This is in congruence with the view expeesby Mr. L who claimed that by
opening up an opportunity for participation priredgowould be building up the self-
confidence and self-esteem of their teachers (€ndptpage 82).

In terms of McGregor’s theory *Y every individuah$ the potential and capability to
grow and develop and all that is required is f@ thanager to nurture and create an
enabling environment in which those innate capi@dslican be realized. Participation
allows for those hidden or untapped talents torideashed so that they can be utilized
for the good of the organization. Mr. L warnedttpancipals who do not offer an
opportunity for staff members to participate musbw that they are stifling the
potential of those teachers (Chapter 4, page 8@ message here is simply that the
more a principal opens up participation to his fstaémbers, the more they will

develop and learn to co-operate and be involved.

Moloi (2002:40) claimed that the essential tools &arting on the journey to
establishing a participative learning institutiome aone’s will and motivation.
However, Moloi further advised that for any schownager who wants to transform
his school into a participative learning organiaafiit is essential that he asks himself
the following questions and the answer to thesestipres will indicate whether the
change process will be effective or not. To as#dab®e change process can work for

his school or not the school manager should askdlinthese questions (a) Why do |
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need to transform the school? (b) What resourcesnailable in the school to enable
the transformation? (c) What is the nature of wagkrelationships among the staff
members? (d) What communication strategies are ws#te school? (e) Do | as a
principal allow broad participation in decision-nvadk? If the principal is able to find

genuine and positive answers to these questionsitiveould mean participation can
work effectively in his school and the school wothén be in a position to reap the

benefits associated with higher involvement.

However, | must hasten to highlight the fact thdtew one talks of the successful
implementation of a participative approach, theésef organizational culture comes
into play. For instance 62.3% of the respondetitssi®ed to the fact that successful
implementation of a participative approach depeiadgely on “how we do things

around here” and that is their core culture. Stli£992:62) defined the core culture
as a pattern of basic assumptions that are inventisdovered or developed by a
group as it learns to cope with the problems okl adaptations and internal
integration and that have worked well enough tocbesidered valid (Chapter 2).
These beliefs, assumptions and attitudes that Sdhadied about could to a large
extent determine whether members of an organizarenprepared and willing to

make change work for them. In a school that hag@ng toxic culture that is not
responsive to change, one cannot expect the idearttipation to easily take root,
particularly if for a long time participation hastnbeen part of the way of doing
things in the school. In a case like that the Benef participation could as well be

forfeited.

5.11 CONCLUSION

In this chapter | discussed the themes that emeitgadg data analysis. The themes
looked into different aspects of participative nmg@@aent, raised by the research
participants themselves. My idea of discussingthines was to add more flesh to
statements made by respondents and also to intéhase statements in the light of
established theories of management. During theuggsons | drew information from

existing literature on management (Chapter 2) fipstt the views expressed by the

respondents and also to strengthen their poingsgafment. In the next chapter | will
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give a summary of the main findings and make mys@eal recommendations
regarding participative management. | will alsohtight the potential value of the
study with a view to indicating how the study ifsebuld contribute to the body of

knowledge on participative management.
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

6.1 INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter | made an in depth disonssind interpretation of the
findings with a view to making the responses of mgearch participants more
meaningful, more sensible and clearer. The disoussvere based on the themes that
were identified during data analysis.

In this chapter | will present a summary of my firgk by indicating the conclusions |
have been able to draw from the findings. | wikcamake my own personal
recommendations on participative management. tiggs for further research will
form part of this chapter and | will also highlighe potential value of the study.

6.2 SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

| begin the summary of the study by drawing therdton of the reader to the most
important aspects that were exposed by the studgsd aspects will be dealt with
under one sub-heading namely participation as aaegrsial issue.

6.2.1. Participation: A controversial issue

The respondents have expressed their opinions an they see and perceive
participative management. It surfaced in many & participants’ comments that
involving members and delegating duties and respilities to subordinates was the
core meaning of participation. The dominant viewrsed to be that for any form of
participation to be meaningful and effective it gslibbe done in accordance with
members’ competence and capabilities. Howeversthdy revealed that sometimes
members can abuse the idea of participation bygusito achieve their own selfish

ends instead of participating with a view to impmgy the operation of the
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organization. This implies that managers of edoaaii institutions should guard
against such things when allowing participationatice place. One other idea exposed
by the study was the fear experienced as a resplarticipation. Those in authority
see power sharing as something that has come uwoedtdeir power and that would in

the end lead to power being taken by subordinates.

The findings also brought to the fore the fact thatticipation does not always mean
consulting every member on everything because auatactice would be difficult if
not impossible to do, particularly in big organieas. This means that in urgent
matters those in top management would have thed tmgtiake decisions without
involving everybody. On the other hand, participatiwas perceived by some
respondents as something that can lead to a dtatmnfusion in the sense that even

those who do not have the ability and potentiabbee part of decision-making.

6.3 POTENTIAL VALUE OF THE STUDY

The following points summarize the potential vabfi¢his study:

* | believe this study would provide policy makers tire DoE with a deeper
understanding of how participative management is@eed and viewed by those
who are supposed to implement it. As a resultDb& will be in a position to
know about challenges around the implementatigpediicipative management so

that it can design appropriate strategies to déalsuch challenges.

* The study has brought to the fore the controversyiral participation so that
those researchers who might be interested to digeper into the phenomenon of

participative management, could know in advancetuwhaxpect.

 The study has also provided knowledge on the varimays of promoting
participative management so as to equip those ipelsc who might want to
transform their schools into learning organizatidhat are advocated by Peter

Senge.
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6.4 RECOMMENDATIONS

On reflecting upon my findings | decided on makihg following recommendations:

e Participation should not be done just for the sakealoing it, but it must be

meaningful and should aim at developing and empogehose involved.

* Principals should learn to view a participative r@@eh in a positive light. They
need not see participation as change that has tmdisempower them or to make
them lose control of schools. Principals oughutmerstand that participation
exists in order to help minimize strenuous situsiohat are a result of non —

involvement.

e It is possible for any school to be developed amohsformed into a vibrant
learning organization, but this can only occur dople inside and outside the
school are willing and prepared to change theirdset and adopt thinking
patterns that would make them flexible and resp@n® new changes. Schools
work the way they work because of the way peoga@them think. This means
that one does not transform a school by only pgittiew rules and structures in
place, but by modifying those underlying beliefsl attitudes that shape the way

members of the school think and act.

* Principals need to realize that in this turbulenvieonment in which schools
operate, partnership with parents and stakeholtersssential for effective
operation of schools. There are school activitieshich parents can be involved
without necessarily requiring them to have attairsmme levels of formal

education.

» Effective communication is the key to removing mmderstanding and
unnecessary tension that might hinder participationis only by establishing
clear and open lines of communication that theggped will be able to understand

the feelings and thoughts of his staff.
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* Ensuring that good interpersonal relations preatill times among members is
the secret behind successful organizations. Mesntsnot participate genuinely

and be able to give of their best in an organiraetavaged by conflicts.

6.5 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

| believe that there is great need for follow ugeach since my study has left
pending some aspects of participative managememthér research may look into

the following aspects of participative management:

e Learners’ involvement in decision making at Highh&als. My study
concentrated only on teachers and parents.

» How the lack of formal education among parents ictgp@n their involvement in

school matters.

* The relationship between school culture and paditdn.

6.6 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Ideally this study could have covered all the rsghools that currently serve the Cala
Community. However owing to time constraints, stedy was confined only to one
High School. This limits the extent to which thadings of the study can be
generalized and extrapolated to other settings. bilief is that a wider and larger
sample could have given me more generalisabletsesHlowever, it has not been the
purpose of this study to achieve generalisabiliy idea in this study was just to
provide a deeper understanding of the phenomengartitipative management (See

Chapter 3 for more details on the limitations @ tudy).
Again gender is another limiting factor in thisdguThe fact that all my interviewees

were males tended to introduce an element of iathé sense that the views

represented in the interviews are only those of.niRarhaps if | had interviewed
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females they would have given me a different pardpe of participative

management.
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APPENDIX A

BOX 548
Elliot
5460

Dear Respondent

This is to kindly request you to participate ireaegarch study intended to explore the
perceptions and experiences of the various statet®obbout participative

management.

The data you provide will help in a study towards partial fulfillment of the
requirements for a MEd programme at Rhodes Unityerdihe findings of the study
will enable the Eastern Cape Department of Educdatassess how far the

transformation process has gone in our schools.

Anonymity of those who provide the data is fullyaganteed and | want to assure you
that the data you will provide will not be used &y other purpose other than the
research itself. Should you wish to withdraw frima study, you have all the rights to
do so. If you decide to withdraw, you also haweright to demand that the data you
had submitted be destroyed and not be used irefgarch. The data will be brought
back to you for validation before being analyzed.

| wish to thank you most profoundly in advanceyour cooperation.
Yours faithfully

STOFILE. A.M.
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APPENDIX B

A QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE TEACHERS

You are kindly requested to answer every questidhis questionnaire as honestly as
possible. The data you provide will be used iesearch study intended to
investigate the perceptions and experiences theugstakeholders have about

participative management. Kindly note that youcheet write your name in any part

of this questionnaire.

SECTION A

Listed below are questions that relate to PartisipdManagement in the context of a

school. Indicate whether you agree (YES) or yaurat sure (NS) or you disagree
(NO) with each question by putting a cross (X)ha space provided under your

choice.

ITEM YES | NS| NO

1. Is the notion of Participative Management amittat is feasible?

2. Does Participative Management mean that everyorst be
consulted on every aspect of management?

3. Is it correct to view Participative Managemesgahreat to the
powers of principals?

4. Does the leadership style of the principal deiee the manner in
which Participative Management is implemented hbst?

5. Is it the responsibility of the SMT only to ensuhat Participative
Management is effected at school?

6. Is there any correlation between Participatisnibement and the
culture of a school? (the way things are done)

7. Does Participative Management lead to the bofostiaff morale?

8. Is transformational leadership a necessity fi@céve implementation
of Participative Management?

9. Does Participative Management lead to stakehsilde/olvement
such as parents?

10. Does Participative Management make decisionsngadasier?

11. Is there any relationship between Participathamagement and the
academic performance of a school?

12. Does Participative Management result in impdoweerpersonal
relations at school?

13. Is Participative Management the right way t8 go

14. Do stakeholders need workshopping before bamggged in
Participative Management?

15. Do schools that practise Participative Managegraecounter less
conflict situations than those that do not?

16. Is there any correlation between Participatfamagement and the
size of an organization?

17. Is Participative Management synonymous witbskez faire type of
management?

18. Does Participative Management contribute toced) management
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stress on the principal?

19. Does Participative Management help developtitiential of
individual staff members at school?

20. Does Participative Management have more adgeasttnan
disadvantages?

SECTION B

Listed below are assumptions and beliefs that qgueogle have about Participative
Management. | gathered these ideas during ammafladiscussion | had with colleagues.
Show whether you agree (3) or you are undecidedr(2pu disagree (1) with each
statement by putting a ring/circle around the nuntbhat indicates your choice e.g. (2)

ITEM

STATEMENT AGREE

UNDECIDED

DISAGREE

1.

Participative Management is aimed at reducing
the powers that principals have been enjoying
all this time.

Participative Management delays

implementation of decisions since it requires
that everyone must be consulted before decision
is taken.

Participative Management has come to guard
against the dictatorial practice of principals.

Participative Management means that there |s
equality of everybody and therefore no one is
accountable to anyone.

Participative Management is a process that will
take a very long period to be realized.

Participative Management is more likely to
succeed in urban schools than in rural schools.

Participative Management gives members a
feeling of ownership of the organization.

Participative Management cannot succeed fif
there is no shared vision by the organization
members.

Participative Management can be more
effective if it is driven by organization members
themselves rather than being imposed from
outside.

10.

Participative Management reduces resistande to
change

11.

Top management should be the driving force in
order for participative management to be
successful .

12.

Participative Management does not absolve the
school principal form accountability.

13.

Participative Management can be detrimental to

107




the school if it is applied without a limit.

14. The maturity level of members in an
organization determines the extent to which
participative management should be allowed

15. There is no hard and fast rule on how to
implement Participative Management.

16. It is easier to implement Participative
Management in small organizations than in hig
organizations.

17. Effective management is the one that is 50%

participative and 50% autocratic.

18. The right to participate should be restrictaty
to those who have experience of management.

19. In Participative Management everyone rules

20. Participative Management encourages a team
approach to problem — solving.

SECTION C

Answer the questions using the space provided belbthe space is not sufficient
for your answer, kindly use your own sheet of papdiich you must then attach to
the questionnaire.

(A) What do you think are the advantages/benefitsdiatoe derived from
Participative Management?

(B) What are the disadvantages of Participative Managé&m
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(C) What do you think are possible threatshe implementation of Participative
Management?

(D) What are the strategies that can be tsethke Participative Management
more
successful at schools?

THANK YOU
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APPENDIX C

. What is your understanding of the concept “partitijge management”?

. Could you explain, giving examples how you impletfearticipative
Management at this school?

. What obstacles did you encounter when you wereamphting Participative
Management and how did you over come them?

. What advice would you give to those principals vane still struggling to
make Participative Management work in their sch®ols

. What would you recommend as the best remedy foingdRarticipative
Management effective in schools?

. What are your views on Participative Managemergeneral?
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