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Abstract: Few termsin organisational studiesinspirelessagreement than leadership. Itis
a slippery concept and much that is written on the subject is confusing and contradictory.
Early theories of |eader ship have, generally, reduced |eader ship behaviour to a concern for
task balanced against a concern for the well-being of employees. This two-dimensional
approach has proved to be a limited conceptualisation of leadership. In response, over the
past thirty years, researchers have tried to highlight the less rationalistic, moreintangible,
aspectsof leader ship. However, thereis still very littlein leader ship research that conveys
a sense of the leader as a person. | have argued, in this study, that the reason for thislies
in the fact that most leader ship research has been conducted along positivistic lines and,
therefore, cannot take into account the values, feelings, morals and life experiences of the
human beings being studied. Thus, for the human being to take centre-stage in leadership
enquiry, a different research paradigm needs to be expored. | have chosen to use
phenomenological enquiry as an avenue for examining how John Stoker, the leader of the
Rhodes University Mathematics Education Project (RUMEP), experiences being a leader.
This is because phenomenology, in both theory and practice, privileges the nature of the
meanings that people construct in their lives and that guide their actions. In adopting such
a methodol ogy my resear ch findings have examined a number of issues that are of interest
to current |eader ship resear chers, however they have al so highlighted a number of concerns
that have not been explored thoroughly in the leadership literature. These include the
importance of theindividual leader’ s action, intention and will in shaping an organisation,
the complex nature of a leader’ s creativity within the organisation and possibl e differences
between educational leaders and business leaders. In adopting a phenomenological
per spectivethe eccentricity and fulnessof anindividual leader’ saction isexpressed through
the research, howewer, the research also focusses on how the researcher translates and
evolving philosophical understanding into sound nethodology. Therefore, interwoven into
the discussions on leadership there are reflections on how | applied phenomenological
theory. The purpose of thesereflections is to deliberate on the appropriateness of applying
such a methodology to the eclectic field of leader ship and to show how my own devel oping
philosophical attitude has transformed into practice.
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CHAPTER ONE

I ntroduction

1.1  Therootsof thisstudy
This research springs directly from personal experience

| joined the Rhodes University Mathematics Education Project (RUMEP) after only two years of
teaching high-school Mathematics. | had thoroughly enjoyed my experiences in the classroom. |
loved the children with whom | worked, | found them stimulating and challengng on both a
professional and personal level. | developed asmall network of fellow colleagueswithwhom | coud
share my professional experience, something that, as a junior teacher, | greatly appreciated.
However, | did not enjoy working in, what | experienced, as an extremely rigid bureaucatic
environment. | hated the endless staff-meetings, the planning meetings where certain ideas were
forced upon the staff, the constant berating of the staff to adhere to timetables, rules and regulations

and the hierarchy that prevented me from (in my opinion) doing my job properly.

Working for RUMEP was certainly aliberating experience. There was freedom to explore and play
with what | was doing. | was free to try out new ideas. There was also constant support from John
and my fellow colleagues. What was different? | was still teaching, although not children. | had
moved from secondary to primary Mahematics which, although not an insignificant move could
not entirely account for my sense of liberation. | had, once again, anetwork of supportive, reflective
colleagues. | was still having to meet deadlines and, to some degree, conform to rules and
regulations. Neverthel ess, something was fundamentally different and this difference | attributed to
the organisational context.

| have, probably since my ealy teenage years, been fascinated by organisations. | think it started
when my Father lead ateam of engineers and other professionalsin building transmission lines all
over the country. During the long drives of the annual family vacations he and | would talk about
the different lines we passed, where they were going, how they got to be there and the inevitable

problems of making this happen. Family dinner times werefull of discussions on the problems of



putting up transmission lines- most of those were not technical. It was perhapsthese early seedsthat
lead me to choose to do an Honours in Business Management a number of years later. However,
much of what | learned seemed very theoretical and slightly removed from my own experience of
organisational life. Perhaps this was due to the fact that much of the theory had been based on
research conducted in large organisations rather than the small ones to which | was accustomed.
Perhaps it was due to the fact that the research was business orientated rather than education
orientated. Perhaps it was due to a number of other factors of which | could not even think.
Nevertheless, as | prepared for my final exams | learnt lists of characteristics of transformational
leaders, memorised the five (or is it six?) steps for action research, drilled the definition of a
Learning Organisation into my head and promptly forgot most of it after the exam was written.
Although | believe that | benefited from being exposed to the large body of theory about
organisations it did not make much of an impresson on me as a person. | was, essentially,

unchanged.

In my second year of working at RUMEP, and after much convincing, | decided to enrol for a
Masters in Educational Leadership and Management. | knew that much of the theory that | had
learnt about organisations did not address some of the unaccountable elements in my own
experience of organisational life. | therefore chose to study leadership in RUMEP because it was
something in which | was involved and was, as an organisation, totally different to my previous
experiences. | also chose to conduct a phenomenological study not only because it seemed
appropriateto my research question but al so because | wanted to learn about this particular research
method. As| will explorein Chapter 7, most of my own research experience has been quantitative
rather than qualitative.

The question that | chose to ask was simple: what is John Stoker’s experience of leadership at
RUMEP?



1.2 Howthisstudy isstructured
Chapter 2 is a selective overview of leadership literature in which | argue the point that much

research has overlooked the leader asa ‘ person’.

In Chapter 31 look at the theory and practice of phenomenological research and justify its use for
this study.

Chapter 4 presentsasituated general description of John Stoker’ sexperience asleader of RUMEP.

In Chapter 51 have justified the formulation of a situated general structurefor this study and then
presented that structure.

Chapter 6 presents the discussion of my findings.

Chapter 7 examines my opinion about and experience of the fruitfulness of phenomenological
research into leadership. It also takes a brief look at suggestions for further research.



CHAPTER TWO
Theliterature

21 “HerebeDragons’

Many commentators have noted the fact that |eadershipisaslippery concept (Benis& Nanus 1985,
Bass 1990, Heifetz 1994, Hoy & Miskd 1996 and Van der Mescht 1996). There are certainly no
all-encompassing definitions, neat formulas or all-embracing theories. In fact Robbins (1998: 347)
has observed that “the leadership literature is voluminous, and much of it is confusing and
contradi ctory” and Benis & Nanus (1985: 4) have remarked that “never have so many labored so
long to say so little”. There seems to be a sense of frustration amongst scholars about this state of
affairs. Yukl (1998: 493) has lamented that most of the widely know leadership theories are
conceptually flawed and lack empirical support. Both Bass (1990) and Robbins (1998) have echoed
thisview with Bass (1990: 912-913) acknowledging that “an enormousamount of original, creative
research [has been] coupled with a wasteful repetition of shopwom hypotheses and a general
disregard for negative resuits’. Benis & Nanus (1985: 4) almost seem to bewail thefact that:

Multiple interpretations of leadership exist, each providing a sliver of insight but each
remaining an incomplete and wholly inadequate explanation. Most of these definitions
don’t agree witheach other, and many of them would seem remote to the |leaders whose
skills are being dissected...They don’'t always reflect reality and sometimes they just
represent nonsense.

Despitethe dissatisfaction of those who continueto “...bemoan the supposed unknowable, elusive,
mysterious nature of leadership” (Bass 1990: 914) the topic continuesto fascinate both scholarsand
practitioners. Perhapsthis is precisely because the research does not provide negt, easily defined
answers but constantly raises new questions that seem unanswerable. It is, | bdieve, through this
confusion that new ways of thinking and talking about leadership ariseto be explored.

In the quest to explore new ways of thinking and taking about |eadership, the seeker needs to heed
an ominous warning:

Thefirst hard fact that the prospective student of |eadership needsto accept isthat he or
sheissetting off on an unusual kind of journey. In one sensetheterritory isknown: who,
after al, does not (intuitively) know what leadership is? The traveller may be excused,
therefore, for striding out with adegree of confidence. But the moment he or she begins
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to consult the maps left behind by thase who have gonebefore, that confidenceislikely
to be replaced by confusion and frustration...(Van der Mescht 1996: 7).

This sounds like the warning written on the ancient maps of Wales: “Here be Dragons’. And in
many senses there are dragons lurking in the study of leadership. The scholar cannot assume that
therewill be an explanatary order for things, cannot believethat she or hewill stumble acrossalaw-
like interpretation of the complex social phenomenon called |eadership and cannot hope for “...a
mechanistic or quasi-mechanistic system of interactions which can be managed, directed, planned
and, above all, comprenended” (Greenfield & Ribbins 1993: xi). However the maps that are left
behind, although confusing and even contradictory, need to be consulted for two reasons. Firstly
becausethey point toward possible areasof exploration and secondly becauseif the explorer ignores
what other people are thinking she or he is in danger of going in cirdes, happily talking only to
herself or himself (Popper 1959: 17). Nevertheless, in a sense, each new researcher stepsout into
the land of dragonsto chart her or his own path, to attempt to answer a number of questions and,
hopeful ly, to raise afew more. The challenge, as| see it, is to explore new ways of thinking and
talking about leadership and | trust tha this process will not only be entertaining but also
illuminating and will carry within it the possibility of devel oping new and deep insights (Wheatley
1999: 15).

2.2  Theway of classical sciences

Before | launch into discussing some of the literature available on leadership, it is important to
examine the scientific paradigm in which many of the studies are located. Science, since the
seventeenth century, has been dominated by the view that:

Thescientist must...be concerned to understand theworld and to extend the precision
and scope with which it has been ordered. That commitment must, in turn, lead him
(sic) to scrutinize...some aspect of nature in great empirical detail. And, if that
scrutiny displays pockets of apparent disorder, then thesemust challenge him to new
refinementsof hisobservational techniquesor to afurther articulation of histheories
(Kuhn 1962: 42).

This understanding has profoundly affected the way in which organisations and the people within
organi sationshave been studied.Wheatley (1999: 29) has argued that researchers and organisational
theoristshave focussed their attention on, among othersthings, structural and organisational design,
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on gathering extensive numerical data and on developing sophisticated mathematical formulae
which people can use to make accurate predictions and decisions. There has been a preoccupation
with whittling organisations and the people inthem down to small parts so that these parts can be
minutely studied. All thisinthe belief that knowledge of the whole can be reached by studying the
parts (Wilber 1996 and Wheatley 1999).

One of the consequences of this thinking is that human experience is removed from the scientific
world view. The concern of science is no longer “the problem of understanding the world -
including our selves, and our knowledge, as part of the world” (Popper 1959: 15, emphasis added)
but rather simply understanding theworld unconnected to human experience. Thus, theworld or the
phenomenon being studied becomes the object of science and is independent of the scientist
(Hoyningen-Huene1993: 31). The product of thinkinginthismanner isthat researchers, particularly
in the socia sciences, attempt to devise complex theories that explain what they observe in the
world. This results in the employment of research methoddogies that will, inevitably, push
researchers further from the experience and understanding of the everyday world (Greenfidd &
Ribbins 1993: 11). Argyris (1976: 151) has suggested that this is because these research methods
require that the researcher dominates subjects “...resulting in the alienaion of subjects, and a
hindrance of information flow”. Thus, a silent world is discovered, nature becomes dead and
passive, responding like an automaton which, once programmed, just follows the rules (Prigogine
& Stengerscited in Wheatley 1999: 31). Individual leaders al so disappear “..and with them human
agency, responsibility, and morality” (Greenfield & Ribbins 1993: 145), the very stuff that makes
individuals, leaders.

Thisview of scientific enquiry that | have desaribed has, in my opinion, until recently dominated
the study of leadership. Researchers and theorists seemed to be concerned with reducing leadersto
the sum of their parts and then finding formulas to explain and, | suspect, predict their behaviour.
Elaborate models abound which contemplate increasing numbers of variables and created more
precise formsof andysis of leadership (Wheatley 1999: 29). This has, somewhat inevitably, lead
to the proliferation of leadership definitions and theories, many of which are contradictory (Bennis
& Nanus 1985, Hoy & Miskel 1996 and Van der Mescht 1996). Schein (1996: 60) has argued that



the problem liesin the fact that:

...different researchers focus on different elements. At onelevel all of these theories
are correct, because they all identify one central component of the complex human
situation that is leadership, analyse that component in detail, and ignore others.

| would propose that the problem is deeper than this;, put smply the problem is that many
researchers have not viewed leadership as a*“complex human situation” at al. They haveviewed
it as a phenomenon that can be dissected, component for component, becauseiit is part of areality
beyond human control and therefore outside the will, intention and action of the individual
(Greenfield & Ribbins 1993: 123).

| believe it istime for adifferent stance, one that recognises that human beings are in relationship
with their world (Polkinghorne 1989: 42). This stance would require that central to the study of
|eadershipwould be how different peopleinterpret theworldin whichthey live. It would, therefore,
not regard as critical the discovery of “the universd laws of society and human conduca within it”
(Greenfield& Ribbins 1993: 7). In contrast, it would necessitate arecognition that different people
interpret their worlds differently. The world thus becomes a messy place where complexity,
ambiguity and idiosyncrasy are celebrated rather than lamented. It is, therefore, my conviction that
phenomenological enquiry is an appropriate theoretical tool with which to explore leadership.
Several researchers have pointed out that it could prove valuable for |eadership studies (Bass 1990
and Greenfield & Ribbins1993) however | have only discovered one such study by Van der Mescht
(1996). It istherefore necessary to trace the key devel oppmentsin leadership theory in order to show
how phenomenology can build on what has gone before as well as show how it has the potential to
make avaluabl e contribution now and in the future. | do thiswith the understanding that new theory
adways evolves as individual s recognise and grapple with the limitations of current theory for, as
Ken Wilber (1996: 50) has so aptly stated, “no epoch isfinally privileged”.

23  Trait Theories
Although leadership has proved fascinating to peopl e throughout the ages, the rigorous study of the
phenomenon was only begun early in the twentieth century (Bass 1990: 3 & Yukl 1998: 1). The

early theories that these studies generated were known as Great-Man theories (despite numerous



examples, great women were mainly ignored) and espoused the belief that a leader was a unique
individual who possessed special qualities that were able to capture theimagination of the masses
( Bass 1990: 37). The underlying assumption made by the theorists was that leaders had to have
some “special qualities’ that their followers did not possess. The research question was, therefore,
clear: Discover these “special qualities” (Bass 1990: 38, Hoy & Miskel 1996: 367 and Robbins
1998: 348). Thiswas doneby asking peoplein positions of leadership to compilelistsof what traits
they believed to be essential to leadership. These leaders were further subject to personality and
intelligence tests, various questionnaires, rating scales, interviews and even physical examinations
all in an attempt to isolate their collective “specia qualities’ (Bass 1990: 60 and Y ukl 1998: 235).
Theresult of all thiseffort wasless than startling (Robbins 1998: 348) and provided an insufficient
basisfor understanding leadership (Schein 1996: 60). In fact Stogdill after reviewing some 124 trait
studies concluded that “a person does not become a leader by virtue of the possession of some
combination of traits” (Stogdill 1948 cited in Yukl 1998: 236). So, rather than seek the secrets of
leadership through the traits that people possess, researchers shifted their studies to what
leaders...do” (Makin et al. 1996: 175, emphasisin the original).

24  Behavioural theories

The Ohio State L eadership Studies andthe Michigan |eadership studies were conducted inthe late
1940's and early 1950's (see Vroom 1976:1530-1532, Hoy and Miskel 1990: 382-383, Makin et al.
1996:175-178 and Robbins 1998: 349-351) and have |eft an indelible mark leadership theory. The
aim of both studieswas*...tolocate behavioural characteristicsof |eadersthat appeared to berelated
to measures of performanceeffectiveness’ (Robbins1998: 351). In presentingtheir resultsthey both
collapsed |eadership into an interaction between two categories of behaviour. One dealt with how
aleader defined his or her role and those of subordinates and the other dedt with the quality of the
leader’ sjob relationships (Hoy & Miskel 1990: 382 and Robbins 1998: 350-351). Both studies, as
Vroom (1976: 1530-1532) has noted, made extensive use of questionnaires. However, heimplies
that the questions themsel ves were inappropriate to the study of |eadership asthey did not refer to
“...the situation in which the behavior is exhibited” (ibid.: 1531). He has further stated that:

Aggregations over behavior and situations simplify the measurement problem by
permitting the reduction of all subtleties of differences in leadership style to two
dimensional space (ibid.: 1534).

10



One of the beauties of reducing what leaders do to atwo-dimensional point of view isthat it is easy
to conceptualise. Blake and Mouton (1964) have done jud that by graphing leaders’ concern for
people against their concern for production. They hoped that such a representation would provide
“...a useful framework for analysing production-people problems and for suggesting effective
solutions for them” (Blake & Mouton 1964: xi). There is aso, of course, the added advantage of
making the complex process of |eadership predictable - a simply case of finding the right balance
between concern the two dmensions (Van da Mescht 1996: 23). It also implies that there is one
best way of leading, both a high concern for production and a high concern for people (Blake &
Mouton 1964 and Robbins 1998). However, as Robbins (1998: 351) has noted, there is little
substantive evidence to support the conclusion that a “high-high” style of leadership is most
effective...”. Vroom (1976: 1533) concluded about behaviour theories that:

Broad principles of leadership have the advantage of not having to dea in any
precise way with the complexities of situational differences and their import for
leader behavior. However, the more broadly stated the principle, the greater the risk
that it will be empirically vacuous and prescriptively useless. It is possible to state
principles of leadership in such away that they are true by definition, incapable of
empirical refutation and which elicit immediae acceptance by persons with
drastically different |eadership styles.

2.5  Situational theories
Situational theorists built on the study of traits and behaviours by proposing that “...situational
factors determine who will emerge as leader” (Bass 1990: 38). Several approachesto isolating key

situational variables emerged.

The first comprehensive model was developed by Fred Fiedler (Robbins1998: 354) and took into
account “...the persondity of the leader as well as aspects which affect the leader’ s behaviour and
performance” (Fiedler 1974: 408). The main purpose of this theory was to develop an explanation
of how aleader’ shehaviour influencesthe satisfaction and performance of subordinates (Y ukl 1998:
265). Itrelied onaninstrument, the* L east Preferred Co-worker Questionnaire’ (Robbins1998: 354),
to determinewhether aleader wasrelationship or task orientated. Hethenisolated situational criteria
that he believed impacted upon aleader’ sbehaviour; Thetask, theinfluencethe leader had upon the

working environment and the characteristics of the leader’ s subordinates (Robbins 1998: 355 and
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Y ukl 1998: 267). Oncethese variables had been isolated, the leader’ s behaviour was matched to the
situation to achieve maximum leader effectiveness (Robbins 1998: 356). Although Fielder had
considered the added dimension of the situation, like the trait theorists and behaviourists, he had
reduced leadership to predicteble, controllablevariables.

There are several other models that consider the impact of situational variables on leaders. They
include the L eader-Participation Model which took |eadership behaviour and related it to decision-
making (Robbins 1998: 363-366 & Vroom 1976), Leader-Member Exchange Theory that focussed
on the way in which leaders interacted with the different groups within an organisation (Robbins
1998: 360) and L eadership-Substitute Theory which focussed on situational variables that nullify
aleader’s actions (Y ukl 1998: 273). Possibly the best known model is the Hersey and Blanchard
model where a different pattern of leadership was reguired depending on the needs of aleader’s
subordinates (Robbins 1998: 357, Bass 1990: 488-489, & Yukl 1998: 270). The researchers
identified three competencies for leadership:

a) diagnosing - being able to understand the situaion you are trying to
influence,

b) adapting - being ableto adapt your behavior and the other resourcesyou have
available to meet the contingencies of the situation, and

C) communicating - being able tocommunicatein away that peoples can easly
understand and accept.

(Hersey & Blanchard: 1988:5)
Leaders, therefore, had to blend these competencies to meet the needs of their subordinates.

All the model s described above reduce |eadership behaviour “...to styleswhich were determined by
the manner in which leaders balanced the concern for task on the one hand, with concern for the
feelings and well being of people on the other” (Van der Mescht 1996: 19) despite recognising the
importance of the situation. Furthermore, thereisvery little evidenceto suggest, in spite of frequent,
rigorousinvestigations, that these modelswere valid (Van der Mescht 1996 and Robbins 1998). A
new way of looking at leadership had to be found.
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26  Transformational leadership
Schein (1996: 60) has noted that:

One of the most consistent findings by historians, sociolagists, and empirically
orientated social psychologists is that what leadership should be depends on the
particular situation, the task to be performed, and the characteristics of the leaders
subordinates.

This conceptualisation is very limiting since it ignores factors that fall outside of these boundaries
such as organisational culture or the leader’ sown values (Senge 1990). Over the past thirty years,
new approaches to leadership have emerged that have focussed on theless rationalistic aspects of
leader behaviour (Hoy & Miskel 1996: 392) and, according to Robbins (1998: 369), “...they all de-
emphasi zetheoretical complexity and look at |eadership more the way the average ‘ person on the
street’ views the subject”.

The first such approach was pioneered by James MacGregor Burns in 1978 who first looked at
transformational leaders (Hoy & Miskel 1996). His work was developed by later theorists,
particularly Bass (1990: 53) who has noted that the transformational leader:

...asks followers to transcend their own self interests for the good of the group,
organization, or society; to consider their longer term neads to develop themsdves,
rather than the needs of the moment; and to become more aware of what is really
important.

Although the study of transformational leadership is problematic in terms of both quantitative and
qualitative research instruments (Y ukl 1999: 327-341), research inthis area has offered valuable
insights on leadership. Arguably the most important of these insights has been to highlight the
intimate connection between organisational culture and leadership (Van der Mescht 1996: 25 and
Yukl 1999: 328-329). Once the leader is reconnected, as it were, with her or his organisaional
context it becomes necessary to ook at how concepts of the organisaion have developed (Van der
Mescht 1996: 25). For, as Sergiovanni (1984: 115) has said, “leadership and its organisational
context are inseparable and thus one is difficult to understand without the other.”
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2.7  Theorganisation - thecontext of leadership

Organisations are not a new invention, they have been around for thousands of years (Haralambos
& Holborn 1991). The organisational capabilities of pre-industrial societies are legendary. The
building of Egyptian pyramids, the construction of Roman roads, the control the Catholic Church
exercised over the Western world during the Middle Ages and the Ancient Chinese system of civil
service are just some of the examples that students of leadership and organisations can study
(George 1972). However, it was only duringthe Industrid Revolution in Europe and Americathat
large industrial concerns of unprecedented size and complexity emerged (Hardambos & Holborn
1991: 405) and it was in the process of trying to find a way to manage, control and lead these

organisations that organisational theory was born.

Hughes (1985:4 ) has noted that the pioneering work donein the field of organisational theory was
mainly carried out by engineers and other people who were involved in the practical, day-to-day

running of large companies. Thdar two main concems were:

1 Standardizing work, which meant the determination of the“ one best way” of
working; and
2. Controlling so extensively and intensively asto provide for the maintenance

of al these standards (Kakar 1970: 3).

Wheatley (1999) has argued that these concerns continue to dominate understandings of
organisations. Thereis an:

...emphasis on material structure and multiple parts. Responsibilities have been
organized into functions. Peop e have been organized into their rad es. Page after page of
organizational charts depi ct the workings of a machine: the number of pieces, what fits
where, who the most important people are (Whesatley 1999: 29).

Machines are, after all, easy to control and understand. One can develop a “best practice” for

machines. Furthermore, in a world that is increasingly becoming less predictable and certain,
theories and activities that are precise, predictable and unambiguous may prove very attractive.
Trait, behaviour and situationa theories of leadership are appropriate to ‘the machine
conceptualisation of organisations. Thisisbecausethey are smple, provide clear and unambiguous
guidelines and have a strong intuitive appeal (Van der Mescht 1996: 23).
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A further point that needs to be noted is that these theories were developed during a time when
bureaucraticnotions of organisationswere predominate. Thesociologist, Max Weber (1864 - 1920),
is credited with making the most influential statements on the essentials of a bureaucracy (Hughes
1985: 5). According to Haralambos & Holborn (1991: 407), his view wasthat:

...a bureaucratic organization has a clearly defined goal. It involves precise
calculation of the means of attaining this goa and systematically eliminates those
factors which stand in the way of the achievement of its objectives.

Thus a bureaucracy is organised along rationa principles where there is work specialisation, a
clearly defined hierarchy, a system of rules and regulations that govern decision-making and
appoi ntmentsand advancements are made al ong obj ectivelines (Coser 1977: 230 and Hughes1985:
5-6).

The strength of the bureaucracy as an important part of the organisational landscape is summed up
by Mintzberg (1979: 333) when he argues that arganisations structured along these lines:

...are the prime manifestations of our societies high degree of specialization,
moreover, they are the magor contributars to our high mateial standards of
living...No structure is better suited to mass production and consistent output, none
can more efficiently regulae work. Our society simply could not function without
these structures.

Thus models of leadership that made these structures possible and increased their efficiency were
promulgated. Perhaps leadership theorists should have taken note of Weber's warning about
bureaucracy and applied it to ther own theories:

...themorefully realized the more bureaucracy ‘ depersonalizes' itself, i.e., themore
completely it succeeds in achieving the exclusion of love, hatred, and every purely
personal, especiallyirrational andincalculable, feelingfromthe execution of official
tasks (Weber as cited in Coser 1977: 231).

Bush (1986: 22 - 23), in synthesising what he called the ‘formal’ models of organisation which
include “...structural, systems, bureaucratic, rational and hierarchical elements’ (Van der Mescht
1996: 26), has noted that these theories all emphasise official and structural elements of
organisations. These theories assume that all decision-making is rational and authority rests in

formal positions rather than in individual competencies. The early theories of |eadership certainly
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complement thisthinking, succeeding in taking the person out of thetheory and reducing leadership
to a mechanical function which begins to feel distinctly anti-human (Wheatley 1999: 31).

Fortunatel y, organisational thinking has developed beyond the barriers imposed by the machine
metaphor (Van der Mescht 1996: 26). The most savere challenge to this metaphor came from
Thomas Greenfidd who argued that

Thedriveto seethe organisation asasingle kind of entity with alife of its own apart
from the perceptions and beliefs of those involved in it blinds us to the complexity
and the variety of organisations people create around themselves (Greenfield cited
in Bush 1986: 90).

Accordingto Cahill (1994: 251), Greenfield called for |essemphasis on the science of organisations
and more on human needs, desires and values. Bush (1986: 89 -93) asserts that these beliefs have
evolved into an understanding of organisations that focuses on individual beliefs and perceptions
It also stresses the different meanings placed on incidents by individuals due to their different
backgrounds, experiences and values. A key point that needs to be made is that organisational
structure “...is essentially a product of human interaction rather than something fixed or
predetermined” (ibid.: 91). Thisview, in my opinion, effectively smashesthe belief that thereisone
best way to structurean organisation. It also challenges the widely held belief that thereis only one
best way to | ead people. It even challengesthewidely held view that “...the problem of organisation
entailsimplementing...techniquesthat enabl e the organi sation to meet itsgoals’ (Guillén 1994: 76).
AsGreenfield (cited in Bush 1986: 92) argues*what is an organisation that it can have such athing
asagoa?

Although, asHughes (1985: 18) has put forward, Greenfield’ sthinkingwas*...aland mark in theory
development”, little cognisance has been taken of his contribution (Van der Mescht 1996: 34).
Perhapsthisis due to the fact that Greenfield’ s postulants explicitly state that thereis no “one best
way”, thereisno master map of organisational reality that iswaiting to be discovered and followed.
Perhaps, as Theobald (1999: 6) has suggested, human beings are not able to cope with this
uncertainty.
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However, Van da Mescht (1996: 36) has suggested that there are encouraging signs:

Asmore scholars and leadersinsist on upholding the primacy of personal values, of
individual choice, of the human spirit’swill and imagination, sotheindividual inall
hisand her complexity may gradually begin to occupy centre-stagein organisational
and leadership enquiry.

Researchersare, therefore, challenged not only look at individual s but al so to examine how and why
these individuals construct specific types of organisations. This mode of enquiry recognises that
people have their own characteristics, structures, development and history which ultimately shapes
what they wil | seeand what they can see (Wilber 1996: 60). It frees|eadersand theoriststo explore
possibilities, in both organisational and leadership theory, that do not require themto find a* best
practice” or a single theory that ultimately explains the whole universe It further alows them to
incorporatepersonal perceptions, values, attitudes and experiencesasalegitimate part of theoretical
dialogue.

2.8  Thelearning organisation - a different metaphor
Greenfield & Ribbins (1993: 92) have posed that:

The basic problem in the study of organizations is understanding human intention and
meaning...Actionflowing from meaningandintention weavesthefabric of socid red ity.
It is true that organizations appear to be solid, real entities that act independently of
human control and are difficult things to change. Y et the paradox isthat the vital spark,
the dynamic of the organisationis made from nothing more substantial than peopledoing
and thinki ng.

| believe that researchers are beginningto find waysof allowing that ‘vital spark’ to find itsway to
the centreof both organi sationa and | eadershiptheory. A good exampl e of thiswould bethe current,
wide spread interestin the idea of alearning organisation. Simply stated, alearningorganisation is
one which has devel oped the capacity to adapt and change (Senge 1990, Kofman & Senge 1993 and
Robbins 1998). However, in line with Greenfield s thinking, the theorists have noted that:

...there is no such thing as a ‘learning organization’. ‘Learning organization’ is a
category that we create in language... .When we speak of a‘learning organization’,
we are not describing an external phenomenon or labe ling an i ndependent redity.
We are articulating a view that involves us... (Kofman & Senge 1993: 16).
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Thereforeit is no surprise that central to this view of organisation is the idea that an individual’s
mental models of the world impact on how an organisation functions (Senge 1990). Senge (1990:
8) defines mental models as “...deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, or even pictures or
images that influence how we understand the world and how we take action”. Therefore the
individual, and what theindividual thinksbelievesand values, becomescentral to the understanding
of how an organisation functions. De Gues (1997) re-enforcesthisideabyexplicitly stating that only
living beings learn. Thus a critical area of study is not only how individual mental models affect

organisations but also how individual learning impacts on the organisation (Kim 1993).

If thisisthe conceptualisation of the organisation, then it demands adifferent view of leadership to
those derived from the machine metaphor (Senge 1990: 339).

In learning organizations, leaders are designers, stewards, and teachers. They are
responsiblefor building organisations were peopl e cortinually expand their capacity to
understand complexity, clarify vision, and improve shared mental models - that is, they
are responsible for learning (ibid.: 340, emphasisin the origina).

It would certainly be a challenge to try to reduce these activities to a two-dimensional grid.

A valuable contribution to our understanding of bath leadership and the organisational context in
whichleadershipisexercised hasbeen made by those studying organisational culture. Infact, Schein
(1992:5) has argued that the concepts of leadership and culture are so intertwined that one cannot
be studied without the other. He has d€fined group culture as:

A pattern of shared basic assumptionsthat the group leamed as it solved its problems of
external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked wdl enough to be
considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to
perceive, think, and feel in relaion to those problams (ibid.: 12).

Leaders, thus, have an important role to play in creating and maintaining and, where appropriate,
changing, organisational culture. They havean important roleto play in helping other peoplelearn.
Thus the key aspect, as Van der Mescht (1996: 27) has argued, is that there:

...Is a renewed interest in the human factor, not the simplified notion adopted by
continency models, but the involvement of the whole person. Hence the emphasis on
values, on world-view, on ‘ perceptions, language, and thought processes .
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The emphasis on the human side of the organisation is not something new. The Hawthorne Studies
of the late 1920's and early 1930's inadvertently stumbled onto the more irrational elements of the
organisation. The researcherswanted to“...assess the effect of illumination upon the worker and his
work” (Mayo 1933: 55). The underlying assumption being that there was abest way of illuminating
awork place to produce maximum efficiency and productivity. However, “somehow or other that
complex of mutually dependent factors, the human organism, shifted its equilibrium and

unintentionally defeated the purpose of the experiment” (ibid.: 56).

What the researchers discovered was the spontaneous formation of informal groups within an
organisation (Henderson et al. 1936). Thus, researchers came to realise that there existed informal
groups within thestructure of theformal organisation. There wasincreased recognition that:

...socia organization s, in fact, ahuman need; it is, in some measure, necessary and
inevitable. Its mere existence disciplines the members and gives riseto sentiments,
often very strong sentiments of loyalty, of personal and group integrity, and not
infrequently of pride (Henderson et al. 1936 :157).

Theresearcherspointedtoideathat “...logical factorswerefar lessimportant than emotional factors

in determining productive efficiency” (George 1972: 137).

Morgan (1986: 41) suggests that the Hawthorne studies heralded the development of research
interestsin human motivation, rel ationships between individual s and groups, group morale and the
relationship between the formal structure of an enterprise and the informal groupsworking within
it. He goes on to state that these studies have sharpened the ideathat the socia aspects of work exist
within and are influenced by the technical agpects of the work and vice versa (ibid.: 44). However,
informal groups seem to have been regarded as a necessary evil in some quarters. Hughes (1985:
7) in commenting on Chester Barnard’ s (1938) The functions of the Executive, noted that Barnard
suggested |eaders should manipul ate the informal organisation in order to strengthen the influence
of the formal organisation. The primacy of the formal, rigid organisation was not disputed until the
1970's when severa theorists articulated understandings that Bush (1986: 108) has named
“ambiguity’ models.
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One of the basic assumptions of these modds is that organisaions are fragmented. Groups exig
withintheorganisationwhich have®...internal coherencebased on common valuesandgoals’ (ibid.:
110). However the linksbetween these groups are tenuous and unpredictable and do not conform
tothedictates of theformal organisation. Theterm coinedfor thisis*loose coupling’. Weick (1976,
cited in Bush 1986: 110) has argued that, for different groups within organisations

...their attachments may be circumscribed, infrequent, weak in its mutual effects,
unimportant, and/or slow to respond...Loose coupling also caries connotations of
impermanence, dissolvability, and tacitnessall of whicharepotentially crucial properties
of the ‘glue’ that holds organisations together.

Although Weick’ snotion of ‘loosecoupling’ emphasised theirrationality and disorder characteristic
of organisation (Vander Mescht 1996: 28), it still focussed onthe structur eof the organisation. The
organisationwasstill assumedtobea*“...not onlyreal but also distinct from the actions, feelingsand
purposes of people” (Greenfield & Ribbins 1993: 1). However, by introducing the irrational, the
disordered and the complex into the debate on the nature of organisations, the foundations where
being laid for theories and understandings that not only considered the ‘actions, feelings and

purposes of people’ as part of organisations but fundamental to the existence of organisations.

29 Hastheperson returned to leader ship theory?

The concept of transformational |eadership has certainly revived interest in the leader as a person
(Van der Mescht 1996: 29). Furthermore, an enriched understanding of the context of |eadership,
has lead researchers to focus on the emotional, symbolic and less raional aspects of leadership
(Yukl 1998: 324). Thereisrenewed understanding that |eadership is adynamic process that can be
separated neither from the people who lead nor from the organisations in which leaders find
themselves. Thefocusisincreasingly shifting from the qualities of leadership that can be measured
and graphed to things more intangible As Bolman & Ded (1994: 85) have highlight, people are
increasingly interested in “..leadership qudities such as ethical commitment, risk-taking, self-
knowledge, character, courage and along-rangeview” .However, thereisverylittlein contemporary
leadership literature that conveys a sense of the leader as a person (Van der Mescht 1996: 31).
There is amost a dis-ease among researchers with respect to the less rational, more idiosyncratic

aspects of leadership.
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Nothing, in my opinion, conveys this dis-ease more than the research surrounding the idea
charismaticleadership. Once again, thisisnot anew concept, it featured strongly inthework of Max
Weber. However, asVander Mescht (1996: 29) hasnoted, “...what seemed to preoccupy Weber was
not the nature of the charismatic personality itself so much as the need for the ‘routinization’ of
charisma’. For Weber, the charismatic leader inspired the creation of the organisation but the
organisation, once established, would have to be bureaucratically managed (Bass 1990: 186 and
Y ukl 1998: 310). The role of the charismatic leader would then be reduced to that of figure-head,
with severely curtailed influence and littleinvolvement in the day to day running of the organisation.
Perhaps the desire to, in some way, harness the charismatic leader in the chains of bureaucracy | ay,
essentidly, in fearing wha a charismatic leader could do within an organisation. As Eileen Barker
(cited in Storr 1997: xv) has commented:

Almost by definition, charismatic leaders are unpredictable, for they are bound by
neither traditions nor rules; they are not answerable to other human beings.

The research on charismatic leadership seems to reflect, not a desire to understand charismatic
leaders, but rather adesire to find away to explain and therefore control their behaviour. Lists have
been compiled, using MLQ, asto exactly what the key characteristics of charismatic |eadership are
(Robbins 1998: 371). Several empirical studies have been done, comparing the charismatic and the
non-charismatic leader (Bass 1990: 189). Attention is currently on trying to determine how
charismatic leaders actually influence followers. This process has been reduced to the following
steps by Robbins (1998: 371):

The process begins by the leader articulating an appealing vision. This vision provides
a sense of continuity for followers by linking the present with a better future for the
organization. The leader then communicates high performance expectations and
expresses confidence that followers can attain them. Thisenhancesfollower self-esteem
and self-confidence. Next, the leader conveys, through words and actions, a new set of
values, and, by hisor her behavior, setsan examplefor followersto imitate. Finally, the
charismatic leader makes self-sacrifices and engages in unconventional behavior to
demonstrate courage and convictions about the vision.

| do not dispute the importance of any of the actions in this understanding. What | do dispute,
however, isthe belief that what |eaders do can be reduced to asimple list of ‘if, then’ statements,
rather like a computer programme. The theory then becomes little more than a recipe for success
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(Van der Mescht 1996: 33) and the person islost in amongst the ingredients.

210 How torespond

It isclear, in my opinion, that future research in leadership cannot simply rely on the gathering of
empirical data“...in the rigorous sense of methodically categorizing and selecting cases on which
to examine and test thefull range of passible hypotheses’ (Heifetz 1994: 7). Researchers cannot
remain fixated with numbers (Greenfield & Ribbins 1993: 13), hidden behind their correlation
coefficientsand survey dataresults. Although, it must be acknowledged that these types of studies
have contributed to our considerable body of knowledge in the field of |eadership, they have also
succeeded removing the person from leadership studies. I, therefore, believethat there existsaneed
for aternative approachesto leadership research that seek to allow the person to emerge.

Phenomenology has been suggested as such an goproach (Greenfield & Ribbins 1993 & Van der
Mescht 1996) asit privileges the value, meanings, intentions, morals, feelings and life experiences
of human beings (McPhail 1995: 2). Van der Mescht (1996: 38) has remarked that very few studies
of this nature exist and, at the time of hiswriting, none on leaders in educaional contexts.

This study is, therefore, a small attempt to address this lack. | have focussed on John Stoker, the
current leader of RUMEP, in such away asto provide an understanding of how this leader, through
hisown feelings, actionsand values, works out his own meaning inhisenvironment. Thefollowing
chapter provides a discussion of the methodology | have employed to do this. It also provides a

justification as to why | believe such methodology isappropriate for this parti cul ar study.
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CHAPTER THREE
M ethodology

31 Rationale
Greenfield (1984: 160) has written that:

...in the study of organisations, we are apt to remove the personal dement and to
speak of faceless ciphers who “perform a leadership function” and “manage the
human resources of the enterprise”. What happensin organisations and what |eaders
do in fact can thereby be reduced to fit the assumptions of a science that removes
eccentricity and fullness of individual action to reduceit to agrey universdity.

Asif to underscore this sentiment, Van der Mescht (1996: 37) notes that few studies on leadership
have focussed on |eaders as people and thereby do not recognise the importance of how individual
leaders perceive and conceptualise their world (Bargal et al. 1992: 4). This has lead, as | have
arguedin Chapter 2, to neat theoriesand conceptually attractive model swhichhavefailed to capture
the complexity of leadership as a human activity. | have also argued that enquiries that treat
“...human beings as complex physical systems differing from the rest of nature not in kind but
perhapsindegree” (Cantrell 1993: 82) cannot, by their very nature, adequately describethe essential
phenomenon of the human world (McPhail 1995: 2). My position is that leadership is one such
essential phenomenon and therefore amethodol ogical approach that privileges*®...the meaningsthat
people construct in their lives and that guide their actions’ (ibid.: 2) is necessary for this study.
Phenomenology is therefore an appropriate method to adopt because it insists that the focus of the
enquiry should be on concrete, lived human experiencein all itsrichness (Van der Mescht 1996: 36
and Moran 2000: 5).

“It would go too far to say that there are as many phenomenologies as there are phenomenol ogists.
But it is certainly true that, on closa inspection, the varieties exceed the common feaures’
(Spiegelberg 1960: xxvii). Thisisthe challengetha greetsthe novice researcher i nphenomenology.
Firstly one has to cometo grips with a philosophical tradition that stretches as far back asthe mid-
1800's (Spiegelberg 1960) and secondly one hasto translate the devel oping philosophical attitude

into practice (Stones 1988: 141). Thus, this Chapter will concentrate on my own emerging

23



understandings of phenomenology that have guided my research aswell as proposing how I will put
these into practice. However, phenomenological inquiry insists on the “interrelatedness and
interdependence of peopleandtheir livedworld” (Van der Mescht 1999: 2) and therefore adialogue
between myself, the methodology and its underlying philosophy must necessarily occur throughout
the study.

3.2  Thephenomenological approach

Phenomenology is the study of phenomena as experienced by man. The primary
emphasisis on the phenomenon itself exactly as it reveals itself to the experiencing
subject in all its concreteness and particularity (Giorgi 1971: 9).

Phenomenol ogists therefore appear to be obsessed by the concrete, the minute and the private,
essentially all the experiencesthat shape human behaviours, values and attitudes (V on Eckartsberg
1998). However, thereis also recognition that human experiences are shaped by personal values,
attitudes and behaviours. There is an ongoing dial ogue between concrete, lived situations and the
internal private spaces of the human person. Thushuman beings are understood to be context bound,
adways “...making meaning of their world and being endowed with meaning in turn” (Van der
Mescht 1996: 40). Therefore the researche has to turn away from a “...preoccupation with
concepts, symbols, thearies, and hypotheses’ (Spiegelberg 1975: 58) and towards the lived-world
(or lebenswelt) of theindividual. Lebenswelt isthe world aslived by theindividual and not aworld
that is separate or independent from her or him (Valle & King 1978: 10).

3.2.1 Intentionality - alifecondemned to meaning

A key concept in the understanding the lebenswelt of an individual is the idea of i ntenti onality.
Intenti onality, first articulated by Franz Brentano, is the tenet that every mental act is related to
some object (Moran 2000: 47). Theimplication isthat an individual’ s mental activity, whether it be
imaging, thinking, remembering or any other mental experienceawaysgoes*“...beyond itself, aims
at and contacts something other than itself (Wertz 1989: 85). For example, “...in presentation
something is presented, in judgement something is affirmed or denied, in loveloved, in hate hated,
in desire desired and so on” (Brentano cited in Moran 2000: 47). However, intentionality does not

refer to apurely intellectual process that connects a thinking human person with objects outside her
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or his understanding, perception, knowledge or vision; but is understood to be a fundamental part
of every human person’s relationship with the world they inhabit (Pollio et al. 1997: 7).
Intentionality is, therefor, an action of the mind reaching out to objects, whether real or imagined,
and in doing so the objects are transformed into meaningful experience (Van der Mescht 1996: 40
& Von Eckartsberg 1998: 5). Thus, because human beings live and act in the world they are
“...condemned to meaning, and...cannot do or say anythingwithout it acquiringaname...” (Merleau-
Ponty 1945/1962: xix).

Thus the key feature of thelebenswelt is the constant dial ogue between each human being and the
worldwhich they inhabit, a“...relational dynamic of self-other interaction” (V on Eckartsberg 1998:
11). Therefore, as Von Eckartsberg (1998: 11) contended:

Persons are not selves separated from a world that is presumed to exist completely
independently of them. Rather, they are personal involvements in a complex totality
network of interdependent ongoing relationships that demand response and
participation.

With this understanding in mind, the focus of research is clearly ddineated for the researcher - the
dialogue between the human being and the world that isinhabited (Van der Mescht 1996: 41). The
researcher cannot simply focus on individual s asthiswould imply that they were somehow separate
from their world. On the other hand the focus cannot be solely onthe human world as this would
deny the understanding that individual s take an active partin the illumination and creation of ther
ownworld (Von Eckartsberg 1998: 11). It istherefore fitting that the intricate web of meaningsthat

each human consciousness cal sinto being isthe focus of study.

3.2.2 Theunique nature of the lebenswelt

If the focus of the research is the web of meanings of the human consciousness thenit is vital to
realisethat no two individuals will have exactly the same web of meanings. Thereforethey cannot
experiencetheir worldsin exadly the sameway (Van der Mescht 1996: 42). Even the simple act of
observing atable will differ, however slightly, from person to person. Husserl attempts to explain
thisreality by differentiatingbetween two parts of intentionality: the act of thinking about an object
or noesis, and what is thought about the object or noema (Moran 2000: 155). The noetic focusis
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therefore embodied in acts of perceiving, feeling, thinking, remembering o judging and is
responsiblefor forming the meaning of what it grasps (Moustakas 1994:69 and Moran 2000: 156).
Thenoemais®...that which is experienced, the what of experience” (Moustakas 1994: 69).

It isimportant to understand that these two parts of intentionality arenot separate but, due to their
corresponding and complementary existence, each individual interprets the same experience in a
unique manner (Van der Mescht 1996: 42). Another way of conceptualising these two conceptsis
to distinguish between two types of interrelated experience: the immediate experience,
“...unmediated by language and the gap of reflection...” and the reflective experience where
individualsformulatemeanings*...according to the categories of the cultureand itslanguage” (Keen
1978: 245). Thelebensweltis, therefore, made up of direct andimmediate experience (pre-reflective
experience) and is the foundation of reflective thought (Valle & King 1978: 11). Furthermore, as
each individual reflects on the experience, the experience itself becomes filtered by aultural and
linguistic frameworks (Van der Mescht 1996: 42). These frameworks, each have their own
characteristics, structures, development and history and will ultimately shape wha meaning
individuals will make and can make out of their experience (Wilber 1996: 60). Thus experiences
areonly partially sharable with others(Van der Mescht 1996: 42). However thisdoesnot imply that
individual scannot and do not sharetheir uniqueexperiences. There are definitdy shared experiences

“...particularly where people have common cultural and linguistic roots” (ibid.: 42).

3.2.3 Perception - a strange power

Human beings “...never cease living in the world of perception, but we go beyond it in critical
thought - almost to the point of forgetting the contribution of perception to our idea of truth...”
(Merleau-Ponty cited in Moran 2000: 419). This statement impliesthat at the heart of anindividuals
lebenswelt are perceptions, which exist prior to reflective thought. Vale & King (1978: 11,
emphasisin the orignal) have argued that:

Hypotheses, theories, and the casual thinking on which they are based are, therefore,
not the subject matter which constitute the life-world per se as they arenot given in
direct and immediate experience. They are higher order, less basic, derived notions;
they are (like al ideas) derivatives of the life-world.
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This makes the point quite clearly that the data, with which the phenomenologcal researcher is
concerned, has to be the perceptions of an individual, any thing else would not involve a study of
the individual’ slebenswelt.

Perceptions are neither compl ete nor finite views of reality but are constantly shifting asindividuals
attempt to make meaning of the emerging, changing and vanishing world to which they are
intimately bound (Wertz 1989: 96 and Van der Mescht 1996: 43). Therefore, the importance of
perceptions does not lie in whether they reflect reality precisely but in their power to shape our
reality (Van der Mescht 1996: 43). Thus whether or not an individual’s perceptions of reality
accurately reflects that reality isimmaterial to the researcher. The task instead is to:

...understand the reality claims (or non-reality claims) precisely asthey are made by the
research participants. In other words, it isthe perceived reality tha phenomenologigs
are interested in, and often ‘distortions’ are more vital than veridical perceptions
(Giorgi cited in Van der Mescht 1996: 43).

Perceptions not only shapeanindividual’ sredity butarereality. This impliesthat thereisno world
that is ordered and structured with the mind making no contribution to experience and “...merely
passively mirroring the natural order” (Polkinghorne 1989: 42). Furthermore it implies that there
isno independent redlity that accountsfor or explains experience. Thusit isonly the perceptions of
an individual’s world, the perceptions that come to mean reality itself, that can be the subject of
scrutiny (Van der Mescht 1996: 44).

3.24 Thephenomenological paradox

Thefocus of aphenomenological study ishow human beings perceived their lived-world. However,
this is problematic particularly as the researcher aims to scrutinise pre-reflective experience.
Polkinghorne (1989: 45) highlights one of the difficulties for researchers:

Consciousnessis always filled with contents and is an integrated ensemble of modes
of presentation... It is present to us as a complex of interacting strata - levels of
abstraction, awareness, and control...We havedirect accessto the finished work of our
CONSCIOUS processes, yet in our everyday existence weare not aware of the operations
that make up that integrated flux of experience.
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Herein lies the paradox, to gain access to the everyday experience of things, the pre-reflective
experience, the researcher hasto rely on averbal or written report, a culturally determined system
of signs that can only point to the pre-reflective redity (ibid.: 46). The reseacher cannot avoid
engaging in a scrutiny of the individua’s cultural and linguistic filters, which are not part of pre-
reflective experience. Furthermore, the researcher only has direct access to one lebenswelt, her or

his own.

Van den Berg's (1972: 75) answer tothe paradox isto“...make the problem speak for itself”. This
involves the researcher actively engaging in an interrogation of her or his own presuppositions and
biasestowardsthe topic under consideration (Polkinghorne 1989: 46 and VV an der Mescht 1996: 44).
Van der Mescht (1996: 44) has argued that “it isin this processof acknowledging and setting aside
such preconceptions that the real rigour of the phenomenological method lies’. Therefore, the

researcher has to turn away from a “...preoccupation with concepts, symbols, theories, and

hypotheses’ (Spiegelberg 1975: 58) and towardsthe lived-word (or |ebenswelt) of the individual.

3.3  Approaching thedata

3.3.1 Enteringthelebenswelt

Entering the lebenswelt of another individual is always a complex process. Essentialy, the
interaction between research subject and researcher is a meeting of two lived-worlds and the
researcher must take great care not to impose her or his own perceptions of reality onto the
descriptions of the partici pant (Polkinghorne 1989: 46). Thisis, obviously, not entirdy possible.
However it is imperative that the researcher atempts to engage with the participant “...from a
position of conceptual silence, in order to open himself [or herself] to perceiving the emergent
dimensions’ of the other’s lived world (Stones 1988:142). Thislies at the core, in my opinion, of

the phenomenol ogical notion of bracketing or reduction.

Bracketing, amply stated, isthe “...attempt to put all of one's assumptions about the matter being
studied into abeyance” (Von Eckartsberg 1998: 5-6). It involves the researcher in suspending the
commonsense thesis that there is an independent reality that explains experience (Polkinghorne

1989: 41). Inso doing all scientific, philosophical, cultural and everyday assumptions haveto be put
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aside so that the phenomena beinginvestigated can be attended to in dl its givenness (Moran 2000:
11). Moustakas (1994: 85) writes quite lyricall y about the benefits of bracketing:

| seeit asaprepaation for deriving new knowledge but also as an experience initself,
aprocessof setting aside predilections, prejudices, predispositions, and all owing things,
events, and people to enter anew into consciousness, and to ook and see them again as
if for the first time. Thisis not only critical for scientific determination but for living
itself - the opportunity for a fresh start, a new beginning, not being hampered by the
voices of the past that tell us the way things are or the voices of the present that direct
our thinking... Whatever and whoever appearsin our consciousnessisapproaching with
an openness, seeing just what is there and allowing what is there to linger.

This, necessarily, involvesthe researcher in arigorous and continuous process of self examination
so that any presuppositions, assumptions and values about the phenomenon being studied are
constantly being examined and then put aside (Spiegelberg 1975: 58, Van der Mescht 1999: 3 and
Moran 2000: 11). The putting aside is not so much to negate those realities but to put them out of
court. The object of doing thisisto make a conscious effort to walk with the individual, to restrict
oneself to observing what isreally happening andto “....refrain from quickly pronouncing judgement
on the situation...” (Van den Berg 1972:63).

Another way of understanding bracketing is articulated by Buddhist philosophers when they
describe a state of mindfulness:

...aclear awareness of what is happening each moment...Mindful ness, sees clearly
what is happening in the present moment. It is observing and experiencing without
reacting...it allows us to notice what is just here...without analysis, comparisons, or
interpretations (Goldstein & Kornfield 1987: 62).

Theirony isthat in spiritual practice theincreasing mindful the practitioner becomes the morefully
the “demons” of the mind show themselves (Kornfield 1993: 98). The same is true for the
phenomenol ogist, as one preconception, assumption or valueisinterrogated and bracketed so anew
one emergesin acontinuous, dynamic cycle(Valleet al. 1989: 11). Thus, complete reduction isnot
entirely possible. However, as Van der Mescht (1999: 3) has argued, it is agoal worth striving for
asit is precisely through this rigorous examination of theresearcher’s own presuppositions that a

high degree of objectivity is obtained.
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A further note needs to be made that by employing a mindful stance toward the data, by avoiding
the urge to analyse, compare or interpret, the researcher is prevented from imposing ahierarchy on
the data before aholistic picture of the experience has been reached (V an der Mescht 1996: 46). This
isknown asthe process of horizontalization in which the researcher acknowledgesthat she or he can
never exhaust the experience of thingsno matter how many timesthey areviewed (Moustakas 1994:
95). The importance of horizontalization is that it:

...urgesusto avoid placing any initial hierarchiesof significance or importance uponthe
items of our descriptions, and instead to treat each initidly as having equal value or
significance (Spinelli 1989 cited in Van der Mescht 1999: 4)

3.3.2 Communicating the lebenswelt

Once the researcher has entered the |ebenswelt of the participant and has embarked on the journey
of phenomenological reduction the next challenge is found in presenting the essence of the
phenomena being interrogated. Van den Berg (1972: 63) gves a seemingly simple method: “.. 1o
describe, then to judge. To describe is the most important”.

An argument for the primacy of the descriptive approach in phenomenological inquiry is given by
Giorgi (1992) in which he notes that description and interpretation are different acti vities. Giorgi
(1992: 122) has pointed out that:

..interpretation is the process of clarifying meaning, and phenomenology is a
philosophy that is concerned with the bestowd, passvely or actively, or genesis of
bestowal, of meaning. Following this distinction we would say that description is the
clarification of the meaning of the objects of experience precisely as experienced.

Giorgi (1992) has also written about the descriptive attitude where the researcher endeavoursto
describe what presentsitself, exactly asit presentsitself. This does not imply that the descriptions
of experiences by the subject and the description of the meaning of the experience as grasped by the
researcher are one and the same thing:

Thetwo, in principle, do nothaveto beidentical becausethe experience of the situation
as described belongs to the subject, but the meaning transcends the subject and is
available to others once it has been expressed. The experience takes place
prer efl ectively, but the discovery of the meaning requiresreflection (Giorgi 1986: 21).
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The result, therefore, of the researcher’s reflections should result in a text rich in ambiguity,
complexity and multiplicity, thevery stuff of human experi ence. In contrast, if the researcher adopts
an interpretive stance, she or heisforced to “...sift and choose among the meanings and construct
the best possibility” (Giorgi 1992: 125). This compels the adoption of a preconceived theoretical
framework so that the datacan be ordered in some fashion. The researcher, in this instance, cannot
adopt an attitude of mindfulness or bracketing as she or he will, of necessity, have to clarify

meanings in terms of her or his own preconceptions, presuppositions and theories.

The researcher must acknowledge that there is no such thing as a perfect description. However,
descriptions do not have to be perfect, only adequate (Giorgi 1992: 129). They are used, according
to Spiegelberg (1975: 58), to counter-act the over-simplifications which have “...distorted and
impoverished the picture of our expeienced world”. The result is that:

...style, elegance of expression, ssimplicity of presentation, tension of plot and
narrative, and seductiveness of content become important featuresin our knowledge
( Feyerabend cited in Shapiro 1986: 171).

34  Developing method
Van der Mescht (1999: 5) warns the phenomenol ogical researcher:

...that there is no single, generally accepted research strategy. Nor should there be,
since it is the phenomenon itself, the data generated through the enquiry, and the
problem to be addressed ar the question to be answered that should determine the
methodological procedure.

Thisimpliesthat the method, and thus the researcher, and the data are in constant dialogue with the
intention of theresearch being “...theemergence of an essentual (sic) description of the phenomenon
without distorting the essential meaning of the original data” (Stones 1988: 150). However, several
practitioners of phenomenological research have articulated methodol ogical guidelines which can
be used when carrying out research.
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3.4.1 Datagathering

34.1.1 Selecting participants

The purpose of phenomenological research isnot to describe the characteristics of agroup of pegple
who have had a particular experience but to describe the structure of the experience itself
(Polkinghorne 1989: 48). Therefore the choice of participants does not depend on whether or not
they form a representative sample but on whether or not they are able to “...generate a fund of
possible relationships that can be used in determining the essential structure of the phenomena”
(Polkinghorne 1989: 48). Both Stones (1988) and Polkinghorne (1989) give clear guidelines for
sel ecting such research participants: the subject must have experienced the topic under research and

must be able to provide full and sensitive descriptions.

My interest is on how John Stoker, the leade of RUMEP, experiences leadership within his
organisation. He meetsthe criteriamentioned above. Furthermore, Johnwas particularly supportive
of the study asit wasthefirst to focuson leadership within RUMEP. All previous studies conducted
have had the purpose of evaluating the impact that the various projects offered by RUMEP have on
teachers and learners.

34.1.2 Theinterview
After selecting the participants, they need to beinterviewed. Pollioet al. (1997: 29-30) have stated
clearly the nature of the phenomenological interview:

Sincethe goal of any phenomenological interview isto atain afirst-person description
of some specific domain of experience, with the course of the dialogue largely set by
the respondent, the interviewer begins with few prespecified questions concerning the
topic: All the questions flow from the dialogue as it unfolds rather than having been
predetermined in advance. It is not uncommon for experiences and issues discussed at
an earlier stage of the interview to reappear at alaer point. An impliat assumption is
that central or personally relevant issues will emerge repeatedly throughout the
dialogue.

With thisin mind | therefore started out with one question: How does John Stoker see himself as
leader of RUMEP? This question had two areas of focus. The first was John’s own experience of

leadership and his perception of those experiences. The second was an atempt not only to have
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described leadership experience in a genera context but for it to be focussed on RUMEP. By
deliberately limiting the context | hoped to get rich descriptions of John’s experience within this
particular organisation itself.

During theinterview | tried to follow theadvise of Polkinghorne (1989: 50) who has suggested that
the researcher ask questions that help the participant to report her or his experiences rather than to
give“worldly depictions’. | wasconscious, during theinterview, of restricting my questionsto “can
you give me an example of that” and “what was that like for you” and trying to resist my own
natural inclination to ask “why did you do that”. This was in an attempt to avoid John’s own
interpretations or theoretical explanations of his experience and to keep the focus of the interview
on non-theoretical descriptionsof hisexperience (ibid.: 49).Theinterview wasthen transcribed and

formsthe essential raw materia of this study.

3.4.2 Dataanalysis

The purpose of this phase of the study isto “...derive from the collection of protocols, with their
naive descriptions to specific examples of the experience under consideration, a description of the
essential features of that experience” (Pdkinghorne 1989: 50). So as not to limit the emergence of
the phenomenon under investigation, amethodol ogical framework cannot beimposed, at this stage,
on the data as to do so would be phenomenologcally unsound (Stones 1988: 149). Thus the
procedure of analysisoutlined below isnot a method of investigation per se, but rather aguideline
as to how the researcher can alow the essential meaning of the phenomenon to emerge without
distorting the data (ibid: 150).

3421 Natural meaning units

Giorgi (1975) has offeed phenomenological researchers a set of steps to take to produce a
description of the phenomenon under investigation. Thefirst step isto read through the transcribed
interviewsto get asense of thewhole. The next stepisto try to determine the natural meaning units
as expressed by the subject. A natural meaning unitisa statement made by the subject “...which
is self-definable and self-delimiting in the expression of a single, recognised aspect of S [the
subject’ 5] experience” (Cloonan 1979 cited in Von Eckartsberg 1998: 41). Natural meaning units,
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therefore, “...are constituents of the experience, not elements, in that they retain their identity as
contextual partsof the subjects specific experience” (Polkinghorne 1989: 54). It isimportant to note
that developing natural meaning units requires maximum openness to the phenomenon as
experienced by the subject and should not be imposed by the researcher’s theoretical position
(Giorgi 1975: 87 and Polkinghorne 1989: 54).

However, theresearcher cannot ignorethe problematic natureof determining anatural meaningunit.
AsVon Eckartsberg (1998: 41) has noted: “What do you consider to be an aspect of an experience?
Is it a unit of the behavioral act-intertion? Is it a psychological ad? What kind of event is a
‘meaning unit’ 7’ These questions, | believe, form part of the dial ogue between the research dataand
the researcher and need to be considered throughout the data analysis phase. The researcher needs
to be particularly careful to capture the essence of the subject’ s experience and not to reduceit in
any way (Cloonan 1979 cited in Von Eckatsberg 1998: 41).

Once the natural meaning units have been determined the researcher then “...triesto state as simply
as possible the theme that dominates the natura unit” (Giorgi 1975: 87). The researcher uses her or
his own words to describe the essence of the experience for the subject. Once thisis done both the
natural meaning unit andits accompanying theme are interrogated in terms of the specific purpose
of the study (Giorgi 1975: 87 and Polkinghorne 1989: 54), in this casein terms of leadership in
RUMEP. The counsel given by Giorgi (1975: 88) isthat if there is nothing explicit in the natural
meaning unit and itstheme then the researcher simply passesit over. The researcher then works on
synthesising and tying the transformed meaning units into a descriptive statement, giving asense
of the experience as awhol e, without |osing the situatedness of the experience (Polkinghorne 1989:
54). However, thisis not the end of the process. Giorgi (1975: 88) has recommended that a second
description isalso written in which the particulars of the specificsituation areleft out and the focus
becomes aspects of |eadership which aretrans-situational or descri ptive of leadershipin generd. In
this case the description cannot claim to be universa but it does clam generd vdidity beyond a
specific situation (Polkinghorne 1989: 55). My research is different in this regect. | only have one
research participant, therefore cannot devel op ageneral strudurethat istrans-situational . However,

as| haveexplored in Chapter 5, this does not negate the need for writing asituated general structure
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which brings together the significant themes uncovered in the long and rigorous process of
identifying meaning units (Van der Mescht 1996: 99).

34.2.2 Transformed meaning units
Something further needs to be said about transforming the natural meaning unit into the language
of the researcher. Polkinghorne (1989: 55) has suggested that:

Transformations are necessary because the original descriptions given by the subjects
are usually naive regarding psychological structures and often include multiple and
blended references.

The task of the researcher, therefore, is to tease out the “multiple and blended references’ so that
the essence of the phenomena can be described. In doing so the researcher is not imposing her or
his own theories, values and biases on the research but is involved in transforming the naive
descriptions into a dialogue between the subject, the researcher and the intentionsand aims of the
research (Giorgi 1975: 101). This involves ‘going through’ the concrete expressions of the
experience to the experienceitself. The researcher does this through two processes: reflection and
imaginative variation. Reflection involves a careful and sensitive reading of a meaning unit to
answer the questions: What is being described, what is essential to understand the dynamics
operating here (Polkinghorne 1989: 55). Intentional variation“...isatype of mental experimentation
inwhich theresearcher intentiondly alters, through imagination, various aspects of the experience”
(ibid.: 55).

In doing so she or he is attempting to test the limits within which the experience will retain its
essence. Von Edkartsberg (1998: 7) uses an apple to explain this process:

...one may begin by modifying its various aspects in our imagination so asto engender
amanifold of imaginary apples. Although some will be red...others will be green, and
even a purple apple could be imagined. That we don’t find purple apples in actual
experience is irrelevant at this stage, for what we want to discover is the essential
structures and the essential constituents of an apple...Already we can see that redness
does not belong essertially to apples, although a skin that may beof any various colors
does.
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The purpose of both processesisto produce meaning transformationsthat capture theessence of the
experience (Polkinghorne 1989: 56). The meaning units are therefore not an ad hoc creation by one
researcher. Rather, they engage in a dalogue in which other researchers will agree that the

transformed expressions do describe the experiences of the original (ibid.: 56).

3.5 A precariousposition

Beforelooking at the description of John’ s experience of leading RUMEP it isimportant to notemy
own precarious position within thisresearch. It isasubject that | will expand oninlater chaptersbut
it isimportant to notethat | am part of RUMEP. | have my own perspectives, opinions and attitudes
both towards John and towards the work of the organisation. Thus, the bracketing imperative is
particularly challenging. I, therefore, agreed at the start of the research to share thedescriptions that
| had written with Johnin order to ensure that what was written was an adequate description of his

experience and had not been distorted by my own perceptions, attitudes and opinions.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Working with the data

4.1  What kind of event isa meaning unit?

Thequestion, ‘what kind of event isameaning unit? (Von Eckartsberg 1998: 41) cameto haunt me
as | attempted to formulate the meaning units. Transforming the raw data obtained from the
interview with John into a coherent, meaningful and vibrant collection of natural meaning unitswas
not an easy task. Asawholethe interview protocol provided arich and eclectic view into how John
sees himself as leader of RUMEP as well as how he sees the organisation itself. With this said, the
question for me was, ‘how do | impose order on the data in such a way that the experience of
leadership is illuminated and none of the richness of the experience lost? Furthermore, as a
phenomenological researcher, there is the added understanding that the data must speak for itself.
This, for me, has meant looking for the order within the data and deliberately refraining from
imposing my own preconcel ved ideas. T hus the task of delineating the meaning units became a
crucial part of my own self reflection and examination. | found myself constantly asking questions
like “what is John trying to say here, isthis an important in terms of illuminating his experience of
leadership, doesthisadd to my understanding of theway heviewsthe organisation” and soon. | also
found the idiosynarasies that inevitably presented themselvesintheinterview pratocol particularly
chd lenging to break into meani ng units that captured thei r essencein acompelling way.

4.2  Partsand wholes

In wrestling with the question “what kind of event is a meaning unit?’ | was, perhapsinevitably,
confronted with the question “why is determining ameaning unit valuable?’. At first it seemed that
this was merely a way of studying the parts so that knowledge of the whole could be reached.
Ogensibly, a return to the classical science paradigm, which, as | have already argued, is
inappropriate for this study of leadership. | became concerned that in breaking the protocol into
meaning units, | woud be destroying the “wholeness” of John’'s experience of leadership.
Furthermore, | would be marring the interconnections, idiosynarasies and webs of meaning that are

so integral to John’s understanding of his experience.
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In grappling with these concerns | came to understand that the meaning units are complete within
themselves and an integral part of the protocol. This may seem like an obvious statement but it has
certain important implications. The phrase coined for this concept is holon (Wilber 1996:20-21)
which simply meansthat an entity isawholewithinitself andsimultaneously apart of awhole. For
example atoms, which arelegitimate entitiesin their own right, are Imultaneously components of
molecules which make up cells which make up organs - and so on, up and down the scale of
complexity. Furthermore, each holon is as much influenced by other holons asit isan influence on
others. Thus meaning units are complete within themselves and need to be interrogated for thar
unique essence. However the researcher cannot lose sight of the fact that the meaning units are

always in relationship with one another and those rel ationships also need to be interrogated.

A further fundamental characteristic of holons is that they are self-transcending - they have
properties which are more than the sum of the properties of their components. Water, for example,
has properties which neither hydrogen nor oxygen individually possess. Wilber (1996: 24) captures
thisidea eloquently as the drive that produces “...life out of matter and mind out of life”. In terms
of meaning units, | found this idea particularly intriguing. Obviously the protocol will always have
properties that the individual meaning units do not possess. However, the descriptions that arise
from the weaving together of the meaning units have properties that neither the meaning units nor
the protocol, individually possess. Asthe description isworked into existing |eadership theory, new
understandings of |eadership emerge. These new understandings could not emerge unless they are
nested in the description, the protocol and the meaning units. Thus, the derivation of the meaning

unitsis an important generative step in developing new understandings.

4.3  Synthesising the meaning units

4.3.1 Thetheory and the practice

It is very easy to theorise that meaning units should be both part and whol e as described above. It
is also easy to say that they should be “self-definable” and “self-delimiting” aspects of John's
experience (Cloonan 1979 cited in Von Eckartsberg 1998: 41). However it is another matter
altogether to attempt to do thisin practice. Intermsof explication my first attempt was verywooden

and datic. | tried to render the ex peri ence bei ng described, perceived or felt by John purely in my
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own words. By doing so | lost most of the uniqueness and complexity present in the protocol and
| recognised that only boring descriptions would result. It was only after realising that when the
meanings were “...particularly strongly locked within the participants words...” (Van der Mescht
1996: 62) that | not only could butshould retain those words. Once | had cometo thisunderstanding
| began to dialogue with the data more fully and render explications that attempted to capture the
phenomenon being experienced and that attempted to retain the authenticity of John’svoicewithin

the phenomenon.

4.3.2 Shifting sands

After having written the meaning units | became involved in “...tyingtogether and integrating the
list of...meani ng units into a consistent and systematic...description...” (Polkinghorne 1989: 56) of
leadership within RUMEP. One of my underlying expectations of writing the description was that
| had completed interogating the data. The meaning units had been written and | could use them
as the strong rock on which to build the tower of my ‘systematic description’. I, unwittingly,
assumed that my dialogue with the data had come to an end. | was quite shocked to discover that,
as | began to write the description, my supposed rock was more like shifting sands.

| returned again and again to the raw data. | rewrote and reconstituted the meaning units several
times, often several timesaday. As| wrote the description | remembered things that John had said,
things that | had discarded in formulatingthe meaning unitsthat were, infadt, of import. | continued
my interrogati onof mysdf, congtantly uncovering assumptions, perceptionsand understandingsthat
| had imposed on the data. The chdlenge, | had assumed when embarking on the research, was to
render aneat and plausible description of aspecific phenomenon. However, as| wrote, | discovered
that, for me, this was not the challengeat all. The challenge wasto bring some sort of union and
harmony between two currents of thought that were both of equal value. Thefirst current being
John’s. It became increasingly important to me that his voice be heard within and through the
description. I, therefore, tried to use hisown words as much as possible in rendering the description.
However, | could not lose sight of the fact that it was| who was creating a description out of his
experience. Therefore, the second current of thought that had to be acknowledged was my own. |

came to appreciate and celebrate that one voice could not exist without the other. The datacould
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not speak for itself and the researcher could not speak without the data.

44  TheRhodes University Mathematics Education Project

| believe that leadership takes place within an organisational context and thus one cannot be
separated from the other (Van der Mescht 1996: 25). Therefore, before embarking on thedescription
of John's experience of leadership | believe it is valuable to give some background to the
organisation tha John leads.

RUMERP is an independently funded education project that is attached to Rhodes University. The
project works with teachers from the former homelands of the Ciskei and Transkei, which has a
legacy of poor infrastructure, limited employment opportunities and chronic poverty as well asa
large and youthfu population (Ota and Robinson: 1999). In the Schools Register of Needs Survey
40,5% of schools in the Eastern Cape did not have water available to them, 76,7% did not have
electricity and 80,6% did not have any form of telecommunication (Hartley et al. 1998: 15).
However by merely concentrating on the physical resources of schools there is a danger of
neglecting the important role teachers have to play in mathematics education (Review Committee
2000). The Mathematics Education Community of South Africa acknowledges that “the majority
of our teaching force (through no ‘fault’ of their own) is poorly equipped to perform their role...”
due to poor mathematical content and pedagogical knowledge (Adler et al. 2000: 4).In the Eastern
Cape alone it is estimated that 42% of teachers are underqualified (Ota& Robinson 1999). Thus
focusfor RUMEP ison the professional development of teachers from disadvantaged, rural schools
with the specific aim of improving the quality of teaching and learning mathematics in primary

schools.

However RUMEP does not only focus on developing better mathematics teachers but also on
developing teachers who are able to reshape their own schools so that learning for understanding
becomes the norm rather than the exception. The project expects the teachers with whom it works
to begin to build school environments that provide positive learning experiences for al who
participate within them (Darling - Hammond 1997). It does this in a variety of ways: it offers a

Further Diplomain Education course for in-service teachers, it has a Farm Schools Project which
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givessupport to teachersin farm school sand the project devel ops mathematical materialsto be used

specifically in rural schools.

RUMEP has been workingwith teachersand learnersin theEastern Capefornineyears During this
period the organisation hasimpacted on teachers and, through the teachers, on learners themsdves.
Teachers who have attended the RUMEP Further Diploma in Education (FDE) have improved
mathematical knowledge and employ teaching strateg esthat encourage |earner participation in and
construction of mathematical knowledge (Long 2000). Furthermore, assessment conducted with
learners taught by these teachers show significant improvement, above that of learners not taught
by RUMEP teachers (Mboyiya 2000). John Stoker hasbeen the director of the project for all of its
nine years of existence. How he perceives his experience of leadership and how he works out his

own meaning within this context is the focus of the description which follows.

45  Description
451 “wesortof sitin-between”

...being an NGO attached to the University, makes us a different sort of unit, we're not
just an NGO and we're not a University department, we just sit in between as an
Institute, asa self-funding Institute. And so ther eforewe, we have adifferent roleto play
in somerespects. We' renot aresearchlngtitute as, asarethe other Institutesand we' re
not a teaching department as we would say theEnglish department. So we sort of sitin
between that and we do (emphasisin the original) a little bit of research to determine
impact. And we do teaching but not of undergraduate students. Or, have | got that
right? The FDE | suppose you would call them post-graduate students, not the typical
under-graduate students | think that’s, that’ s what I’ mtrying to say (M5).

John has deliberately chosen to meke RUMEP a different type of arganisation to those generally
found within the structure of Rhodes University. He seesit as neither a pureresearch institute nor
asatraditional teaching department. In John’ smind, therefore, RUMEP“ ...just sit(s) in between...” ,
doing some of the work expected of both types of organisations. However, in choosing to* just sit
in between” , John is, of necessity, involved ina constant dialogue over what type of organisaion
RUMEP actualy is. He is very aware of “ other people” who think that “ ...well if you are a, an
Institute of the University shouldn’t you be doing University type things which is research and

developing policy” (M56). He has alwaysbeen strongly opposed to theseopinions. Thisis because
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doing either research or devel oping policy would prevent him from doing the" hands-on, hard-work,
exhausting work, difficult work” (M54) that he believesisrequired in education. It would also keep
him from meeting the needs of the teachers (M56). Rather, he conceives RUMEP as a
“ Professional Development Unit” , an organi sation that iscompletely distinct from either a“ Policy-
making Unit, or just amply a resear ched-based Unit’ (M50).

The way that John views the students with whom he works is a vital component that goes into
making RUMEP a “ Professional Devdopment Unit”. He describes them as being neither
undergraduate nor postgraduate but rather” ...experienced adults, matureadults...leadersintheir own
field” (M32, M35). Thereisan implication that the University may not see the studentsinthe same
light. Although John doesnot give adirect opinion onany current view that theUniversity may have
of these students, he does believe that, when RUMEP first started runming residentid courses, the
University authorities” ...weretotally inexperienced in handling thistype of student” (M32). They
areclearly “ not typical” . Thus, if the students are different, they have to betreated differently and
this can only happen within an organisation that is, itself, “ not typical”.

In John’s opinion, a further ingredient that makes RUMEP unique, not only within the Universty
structure but nationally, is the type of FDE that is offaed (M47). It is offered exclugvely in
Mathematics Education. This contrasts with many other academic institutions which offer FDE’'s
which mix Mathematics with other subjects. The students are also required to do a certain amount
of work with their colleagues. This involves them in running workshops for their colleagues on
various aspects of mathematics education. It isthis element of the RUMEP FDE which contributes,
in John’ s opinion, to the qualification being singular. Thisin-service work re-enforces the fact that

RUMEP is not ssimply atraditional teaching department and is not a“ Policy-making Unit” .
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Thereisobviously astrong anti-traditional element to what John does, however he doesnot dispense
with tradition altogether (M 36). In fact heisparticularly proud of hisorganising of agraduationtype
ceremony for agroup of students with all of the finery and none of the “ stuffiness’ of atraditional
graduation (M38). As he says, “it was a blend of sort of Western and, and, and the traditional

African approach, you know the enthusiasm, you know the Chapel was full, was absolutdy full”

(M37). This blending of traditions to create something totally unique seemsto lie at the heart of
John’s view of RUMEP.

45.2 “tomake RUMEP know by delivery”

Itisimportant at thispoint to return to theissue of building RUMEP’ sreputationasit occupied most
of John’ stime and energy in the early years of the organi sation’s existence. Furthermore, these early
years firmly established RUMEP as a “ Professional Development Unit” rather than a “ Policy-
making Unit” or Research Unit (M 14). The mog important task of those early yearswas" ...to make
RUMEP known by delivering workshops’ (M6). The result wasthat John and Rose Spanneberg, the
current co-ordinator for the FDE, blanketed the Eastern Cape with workshops for teachers and
education officials (M7). They travelled as far afield as Kokstad, Bizana and Humansdorp with
prophetic zeal, proclaiming that there was“ ...a different, a transformed approach to the teaching
and learning of Mathematics’ (M8).

Teachers flocked to these workshops. It was not unusual for a workshop meant for fifty peopleto
turn into aworkshop for one hundred (M10). Pictures of theseworkshops line John’s office wall
and as he talks he gestures to them saying “ ...if you look at these photographs, they' re packed”

(M10). John recognises that it is through these workshops that RUM EP established its reputation,
with the people on the ground. The photographs are constant reminders of the hard work, dedication
and commitment that went into building that reputation. They are also remindersof the success of
these workshops not only in terms of the number of people who attended but also in terms of the
impact that was made on their lives (M 11). Even now, John will be going about his daily business
and a stranger will recognise him by name because of one of those early workshops (M12).
However, theworkshops not only established RUM EP’ sreputation but, throughinteractingwith the

teachers, John’s sense of responsibility towards the teachers also evolved.
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45.3 “you’ve got to do something about it”

To understand the genesis of John’s sense of responsibility towards teachers, particulaly teachers
intherural Eastern Cape, it isessential to focus on the period durng which heworked inthe Rhodes
University Education Department. During that time he worked with:

... privileged, white students...they were girls from very privileged backgrounds that
didn't know anything about the other side of education in this country. And when |
introduced them to People’'s Education and Black Education, some of them went
straight home in a state of despair...Now thisis a cultural shock for many of the white
students, you know their whole lives have been in a protected home environment, a
secureschool environment...well |ooked after and then come bang up against thereality
of what education is for most peoplein this country (M51).

John had two important insights during this time. The first was that the students he was teaching
wanted to “ ...go back into the system exactly” (M52), even though he had made them aware of the
realities of “ what education isfor most peopleinthiscountry” . Thus, none of the skillsthat he was
teaching his students would impact on the lives of the children who needed those skills the most.
Implicitinthisunderstanding isthat he himself had become part of asystemthat was not addressing
the needs of “ most people” . RUMEP, therefore, was started from his own desire to do something
about the“ tough, under privileged, disadvantaged” (M53) nature of Black education. Thisneed still
provides a key motivaing factor inthe work that John does because, unlikehis* privileged, white

students’, he never describes the nature of Black education in the past tense.

Once John had decided tha he should take responsibility for doing something, he had to decide on
the nature of that responsibility. As has aready been described, John never wanted RUMEP to
engage exclusively in developing educational policy or conducting high-powered research because
that was not what he believed that teachers and children needed (M56). However, the question
remained, and still remains today, what do teachers and children need? He knows that the schools
in general and farm schools in particular are places where there is* absolutely nothing” (M57),
where there are® ...no ceiling(9), dung floors, no panes in the window, rural setting, a nice rural
setting” (M58). The obviouscourse of actionwould appear to beto remedy those needs; To repair
and replace buildings or to organise transport for the childrento and from school . Neverthel ess, this

isnot John’s point of foaus, he wantsto go deeper and help teachersdo* ...theright sort of things”
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to help children learn mathematics that is meaningful to them (M59).

454 *“it evolved from the perceived need”

Once this is established as a clear responsibility, it is important to examine how John's
understanding of thisresponsibility hastranslated into action over theyears. Intheearly yearswhen
workshops were the main focus of activity, John believed that RUM EP should supply the expertise
in Mathematics education while the government should back this up by supplying the necessary
teaching and learning materials (M9). Two conflicts arose out of thisview. The first emerged from
“ other people” believing that workshop delivery was the responsibility of the government (M55).
This, as has already been described, contributed to the debate over what RUMEP was to become
within the University structure. “ Other people” did not believe that workshop delivery was the
responsibility of an institute attached to a univerdty. However, as John says

...inthose early years there was nothing going on, by the government. Very little going
on, in fact the government officials all those people in that photograph up there are
subject advisors, said they would like us to do the work. Because we had the expertise
and the experience and the know-how (M55).

The implication is that if he failed to make his expertise and experience available to teachers in
“ tough, under privileged and disadvantaged” situationsthen hemay aswell have continued teaching
“ privileged, white sudents” .

The second conflict came about during the first workshops when he and Rose made use of severd
different teaching and learning aids but did not make those aids available to teachers (M9). He
regarded thisasthe responsibility of thegovernment. However the government did not act upon this
and herealised that without the material s, classoom practice would not change. Therefore he began
to design materials that would go with the workshops and would be given to all the teachers

attending.

Intimately connected to John's sense of responsibility ishisdesireto respond to theperceived needs
of teachers. Developing materids for teachers, for example, presented a dilemma for John. He
realised that effective workshop delivery depended on quality materials but delivery would suffer
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if the staff at the time had to put energy into devel oping that material (M15). Hewas very awarethat
RUMEP did not have the internal capacity to meet the responsibility he had embraced of supplying
materialswith theworkshops. He, therefore, had to employ amaterial s-devel oper to takeon the task.
However, hisfocus was not solely inward, he also realised the local farm schools needed someone
devoted to their development on a full-time basis. Thus he employed a farm school facilitaor to

work exclusively with these schools (M 13).

Balancing the perceived needs of teacherswith RUMEP sown, internal needs and the expectations
of other people hasnot been an easy task. Nowhere has this been more evident than through the
evolution of the FDE. Once RUMEP had established its reputation through workshop delivery John
realised that he had to build more than an organi sation that delivered workshops. Therearetwo clear
desiresthat provided the necessary impetuousfor thismovement. Thefirst wasthat teacherswanted
the work they were doing to be formdly acknowledged in some way (M26). The second wasthat
offering an accredited course would bring in funding for RUMEP (M27).

The first accredited course was offered in 1994 through the University of Cambridge. In offering
the course, John had to confront the reality of being a* different sort of unit” who dealt with
students who were “ not typical” in awhole new way. This was the first time that the studerts,
instead of being ‘out there’ where they only had contact with RUMEP staff came within the direct
influence of the University authorities. There was, inevitably, conflict as the authorities “ were un-
used to having a large group of black studentson campus’ (M31). John responded tothis conflict
withamixture of pragmatism and dogged determination. He* badgered” the University into letting
the students stay in the residences (M 29), despite the problems this would cause. He was adamant
that they had to have the total university experience (M33). He appealed to the “ the power of
money” , constantly reminding the authorities that these students were paying residential fees at a
time when student numberswere dropping (M 30, M33). He also hinted at the damage putting these
particular students in a hotel might cause to Rhode’s reputation in a transforming South Africa
(M33). John was prepared to deal with this conflict because he “ was convinced that this was the
route to follow” (M34).
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The course was a success on many levels. The staff learnt a great deal since Johnwas adamant that
theteaching of the course would not be out-sourced even though no person on the staff had any prior
experience of offering such a course (M27, M28). The students were able to go back and work in
their different areas (M38). John is still particularly proud of an outside evaluation that found that
“wherever the RUMEP teachers were doing something, they did it well” (M39). It only enhanced
RUMEP s already good reputation for delivery. John, however, realised that there was something
missing, because the course was accredited in England, it was not recognised by South African
authorities. He knew that:

...the students want something that they can take away and it’s portable and it counts.
It sgot to count, not just the experience alone...we' ve got to acknowledgethat teachers
want recognition for the work they’ re doing, and that recognition can be transformed
into something tangible. It’s either promotion or salary increase (M40).

Onceagain, it isimportant to notice that John does not describe the needs of the studertsin the past

tense. He knows that teachers still want “ tangible” recognition for the work that they do.

455 *“I stuck to my guns’

The development of the Further Diplomain Education (FDE), a South African accredited course,
was “ exactly the route” that John wanted to follow (M28). This was because it would offer the
students a tangible reward for their work and it would provide financial security for RUMEP
through the government subsidy that would cometo theUniversity (M44). However, it wasan uphill
battle getting permission to do the course. Although dealing with government official s was not easy
(M41), the bigger problem, in John’ s view, lay with the Faculty of Education and how they viewed
RUMEP (M42). Once again, John had to deal with thefact that the University did not view RUMEP
as part of the academic structure of the institution (M42). Therefore, for RUMEP to offer an
academic course did not fit with their conceptualisation of the rolethat RUMEP was playing. There
was severe resistance to John’ s desire to offer an FDE (M43). Nevertheless, John was determined
that he would get the right authorities to sanction RUMEP s offering of an FDE. He was* going to
get this through come hell or high water” (M44).

Eventudly, John convinced the Faculty of Education to allow RUMEP to offer the FDE. Thisevent
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caused him, once again, to reappraise hisresponsibilities. He cameto the realisation that it was his
“moral responsibility to look after the peoplein our own province” (M45) rather than makethe FDE
availabletoteachersfromall over thecountry. Herecognisesthat thiswasal so apragmatic decision,

asit costs too much to have staff visiting students all over the country (M46).

A further responsibility wasto decide on the nature of the qualification. Itisclear, al through John's
experience, that he wants to “ do something” about the “ tough, underprivileged, disadvantaged’
nature of Black education. Therefore it was essential to him that the RUMEP FDE was not simply
a paper qualificaion but aqualification that made * a difference in theclassroom” (M48). Part of
making that difference is ensuring that teachers are supported in their classroom because if thisis
not done RUMEP would only be doing half thejob” (M49), something that would be anathemato
John.

4.5.6 “nurtured into the way of RUMEP”

The quality of the RUMEP programme obviously depends on the calibre of the staff and thus John
takes his responsibilities of staff development very seriously. He sees his primary responsibility
towards hisstaff to nurture them into the RUM EP thinking and goproach (M 17) sothat they are able
to understand why the rest of the staff do thingsincertain ways aswell as sensitise them towhat is
expected in terms of attitude and approach (M18, M22). Therefore new staff spend a lot of time
experiencing the context in which theteacherswork(M 19), attending workshopsgiven by other staff
members (M 18) and talking to John about their experiences (M19) before they actually embark on
the job for which they were hired. Even when new staff begin to tackle their responsibilities they
do not do so alone, they always have John to guide them asto what is appropriate and inappropriate
(M20, M23). They dso have the support of other membersof staff (M21). John comments that it
is“...not like give alecture and OK it’sup to you” (M21), once again signalling that even on the
level of staff development RUMEP is different to the traditional university departments.

Giving staff members the required support is obviously important to John, however that support is
given within a context which encourages people to do things for themselves and to try their ideas
out with teachers and children (M23). John talks of providing a scaffold (M22) and a framework
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(M24) for staff onwhich they can build their thinking, approach, commitment and work ethic. He
believes that if these elements are in place people will often out-perform expectations (M24). It is
withinthisenvironment of support that people are encouragedto takeinitiative and experiment with
different ideas. If these ideas are not successful, they are regarded as opportunities for learning
rather than failures. John would rather have ideas tried and have them fail than not try them at all
(M25).

Linked to theidea of providing ascaffold is John’s own view of himself asarolemodel. He wants
to provideamodel that other people canrespect and is, therefore, conscious of doing what hewould
expect his staff to do:

| expect othersto work hard, to do what they' re required to do, to do morethan they' re
required to do. But er, I’'minclined to do that myself, so | can say | do it, it's what |
expect of you too. And | think in many ways it works everybody works hard in this unit,
there’ s no denying it (M66).

However, he acknowledges that one of the most difficult things that he tries to do is “...to get
productivity and cohesion and co-operation from people” (M70). He therefore tries to foster two
things within the organisation; collegidity amongd the staff and good communication between
himself and his staff.

Fostering an ethos of collegiality is critical to John (M61):

People support, work together and share ideas and have a common view all thetime, a
common view, a collegial view of what we' re doing and why we' redoing it. And there’'s
a certain dynamic to this you know when there’s a tough nut to crack, people support
each other (M62).

He believes that each member of the staff has a unique contribution to make (M63) and that
contribution needs to be encouraged not only privately but also in the public arena (M64). As pat
of that encouragement he deliberately refrains from dominating important meetings with funders
(M65), he alows othersto speak about what they are doing. He believes that this motivates people
totake*” ...responsibility for what they’ re doing andthe contribution that they are making” (M65).
Coupled to this is his belief that the staff should have a clear idea of their role within the
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organisation (M16) so that they “...know what contribution they have to make, [and] what
responsibilities they have to take’ (M3). However underlying al this is the understanding that
working at RUMEP isnot just ajob (M68). Each individual staff member has to be committed to
what they are doing and make RUMEP a priority in their lives (M68).

The second element in getting “ productivity and cohesion and co-operation from peopl€” is open
communication with staff. John prefers communicating with them informally so that he can
“...sensitise people to things all the time” (M60), which contributes to his capacity to nurture his
staff and enhances his ability to be arole model worthy of respect. Furthermore, talking to people
isanintegral part of his problem solving strategy (M67). When a problem arises he always gets to
the bottom of it by talking about it. In fact he becomes incredibly frustrated with people who are
unwilling totalk to him (M69). Thisisevidenced by aconflict he had with aformer secretary where:

... couldn’t tell her anything, nobody could tell her anything. So she would just um, live
and work in her own little world, without much being done (M69).

John relies on his staff to keep him up-to-date with all their various activities. He believes that, as
aleader he should know exactly what is happening in al aress, all the time (M2). He also feels
strongly that it his responsihility to keep saff informed asto what their future looks like in terms
of contracts and funding (M4). Enmeshed in his desire to communicate is his understanding that
whatever decisions are made, everyone must have their input (M1). They need to be asinvolved as
he is in the decision-making process (M1). However heis very clear that he takes the fina

responsibility for decisions (M1, M71).
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CHAPTER FIVE

Situated General Structure

5.1  Thefoci of phenomenology

Lived experience is a hdistic phenomenon in consciousness...Because thereis no way
of attaining a stance outside of experience to atain understanding of human life, all
attempts to penetrate the meanings of human life must be situated within the flow of
natural life experiences. Thus, phenomenologists do not construct in authentic,
laboratory situations for the study of the structures of life, but rather, situate their
investigations of consciousnesswithin the everyday world. It isin the everyday world
that human beings constitute the meanings that guide their actions (McPhail 1995: 5).

The description in Chapter 4 was clearly situated ‘ withinthe flow of naturd life experience . It has,
| believe, retained the concreteness and the specifics of the experience of leadership for John within
the organisational context of RUMEP (Polkinghorne 1989: 54). Giorgi (1975: 88) advocates that
once this has been donethe researcher needs to move onto a general statement that |eaves out the
specifics of the situation. The focus then becomes aspects of the phenomenon which are trans-
situational or descriptive of the phenomenon ingeneral. Thus Giorgi (1985: 19) has recommended
that:

One would rarely conduct research of this type with only one subject. It isimportant to
realize this because it is most difficult to write an essential general description of the
situated structure with only one instance. The more the subjects are, the greater the
variations, and hence the better the ability to see what is essentid.

However, for my particular researchinterest, only one person has experience of leading RUMEP,
therefore only one person can answer the question “what is leadership within the organisational
context of RUMEP” from the perspective of a leader. This is, obviously, not the only research
guestion on leadership that can be asked within this specific organisational context and | will
certainly discuss some further possibilitiesin my concluding chapter. Neverthel ess, this does|eave
me with only one protocol from which to draw an ‘essential generd structure’. | have, therefore,
decided to refer to the structure which follows as a situated genera structure, thereby
acknowledging my limited ability ‘to see what is essential’. Furthermore, in retaining situated, |
prevent myself from, in any way, believing that what | have to say is the final word on the matter.
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| was encouraged by Van der Mescht’s (1996: 99) conceptualisation of the general structure:

A genera statement is, of necessity, acryptic summary, a crystallised bringing together
of the significant themes uncovered in the long and rigorous process of identifying
meaning units and creating situated descriptions. To obtain an understanding of the true
richness if the phenomenon one would have to read theentire research account.

Thus, my own situated general structure does not stand alone but forms an important part of the
process, heavily dependant on what has gonebefore. The dial ogue between the original dataand the
researcher, | found, was neither as intense nor as immediate as it was for the initial description.
Therewas afamiliarity with the datawhich seemed to preclude the agonising, yet valuable, struggle
which was my constant companion as | wrotetheinitial description. However, if this had not taken
place, | do not believe that a situated general structure could have been written. This situated
structureis, essentially, asummary of what has gone before (ibid.: 99). A summary, that in the case
of this research, retains the immediacy of John's experience of leadership within RUMEP. It,
therefore, does not provide an easy meansof comparison to other findingsin thefield of leadership
aswould ageneral structure derived from multiple protocols (ibid.: 100). Thisisnot to suggest that
such an exercise would not prove valuable in illuminating possible connections and avenues for
further research. The situated general structure, asoffered here, should provide a deeper and clearer
understanding of how one leader has experienced leadership within RUMEP, thus leading to a
deeper appreciation of the views, values and understandings that created RUMEP in a particular
timeand place. In addition, | believe that thisstudy hasthe potential to be an important compliment
to the historical artifacts that such an organisation tends to accumulate. Theinevitable institutional
paperwork, minutes of meetings or photographs of long forgotten events, although valuable, may
result in understandings of the past that separate the organisation from the actions, feelings and
purposes of the people who have contributed to its existence (Greenfield & Ribbins 1993: 1).

5.2  Issuessurrounding the situated general structure

Polkinghorne (1989: 56) has made the point that “in phenomenol ogical research, theresearcher has
the freedom to expressthe findingsin mutiple ways’. Thisisbothablessing and acurse. Bl essing,
in that the researcher can allow “...style elegance of expression, simplicity of presentation, tension
of plot and narrative, and seductiveness of content...” to become important parts of knowledge
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(Feyerabend cited in Shapiro 1986: 171). This, in my opinion, can illuminate issues previously
concealed by statistical data, el egant mathematical proof or neatly conceptualised graphs. However,
thequestion of validityis, inevitablyraised. Other researchers, through their own work, havelooked
at theissuesaround validity in phenomenological research (Giorgi 1975, Polkinghorne 1989: 57 and
Cantrell 1993) and, therefore, | do not feel compelled to enter thedebate here. Neverthel ess, drawing
from Polkinghorne (1989: 57), it is essential to say that the phenomenological researche needs to
provide conclusions that inspire confidence because the argument in support of those conclusions

has been well documented and persuasive.

The other side of being able to expressthefindings of theresearchin multiplewaysisthat it offers
limitless possibilities for description. This can be a very daunting task especially for the novice
researcher. However, there are several boundariesthat the researcher deliberately placesaround the
sudy. The first is obvioudy the process of bracketing (as described in Chapter 3), intentionally
refraining from imposing preconceived ideas and theories on the data. The second, stemming from
thefirst, istheimmersion of the researcher in the data and, through that immersion, generating an
initial description that balances the voice of the researcher with that of the participant (as described
in Chapter 4). This initial description provides the backdrop for the situated general structure, a
constant reminder to the researcher that she or he can never go beyond the data (Van der Mescht
1996: 101). An added, and rather surprising, boundary for me has been the sense of loyalty |
devel oped towards John. | would beloath to betray that by renderingadescription that doesnot truly
reflect his experience. | recognise that this loyalty may not develop for all researchers but it has
played an important role in setting the boundaries for this research. With these boundaries
highlighted the researcher returns to the meaning units to identify ‘dominant themes' tha can be

used to formulate, in this case, a situated general structure.

Before | move onto the situated gereral structure itself, it is necessary to touch briefly on what |
mean by ‘ dominant themes' . Commonality may seem the obvious criterion for choosing ‘ dominant
themes'. I, however, did not go and count up the number a different times certain ideas appeared in
the protocol and only included those tha meet a certain numerical criterion of significance. That

would, | believe, not only have been a grossly inappropriate use of numerical analysisbut it would
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also have destroyed the vital uniqueness of John's experience. As | have argued in Chapter 2,
leadership research to date has not focussed on the leader as a person, therefore to destroy the
uniquenessof John’ sexperiencewould defeat the purposeof thisresearch. It would also, | fear, have
lead to arather prosaic ‘ how to’ guideto leadership. Van der Mescht (1996: 100) has counselled the
following:

| would suggest that there are several criteria for significance, of which frequency of
occurrence isonly one...The qualitative researcher needs to be open to the demands of
other, less measurable criteria, such as whether a theme, regardless of the number of
timesit occurs, resonates with what the researcher knows to be generally valid and true
interms of the phenomenon. Or whether atheme, which may occur once only, isclearly
an integrated dement in the participant’ slebenswelt, and therefore significant.

| have also used another criterion suggested by Colaizzi (cited in Polkinghorne 1989: 53), | returned
to Johnwith both theinitial and the situated general structure and asked: “ How do these descriptions
compare with your experiences’, “Have | failed to include anything of import” and “Does what |
have written ‘ring true’ for you”. This not only aided in my own process of bracketing but also
ensured that | had captured the essence of John's experience.

5.3  Situated general statement

5.3.1 Thoughts

| do believe that the general statement which follows captures the essence of how John sees himself
as leader of RUMEP as well as how John perceives the organisationitself. | have debated whether
or not to deal with these to issues in separate categories. | have decided to keep them together for
two reasons. Thefirstisthat | believe that to separate them would undermine my own position that
RUMEP asan organisationisnot asingle abstraction but rather “...varied perceptions by individual s
of what they can, should, or must do in dealing with others within the circumstances in which they
find themselves’ (Greenfield & Ribbins 1993: 6). Secondly, John himself did not separate hisrole
as leader of RUMEP from his understanding of RUMEP as an organisation. Hisoriginal narrative
interweaves the two seemingly separate strands of enquiry together and therefore to separae them
would, in my opinion, reduce the uniqueness of John’ sexperience. It isthe focus onthisuniqueness
that | believe isacentral feature of thisstudy. To determinewhether or not thefollowing statements
have broad or general applicability | have left to the reader to decide.
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5.3.2 How John Stoker sees himself asleader of RUMEP
The key element in John’ sperception of himself asleader is hissense of pur posewithin the South
African educational environment in general and the mathematics education environment in

particular. There are several factors that contribute to this sense of purpose.

Firstly, John’s sense of moral responsibility is an important el ement in deermining how heacts
within his context. Thereisadefinite belief that he hasto do something constructive about the poor
state of Black education because no one else is willing to take on that responsibility. He has,
therefore, specifically designed RUMEP to be an organisation of action rather than one of words.
However, he realises that nothing will happen in education if he does not have thefull cooperation
of teachers and government officials. He, therefore, works hard at maintaining RUMEP's
reputation for delivery so that these stakehol ders want to be associated with the various RUMEP

proj ects.

In maintaining RUMEP' s reputation for delivery, John has to continudly assert that RUMEP is
different from the more traditional structures within the university structure. He is prepared,
therefore, to deal with a fair amount of conflict and resistence in order to ensure that the

organisation remains focussed on action.

Heisconcerned that this sense of purpose be communicated to hisstaff. He, therefore, takeson the
responsibility of nurturer, guide and teacher so that people are clear about what they need to do,
why they need to do it and how they have to do it. This common understanding creates a particular
ethos within the organisation that John believesfurthershisdirection for RUMEP, to help teacher s
teach better mathematics. John expects his staff, within this environment, to take responsibility
for what they do and to help each other when necessary.

Mathematics is a very concrete subject for John. He wants to develop way in which this can be
communicated to teachers and, through teachers, to learners. He, therefore, placesalot of emphasis
in responding to the needs of teacher s rather than dictating what their needs should be. In doing

so, Johnisapioneer asfinds new ways to respond to these needs.
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The process of decision-makingwithin RUMEP is an important part of realising John’s sense of
purpose. Although he wants and needs input from his staff asto the direction tha RUMEP should
totakeheisquiteclear that, asaleader, thefinal responsibility for any decisions must rest with him.
Thisgivesunity to RUMEP sactivitiesand ensuresthat everyonein the organisation stays focussed
on John’s chosen purpose.

To fulfil the purpose of the organisation John has to constantly balance his desire to help teachers
teach better mathematics with the constraints imposed by the context in which he finds himself. He
isastrategic thinker, always prepared to take advantage of any opportunities that will benefit the
teachersand provide RUMEP with financial security. In taking advantage of these opportunitieshe
does not avoid the conflicts that may result.

John is passionate about what he does and how he does it. This passion is expressed through his
hard work and dedication and through his enjoyment of and pride in what he does.
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CHAPTER SIX

Discussion of findings

6.1 A confession

| want things simple...I want them cut and dried. | want to draw lines that no-one thinks
of crossing. | want an end to the play when sometimesit’ s onlyan interlude in the action
(Elizabeth George 1994: 680).

At this point in writing up my research the above sentiments echo my feelings. | want to make
statements that will be cut and dried, draw lines that no-one will dare cross and end my often
agonising debate with the data. However, there are severa reasonswhy thiscannot happen. Firstly,
my research findings need to be integrated into the vast body of leadership research that already
exists. If thisis not done, as | warned in Chapter 2, | would be in dange of wondering around in
circles, happily talking only to myself. This, | believeisnot only a massive waste of paper but does
grave disservice to the datathemselves. It is, | believe, one of the tasks of the researcher to engage
in adialogue between the data and the body of research that already exists as the data cannot speak
for themselvesin this milieu.

The second reason that | cannot make statementsthat are‘ cut and dried’ is because of my adoption
of phenomenology as aresearchmethodol ogy. It deliberaely exposes the researcher to the chaotic,
idiosyncraic world of anindividual’s lebenswelt. Therefore, the questions raised and the answers
giventhrough thisresearch methodology will naturally reflect this chaos. Once again, the researcher
would be doing a disservice to the data if she or he attempted to conceal this behind neat
conceptualisations or ‘cut and dried’ statements.

6.2  Individual action, intention and will
Greenfield (1984: 152) has asserted that |eadership rests upon the will and the imagination of the
person who leads. Thisis a seemingly obvious statement; however, as| haveargued in Chapter 2,
much |eadership research ignores the person who is the leader and separates leadership from the
person who leads. Bennis & Nanus (1985: 86), for example, have argued that:

...nothing serves an organisation better...than leadership that knows what it wants
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communicates those intentions, positionsitself correctly, and empowersits work force.
But though theselaws sound simple, their implementation requires certan skills.

At the risk of paraphrasing Greenfield (cited in Bush 1986: 92), “How can leadership know what
it wants, or communicate or empower?’ Only people can do these activities. Only people have
values, goals, ambitions, visions, and the need to communi cate with others. Only people serve - not
leadership.

Inthisstudy it isvery clearthat leadershipis not an abstraction, alist of ‘how-to’s’ or aset of skills.
For John, leadership flows from who he is as a person. The acts of leading are rooted in his own
values and perceptions of the world he inhabits. The strongest example of thisis hisinsistence that
RUMEP should be an organisation of action rather than one of words. This insistence flows from
his own belief that there are too many people taking about what changes should be happening in
education and not enough doing something to makethose changes areality. Furthermore, it isclear,
throughout the description, that John shapes and directs what the organisation does and how the
organisation does it. He knows that RUMEP is founded on his moral purpose. He knows that he
actively imbues this purposeinto the organisation. He knows that he makes choices that determine
what the RUMEP staff do and how they doit. In fact hisnarrativeisfull of expressionslike* it was
what | wanted” , “ it wasexactly theroute | wantedtofollow” , “ | believed that was needed” , making
it clear how strongy he believes that he shapes, not only the course of the organisation, but the very
nature of the organisation itself.

This raises, in my opinion an interesting question: What are the driving forces that harness
individual will and intention and transform them into organisations? Greenfield (1984: 153) has
contended that:

...theideasin our head are not so much models of theworld as modelsfortheworld. We
believe in the ideas in our heads. We trust our models for the world so deeply that we
make them true. We will them to be true.

However many people have ideas in their headsthat they never make true, that they neve will into

being. Why isthat so? With these questionsin mind | believe it is important to examine the space

58



between the ideas and the action, the space in which leaders create.

6.3  Creativity

6.3.1 Creative space

The creativity of leaders has received limited attention in leadership literature Bass & Sogdill’s
Handbook of Leadership (1990), a truly mammoth review of leadership research, has only two
passing referencesto theissue. The primary focus for many researchers seemstobe on how leaders
foster creativity within organisations rather than how leaders, themselves, create (Petes &
Waterman 1982 and Bass 1990:618). Even when leaders and how they create are the foaus of
enquiry the result seemsto be theinevitable list of personal characteristicsthat |eaders should have
to be creative. For example, according to Klem (8 December 2000), credive leaders are well
informed, have modest intelligence, are origind thinkers, ask the right questions and are prepared
to be creative. In compiling such alist two core ideas about creativity are lost. Firstly, creativity is
regarded, by many of theresearchersin thefield of human creativity, asapuzzling, paradoxical and
even mysterious process (Boden 1994: 75). Secondly, creativity isconsidered to be adeeply human
process. Beeman (1990: 10) has described it as “...the voice of the human spirit - the heartcry of a
living being coming to terms with itself [and] its place in the order of things’. Thus, reducing any
form of creativity to alist of attributes is ssmply nonsensical as both the process and the person
behind the process arel ost. Furthermore, it will never beexhaustive or offer abasisfor predictability
as the unpredictability and novelty inherent in any form of human creative activity will constantly
defy any systematic explanation (Boden 1994: 75).

Senge (1990: 150-155) is one of the few organisational theorists who has attempted to focus on
creativity within organisations as a human process rather than a set of skills that leaders need to
acquire. He has spoken of creative tension as the gap between an individual’ s vision and current
red ity. Therole of the leader, therefore isto ensure that reality is pulled toward the vision and that
thevision isnot eroded. Even though Senge (1990: 150) recognisesthat creative energy flowsfrom
the gap between vision and reality, he does not €l ucidate what happensinthe gap. It isprecisely this
gap that | would like to explore as | believe it is an important aspect of the essence of John as a

leader and lies at the core of RUMEP as an organisation. It is the generative system that underlies
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the creative act and defines a certain range of possibilities (Boden 1994 79).

For John, thereis obvioudy aclear gap between hisvision of all learnersin the Eastern Cape being
ableto do mathematicsthat ismeaningful and thereality of the situation. However, there are several

constraining forcesthat impact on hisability to makethevisionintoreality. Firstly, John workswith

limited financial resources and scarce human skills. Secondly, he has located RUMEP within a
wider organisational system that may whole-heartedly support the vision but not the methods John
choses to attain that vision. Quite paradoxicdly, these constraints do not work in opposition to
creativity but make creativity possible(ibid.: 79). Thiswouldimply that the creatingof RUMEPwas
and continues to be possible only because of the dynamic interaction of John's vision and the
constraintsimposed by timeand place. However, thisisnot the only dynamic that operates, creative
spacesare generally sharedby many individuals (Gardner 1994: 151). Unfortunately exploring how

the creative space is shared in RUMEP' s case goes beyond the scope of the research. However,

thereareafew glimpsesin John’ sinteractionswith othersthat testify to this shared space. One such
glimpseis John’ sinsistencethat thestaff continuallytalk to him about what they are doing. Thisnot
only ensures that he knows exactly what is going on but also gives him information with which he
can make decisions. A second glimpse is hisdesire to meet the needs of the teachers. He, therefore,
hasto taketheir wishesand desiresinto consideration ashe makes decisions. Another glimpseishis
interaction with the Rhodes University administration. He constantly has to justify and clarify
RUMEP' s position and function within the university structure. All these interactions point to a
creative space that occurs within asocial context, influenced by the times, the environment and a
community of colleagues supportersand detractors (Beeman 1990: 17). A creative spacethat flows

from human interactions and relationships.

6.3.2 Theleader ascreator

6.3.2.1 Therelationship between charisma and community

Gardner (1994 156) has pointed to two tendencies that are present in credive people. Thefirstis
that they question every assumption, reject current styles of thinking and attempt to strike out on
their own. The second isthat they exhaust adomain, they probeit more systematically, deeply and
comprehensively than anyone has probed before This would suggest that the creator needs to
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balance two needs; the need to strike out on one's own, to be a pioneer and the need for a

community in which and with whom one is able to probe deeply.

These two tendencies are certainly present for John. The first is embodied in the following
examples: hisconstant challengeto University authoritiestothink in adifferent way when they deal
with RUMEP, in his pioneering of new ways to respond to the needs of teachers and in his
introducing new ways of teaching and learning mathematics. However, these pioneering and, in
some ways, rebdlious acts cannot be sustained unless heis part of a supportive community. As |
will discuss later in this chapter, John has created a culture within RUMEP that is supportive and
collegial. Furthermore, itisaculture inwhich learning is encouraged, not only for students but for
staff as well. In addition, by making responding to the needs of theteachers an important part of
RUMEP s activities he is constantly being made aware of the realities within which he must work.
He has located himself within acommunity and it is from within this community that John is able
to probe and ex plore thedomain of mathemati cseducationinthe Eastern Cape. It appearsasif John
is constantly and actively engaged in scrutinising the ‘ mental models' he has and opening them to
the influence of others - atopic that has received much atention in currert literature on Learning
Organisations (Senge 1990 and Fulmer & Keys 1998: 34).

Working with individual and organisational ‘mental models' is considered essential in building a
Learning Organisation. Senge (1990: 8) has described mentd models as “...deeply ingrained
assumptions, generalizations, or even picturesor imagesthat influence how we understand theworld
and how we take action”. This processis vitally important because, as Greenfield (1984: 153) has
asserted, human beings will the models in their heads into being. John has gathered around him
peoplewith whom he encourages - perhaps even demands - communication on several levels. There
is the obvious insistence tha people keep him informed of what they are doing However this
probably does not have much impact on John’s*mental models'. | would argue that the interactions
that impact on John the most take place as heguides, nurtures and teaches his staff. The reason being
that to perform these roles successfully he must be open to being guided, nurtured and taught
himself. He must be open to learn and he must be open to change. Furthermore, gathering

information from teachersasto their needs possibly provides added opportunity for himto scrutinise
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his ‘mental models'.

The literature on charismatic leadership, in my opinion, comes closest to capturing the need that
many creative people haveto strike out ontheir own. Theliterature suggeststhat charismatic leaders
arepioneers, peoplewho are‘larger than life' and ‘ blazetrails' for otherstofollow. It is perhaps not
surprising, therefore, there is also a tendency to view charismatic leade's as set apart from their
followers and as people who are “...not answerable to any human bengs’ (Barker cited in Storr
1997: xv). | believe that this may be a distorted view of the charismatic leader. John, for example,
certainly exhibits some of the characteristics of a charismatic leader as listed by Robbins (1998:
371). He hasavision which he articulatesclearly, he has strong convictions about the vision and is,
therefore, committed to working hard to make that vision a reality and he is sensitive to his
environment. However, he does not see himself as set apart from the people who work in and with
RUMEP. Heis part of that community and is, therefore, answerabl e to the people in the community
for his actions. In fact the community are an important part of the areative space from which his
pioneering ideas and actions are generated. Perhapsit is not true to say that charismatic leaders are
not answerable to other people, rather they chaose the peopleto whom they ae answerableand this
choice may not always be obvious. Thus, creativity involves alarge amount of courage.

6.3.2.2 Creative courage

Courage, as defined by the Pocket Oxford Dictionary, is the “readiness to face and the capacity to
endure danger or difficulty”. John certainly exhibits a fair amount of this courage, particularly in
resisting attemptsby othersto make RUMEP atraditional University Institute. Leadershipliterature,
especially that focussing on themore idiosyncratic and | ess rationalistic aspects of leadership, isfull

of references, mainly implicit, to the need for leadersto have the abovetype of courage. Bennis&

Nanus (1985: 89), for example, have stated that |eaders need to expound avision that “...articul ates
aview of arealistic, credible, attractivefuturefor the organization” and then ensure that the people
in the organisation attain that vision. It takes courage to articulate and then commit oneself to a
vision particularly in the face of opposition. Covey (1989:216) has argued that it takes courage for
leaders to create situations that are mutually beneficial to themselves, their organisations and their
staff. Y ukl (1998: 438) has pointed out that oneof the most important |eadership responsibilitiesis
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to lead changewithin organisations. This requires courage as the leader often needs to deal with a
large amount of resistence to change. However, | believe, tha simply viewing courage astheability
to endure difficulty in the fece of opposition may be limiting, particularly in leadership studies.

MacKinnon (cited in Beeman 1990: 9) has, in my opinion, conceptualised the courage required by
creative peoplevery well. He notes that:

The most salient mark of a creative person, the central trait at the core of hisbeingis, as
| seeit, ...courage. It isnot physical courage...rather it is persona courage, a courage of
the mind and spirit, psychological or spiritual courage that is the radix of a creative
person: the courage to question what is generally accepted; the courage to be destructive
in order that something better can be constructed; the courage to be open to experience
both from within and from without; the courage to imagine the impossible and try to
achieve it; the courage to stand aside from collectivity and in conflict with it, if
necessary; the courage to become and be oneself.

John has made himself gpen to the experience of othersthrough hisdesiretocommunicatewith both
staff and teachers. In addition he has been opento hisown experience. Thisisdemonstrated through
his leaving the Rhodes Education Depatment and starting RUMEP so that he could make a
difference to the teachers whom he believed ne=d support. He has imagined what for many is
certainly animpossibility - teachersteaching better mathematics and children learning mathematics

which is meaningful. He has had the courage to become and be himself.

6.3.2.3 Being oneself and playing arole

There seems to be a paradox in saying that John has the courage to be himself when there are
obvious roles that he plays. Role-playing is regarded as adopting apersonage which is essentially
not oneself (Van der Mescht 1996: 132). John isvery awarethat he has adopted the complementary
roles of nurturer, guide and teacher. These roles and the incumbent responsibilities are doviously

very important to him and he takes them extremely seriously.
Roletheorists, in the leadership literature, have argued that leadershipis, itself, arole and therefore

the person occupying that role is expected to behave and act in a more or less well defined way
(Bass 1990: 16). Bass (1990: 17) has commented that “of all the available definitions, the rde
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conception of leadership is most firmly buttressed by research findings’. However, as Van der
Mescht (1996: 133, emphasisin the original) has pointed out, “such research seems alwaysto have
proceeded from the assumption that leadership is role-playing”. In reading John’s protocol there
isasense that the roles that he has adopted are part of who he is as aleader and as a person. For

him, the two are not separate as the literature may suggest.

Van der Mescht (1996: 133) has advocated that educational |eaders are passibly more able to be
themselves asleaders. His argument isthat educational institutions are different from organisations
that are profit driven. They have different goals and the people who are part of them have different
needs. Schmuck & Runkel (1994: 11-13) have suggested that the following two factors set
educational institutions apart from profit driven organisations. Firstly, educatorsare concerned with
trying to make human beings humane. They do not produce or manufacture products and the
outcomes of the servicesthey offer are seldom concretely defined. Secondly, educational institutions
are particularly vulnerableto social pressures. Both these reasons suggest that educational |eaders
need to be constantly involved with other people’s value systems (Van der Mescht 1996: 134). |
would also argue that, for John, the nature of primary mathematics education itself also playsapart
in hisintegration of the roles he adopts as leader with who he is as a person.

John sees mathematics not as a collection of abstract concepts to be mastered but as a concrete
red ity, part of human sense-making and problem-solving. If thisisso thenthe object of mathematics
education is not the passive and decontextualised absorption of mathematical knowledge but the
active construction of mathematical understanding by a community of learners (Carpenter et al.
1999). This impies that mathematics educatars have to engage with students on a persona and
intimate level. Educators have to be involved in theworld’ s of their students so that mathematical
reasoning is embedded in real world experiences that have personal meaning for those students.
Furthermore, educators needto create supportive and collaborative classroom environments where
that active construction of mathematical knowledge is fostered and encouraged. Mathematics
educators, therefore, cannot teach effectively if they are not engaged with their students’ value
systems (Van der Mescht 1996: 134). Thus the roles that mathematics educators assume in the

classroom have to be embedded in who they are as people. For John, this meansthat the roles that
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he choses to play need to flow out of who heisasaperson. If thisisnot so then getting children to
learn mathematics which is meaningful would, at best, be a pipe dream and, at worst, be no dream
at all.

6.4  Thecommunity

| have argued that an important component with which and in which John works, isthe community
of RUMEP. | have chosen to use the word community rather than organisation since, as | have
already argued, educational institutionsare not like profit-making organisations, they have different
goalsand different needs. Asaresult of these different goals and needs Sergiovanni (1994) has put
forward a convincing argument that educational institutions are more like families and small
communities than traditional formal organisations. He has proposed that such institutions are ones

inwhich “...members are part of atightly knit web of meaningful relationships’ (ibid.: 4).

| believe that the above statement is an accurate reflection of how John views RUMEP as an
organisation. Therearecertainly norigid hierarchies, explicit management structuresand procedures
which are obvious characteristics of formal organisational structures. In fact the RUMEP structure
isparticularly flat; staff talk directly to John and do not need to go through various channels to get
his attention. However, to examine whether or not RUMEP is a ‘tightly knit web of meaningful

relationships’ it is necessary to look with more depth at the RUMEP culture.

6.4.1 Creating culture

Schein (1996: 61) has articulated two key processes in which leaders are involved so that
organisational cultureiscreaed. Thefirstisthat “...theyindoctrinate and socialize subordinates to
their way of thinking”. John certainly doesthis. He ensuresthat all staff are “nurtured into the way
of RUMEP thinking and RUMEP approach”. He also insists that new staff members spend alot of
time working with the teachers before they can begin the work for which they were employed. He
wants them to become immersed in the RUMEP ethos. The second process in building
organisational culture is that leaders use their own behaviour as “...arole model that encourages
subordinates to identify with them and thereby internalize their beliefs, vdues, and

assumptions’ (Schan 1996: 61). | have already examined the nature of the role-playing in which
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John engages, therefore, it is gopropriate, at this point, to look the values that are embedded in the
RUMERP culture.

6.4.2 Values

Ded & Kennedy (1982: 21) have asserted that “values are the bedrock of any corporate culture”.
They are the indispensabl e guidesto making the choicesthat face any organisation. However, there
seemsto be some confus on asto the nature of va ues. Dea & K ennedy (ibid.: 22) have argued that
dueto thefast-paced world in which organisations operateit isoften difficult to know ‘what’ sright’.
They arguethat ultimae values areillusive, and therefore cannot play arole in leadership (Van der
Mescht 1996: 145). Rather, it is particular values, held in common by membersof an organisation,
that areimportant. Schein (1992: 9) definesthese as’ espoused values' that arearticulated, publically
announced principles that the group claims to be trying to achieve. However, al these
conceptualisations miss a key point about the nature of values. They are far more than ‘publically
announced principles’ or commonly held beliefs, or even the bedrock of any corporate culture - they

sustain our lives as human beings (Fowler 1981: 4).

Fowler (1981: 4) has stated that:

The ‘god values in our lives are those things that concern us ultimately. Our real
worship, our true devotion directsitself towardsthe objectsof our ultimate concern. That
ultimate concern may centre finally in our own ego or its extensions-work, prestige and
recognition, power and influence, wealth. One’s ultimate concern may beinvested in
family, university, nation, or church. Love, sex and a loved partner might be the
passionate centre of one’ s ultimate concern. Ultimate concem is amuch more powerful
matter than claimed belief in a creed or aset of doctrinal propositions...It involves how
we make our lif ewagers. It shapesthe ways we invest our degpest loves and most costly
loyalties.

In thinking of valuesin the above teems two implicationsare clear. Firstly, corporate values arise
from personal values becausevalues are, by their very nature, deeply personal and sustain our lives
as human beings. | believe that the ‘espoused values' of RUMEP are rooted in John’s own values
and, although not part of this study, the personal values of the staff and teachers with whom he
works. He believesthat it is his moral responsibility to help teachersteach mathematicbetter. This
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isalife-sustaining ambition. He, thereforeworks hard and dedicates time and efort to achievethis
goal. Another clear ‘ ultimate concern’ for Johnis the sustainability of RUMEP as an organisation.
He has fought very hard for the project to become not only financially viable but to maintain the

image of a Professional Development Unit.

A second implication that Fowler raises about values is that there are no hard and fast rules as to
determinewhat isthe ‘right value' to have at any given moment. This understandingwould dispute
Covey’s (1989: 35) idea that there are principles for human conduct that are proven to have
enduring, permanent value Determining the ‘right’ way to do things depends on an individual’s
‘ultimate concern’ rather than universal laws. Perhaps educational |eaders are in a unique position
to appreciate this. They are constantly faced with decisions that need to considered not in the light
of organisational values, or universal principlesbut in the light of personal values (Van der Mescht
1996: 146). For example John’s choice to make RUMEP a Professional Development Unit was a
personal value choice. When he made this choice, he was very awarethat the organisational culture
of Rhodes valued research and teaching rather than professional development. Perhaps another
leader would have chosen to make RUMEP a Policy Unit or a Research Unit specidising in
mathematics education. Be that asit may, the pant isthat ‘ doing theright thing’ for John asleader
of RUMEPwould bedifferent from doing theright thing for someoneelseas|eader of RUMEP. The
difference would be due directly to different ‘ ultimate concerns' of the leaders themselves.

6.4.3 Sharing valuesand creating community

Although, as the above discussion has suggested, values are unique to individual sthey are aso, at
least partially, sharable. Although to what degree John'’ s values are shared with the other RUMEP
staff goes beyond the scope of this study, what isimportant is to look at how John communicates
these values to his staff.

The leadership literature pays close attention to the importance of leadersinstilling valuesinto the
organisations they lead. Senge (1990: 339-360) has stated that one of the primary tasks of |eaders
isto develop the vision, values and purpose of the organisation. Deal & Kennedy (1982: 22) have
urged leaders that thar most important task is to shape and enhance values. Furthermore, thereis

67



recognition that the vision, value and purpose of the organisation arenot formed solelyinthe minds
of leaders and then imposed onto followers, “rather the leader senses and distills values that run
deeply within the context of the organisation” (Bolman and Deal 1994: 84). The question is,
therefore, how do leaders do this? There are obvious answers to thisquestion, in the case of this
research John, through his activities as nurturer, guide and teacher, communicates his valuesto his
staff. Furthermore, by encouraging informal chats, reports after activities and talking through
problems, he can foster his values in his staff members. However, if Fowler’s assertions about
values are to be believed then the task of devel oping and shaping common organisational valuesis

more complex than just following a certain set of behaviours.

Kofman & Senge (1993: 5) have argued that the only place in which values can be shared,
developed and enhanced is within a learning community. They do not, however, definewhat this
learning community is. Rather, they point to several characteristics that all learning communities
share. When these characteristicsarein place* ultimatevalues' canbe shared. Thiswouldimplythat,
in order for aleader to develop and enhance organisational values she or he must be engaged in the
task of building acommunity inwhich thiscan happen. Thetwo characteristicsthat | wishto discuss
in relation to how John leads are collaboration within RUMEP and hislong term view of problem-

solving.

In my opinion John strives to create a community wherethe RUMEP staff can talk to each other,
help each other, learn from each other and develop a sense of shared vdues. An important part of
creating this space is his desire not to have the RUMEP staff isolated from one another and from
the students withwhom they work. He describes the ethos of RUMEP as one of collegiality, which
he deliberately fosters. Interestingly, he contrasts this to the isolation that he believes other
academics feel within the University structure. There is always an understanding that RUMEP is
different and therefore the people who work within it must behave differently. In addition, John
fosters a RUMEP community by encouraging his staff to talk about their ideas with others, to
experiment with teachers and to learn from thar failures. This does away with the need to compete
with the people with whom the staff need to collaborate (ibid.: 9) and thereby enhancesthelearning

community.
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Kofman & Senge (1993: 9) have also argued that one of the beliefs tha break down community
within organisationsisthe belief that individuals must find * quick-fix’ solutionsto problems. John
does not have a‘quick fix’ attitude towards the problems in Mathematics education in the Eastern
Cape. Thereason for thisistwofold. Firstly, in my opinion, anyonewho workswithin the education
system in South Africais faced with problems that are so broad and have been perpetuaed for so
long that ‘quick-fix’ solutions are not only impossible but are aso highly undesirable. John
recognisesthe many problemsfacingteachersin the Eastern Cape, for example, he has experienced
the poor infrastructural conditions at many schools. However, he does not want to address these
particular issues. Not that these issues do not need to be addressed. However, it is easier to throw
money at the infrastrucural problem in schools rather than addressing improving the quality of
teaching and learning. In my opinion in choosing to focus on improving the teaching and learning
of Mathematics education in rural Eastern Cape schools, John actively rejects the idea that the
problems, deeply imbedded in the education system itself, can have*quick fix’ solutions. Secondly,
he believes that Mathematics is an individual, constructive process rather than a decontextualised
set of facts, which implies that he is committed to along term involvement with the people that he

teaches and, therefore, the organisation of which heis apart..

John’s long term commitment to teachers and to RUMEP is demonstrated in the way in which
RUMEP hasevolved over theyears; simpleworkshops growing into workshgpsin conjunction with
materiels delivery, growing into a Farm Schools Project, growing into an accredited course. Each
evolution, while incorporating previous needs, addressed different needs, both for the teachersand
for the organisation. Theevolutionary nature of RUMEP, by implication, impactsonthe staff asthey
have to always be aware of the long term needs of teachers, they have to be prepared to grow and
adapt to change and they need to learn to rely on each other. Thus, they do not have to focus on
short-term, measurabl e reaults. Accordingto Senge (1990: 210), this encourages people to develop

along term commitment to what they do.

Before moving from John’s creating of alearning community it isimportant to scrutinise the way
in which he views information asit has aprofound impact on the learning community of RUMEP.
Wheatley (1999: 99) likens information to a form of nourishment. She argues that information
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affectsan individua’s abil ity to do good work and therefore honest meaningful information is an
organisational necessity and forms an essential part of alearning community. John is information
hungry. Heinsiststhat heisinformed by each individual asto the work in which they areinvolved.
He is constantly talking to his staff to gain from their insights and perspectives. However,
information is not solely channelled towards John but rather flows between all members of the

organisation so that they are clear about thar various responsibilities.

Treating information as a flow rather than asa commodity has a profound impact on organisation.
Firstly, theleader isnolonger solely responsibly for problem-solving or decision-making. Everyone
isinvolved in the process sinceeveryonehas avaluableinput to make. John appearstorealisesthis
ashe believesthat dthough the final decision restswith him, everybody needstobeinvolvedinthe
decision-making process. This sounds like the process known of in the literature as * participative
decision-making'. It has, particularly in recent years, been proposed a a panacea for al ills
(Robbins 1998: 209). Although this has been disputed, Robbins (1998: 209-210) has suggested the
following reasons for leaders to share decision-making power:

As jobs have become more complex, managers often do nat know everything their
employees do. Thus, participation alows those who do know the most to
contribute...Theinterdependencein tasksthat employees often dotoday also requires
consultation with people in other departments and work units...Participation
additionally increases commitment to decisions. Peopleare lesslikely to undermine
adecision at the time of its implementation if they shared in making the decision.

The above list certainly captures some of theelements of John’s experience at RUMEP. Dueto the
organisations different projectsthere are certainly things that he does not know about what hisstaff
do and due to the interdependent nature of the projects various staff members would need to be
consulted when decisions are made. Furthermore, John recognises that involving people in the
decision-making process increases their commitment to the decision. However, he does not want
simply increased commitment he wantsthe staff to be“ asinvolved as| am” in the decision-making
process. Thissuggeststhat John’ s use of participative decision-making isnot simply a management
tool but rather arises out of hisbelief that personal involvement on the part of each individual in the

organisation make for good dedsions.

70



The second implication of treating information as aflow isthat “it isno longer theleader’ stask to
move information carefully along restricted pathways, shepherding it cautiously through channds,
passing it on guardedly to someone else” (Wheatley 1999: 102). | would suggest that in treating
information as a flow, John fosters and enhances collegiality within the organisation since no one
hasto expend time and energy pratecting their information. Onceagain, competition amongst people

is reduced and communi cation between people has the potentia to be personally transforming.

On afinal note, in writing the section on sharing values and creating community | relied heavily on
some of the literature surrounding the concept of a Learning Organisation but have not addressed
the question “isRUMEP aL earning Organisation?’ This has been adeliberate choice sincel do not
believe that thisquestion can be adequately answered using only John’s perspective. The research
would have to incorporate the perceptions, opinions and attitudes of other people involved with
RUMERP to give the answer to such a question justice. Certainly, from John’s point of view, there
doesexist ashared vision, individual and group mental models are constantly being scrutinised and
thereis open communication between people, all characteristics of a Learning Organisation (Senge
1990 and Robbins 1998: 649). However, this may not be true for others involved with RUMEP.

6.4.4 Theimpact of teacherson the organisational culture of RUMEP

John, through the interview protocol stresses that he is respondng to the “ needs of the teachers” .
From its inception John wanted RUMEP to respond to the needs of teachers. The various RUMEP
projectshave evolved specifically to meet the needsof the teachers. He ensuresthat his staff spends
time with teachers so that they experience the needs of the teachers first hand. The whole focus of

the organisation is on the needs of the teachers.

Thefocus on the needs and satisfaction of customersis central to the thinking around Totd Quality
Management (TQM). In fact, it is thisimperative that has lead to the development of the theory
toolsand applications that have becomeknown as TQM (Carlson 1996: 14). Practitionersare urged
to set challenging goals, design organisations around teams and apply effective tools for
measurement and feedback toname but afew (Murgatroyd & Morgan 1992 cited in Carlson 1996:

23). Although these are important activities an organisational culturethat valuesinnovation, makes
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status secondary to performance and contribution, encourages team work and hel ps staff to develop
themselves(ibid.: 23), supportsthe more visible activities such asgoal setting and evaluation. John,
in my opinion, has developed an organisation that follows these principles. Improving the quality
of Mathematicsteaching and learning in the Eastern Capeisachallengingif not an outrageous goal,
he views the various RUMEP projects as a team effort rather than individual effort and he
encourages his staff to constantly evaluate what they do. In addition, he has encouraged, as
described previoudly, a culture that mirrors the one recommended by Murgatroyd & Morgan
(1992:65, cited in Carlson 1996: 23).

It isimportant to note that although the literature recognises that focussing on meeting the needs of
customersisadriving force behind the culture of an organisation adopting aTQM approach, it does
not seem to explore how the customersas peopleimpact on the organisational culture. A very strong
feature of John’s experience of leadership is his personal interactionswith teachers. He talkswith
them, heischallenged by them, herespectsthem as” |leadersintheir fidds’ and heremembersthem
through the photographson his walls. He interacts with them asindividuals and it is through this
personal interaction that he assesses their needs. Although it is difficult to determine the exact
impact that these relationships have on the culture of RUMEP there is no doubt that they do. For
example, John enj oys blending the traditional African approach to occasionswith hisown, Western
understanding. Thisis perhaps, once again, due to the nature of leading an educational institution

since the work of that institution is almost entirely people-centred rather than profit-orientated.

6.5 Thestrategic leader

Although educational institutionsare almost entirely people-centred, organisations suchasRUMEP
have to raise their own funding. This can often lead to a tension between meeting the needs of the
customersand keeping the organisation financially viable. John hascertai nly experiencethistension
and has had to make some tough choices because of it. A primeexample was his determination to
run a course for teachers accredited through the Rhodes University Education Feculty despite the
heavy opposition that he received. He knew it was what the teacherswanted but he also knew it was
what RUMEP needed to sustain itself.
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Theliterature seemsto regard strategicthinking and planming in organisations asahighly structured
process (Gordan et al. 1990: 141-162). Perhaps this is because most of the literature is concerned
with large multi-layered enterprises rather than smdl organisation. John does not seem to be
involved in a structured process as he makes decisions that influence the future of RUMEP. The
projectshave evolved over timeand thistrend will probably continuefor aslong asheisat the helm.
He has seized every opportunity that has come his way to offer teachers what he believes that they
need to teach better Mathematics. He has been very shrewd in developing both the accredited
courses and RUMEP s reputation for delivery.

6.6  Thetransformational leader

| haveleft the discussion on whether or not John isatransformational leader for last dueto my own
growing reluctance to answer the question “is John a transformational leader?” There are two
reasons for this reluctance. Firstly, itis my opinion that at the heart of transformationd leadership
lies the quality of the leader’ s relationship with the people who arelead. Robbins (1998: 374) has
provided alist of the characteristicsthat atransformational |eader should exhibit when dealing with
employees. These include: gaining respect and trust, giving persona attention, coaching and
advising, communicating high expectations and providing a vidgon. John certainly believes that he
exhibits these characteristics, in fact he identifies the roles of nurturer, guide and teacher as key
elementsof hisleadership experience. He aso wants to be arole model which hisstaff can respect
and, inhisopinion, theydo just that. He believesthat itisthrough hisown hard work and dedication
that the staff in turn work hard. However, | am reluctant to stae conclusively that John is a
transformational |eader becausethisresearch doesnot includethe perceptions, opinionsand attitudes
of the RUMEP staff. Only they are in a podtion to judge whether or not John has been a
transformationd force in their lives.

The second reason that | have in trying to avoid stating whether or not John is a transformational
leader lies in the nature of the research itself. In Chapter 3, | pointed to the imperative that a
phenomenologist has not to classify and categorise the raw data but rather to suppress that desire
until repeated readings of theinterview protocol reveal amore holistic sense of the experience (Van

der Mescht 1999: 4). Nevertheless, even at this point, where classification and categorisation is, to
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adegree, anecessity, | feel reluctant to classify John as atransformaional leader. Thisisdueto my
belief that the richness of John's experience transcends the boundaries that would naturally be
imposed on his experience if it were to be categorised as transformational .

CHAPTER SEVEN
Conclusion

She climbed the scaffolding of loneliness

not to escape fromthe living, but to gain

a perilous glimpse into the universe;

and tunnelled down into the mind’ s dark mine,

and through tortuous shafts descending to obtain

its flawless fragments, glittering, crystalline.

(Elizabeth Eybers 1948)

7.1  Personal reflection on phenomenological method
This study has been as much an exploration of research methodology as it hasbeen of leadership
and, therefore, it seems suitable to reflect on my own experience of doing phenomenological
research and applying it to the study of leadership. There are two insparable strands to this
reflection; the first, as expressed by Van der Mescht (1996: 183), isto reflect critically on “...the
appropriateness of applying a phenomenological methodology to such an eclectic field of human
endeavour”, the second is to reflect on the process at a more persond level. Thisinvolves asking
guestion How have | experienced the process? In my opinion this question is not smply self-
indulgent navel-gazing, but servesto map“ themind’ sdarkmine” , making the path that the research

has taken clearer, both for the researcher and those who read the research.

| have already looked at the characteristic features of phenomenological method in Chapter 3. It
remains, therefore, for me to highlight and discuss some of the issues that | have experienced as
helpful or problematic (and often both). Most of my own research experiencehas been quantitative.
| have administered questionnaires and other tests, have compiled stati stics and haveanal ysed those
statistics. During this process there were always experts to lend certainty to a particular line of
reasoning, statisticsthat proved an argument or, at the very least, augmented an argument or others

| could consult who would say whether my thinking was right or wrong. For me, quantitative
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enquiry has been one of certainty and clarity. However, | discovered that thereis no such certainty
in phenomenological research. Obviously there was scaffoldng - the experiences of other
researchers, various readings on phenomenologca method and philosophy, conversations with
supervisors and friends - however, as | tried to express in Chapter 4, there were no certainties to

which | could cling.

This made the process intensely exciting but also intensely lonely. | had to immerse myself in the
data, accepting that others could tell me about their own experiences of the process but could not
give me cut and dried answers to my anxious questions. Am | doing the right thing?, Is this an
accuratedescription, Am | being true to thedata? Throughout al my anxious questioning oneof the
most important scaffolds | had was the notion of phenomenological bracketing.

Simply stated bracketing is the “...attempt to put all of one’s assumptions about the matter being
studied into abeyance” (V on Eckartsberg 1998: 5-6). Thismeansthat the researcher must disengage
from all she or he knows and assumes about the phenomenon under investigation (Giorgi 1994 in
Van der Mescht 1996: 183). This has always struck me as being very difficult to attain. I do know
about leadership. | have read extensively in thesubject, | have observed leaders most of my life and
have occupied many positions of leadership myself. Furthermore, at thetime of writing the research
| had worked for RUMEP for over 18 months, most of that time | had spent collaborating with John
on his various research projects and | was passionate about what RUMEP was trying to achieve.
Therefore, | could not approach the phenomenon of leadership in RUMEP in total “conceptual
silence” (Stones 1988: 124). However, as Van der Mescht (1996: 183) has observed, there are
aways questions that the researcher cannot answer and it is here that bracketing plays an important

role.

During the interview | did with John | was careful to ensure that his views of leadership were
expressed. | was consciously aware of asking gquestions that called for his own experience of his
time as leader of RUMEP rather than pushing him to express a particular view of leadership. One
of the questionsfromwhich | deliberately refraned was“Why did you...”, something which | found
very difficult. | believed that asking this question would force him (and myself) to dassify and
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categorise his own experience and thus prevent a more holigtic sense of his experience to emerge

later in the research process.

The desire to classify and categorise was strongest when | wrote the description. It was here |
wanted certainty and clarity because | found the process very hard. There isprobably no such thing
aspuredescription (Van der Mescht 1999: 5). However, the researcher must attempt to capturethe
nature of the experience for the participant and keep herself or himself out of the picture as far as
possible. As| have noted in Chapter 5, | took my final descriptionand the situated general structure
back to John to ensure that what | had written had captured hisexperience. Surprisingly, | found this
a particularly vulnerable moment for me as aresearcher. As| noted in Chapter 4, the description
and, perhapsto alesser degree, the situated general structure was a balance between my voice and
John’svoice. | did nat want John to find anything *wrong’ with what | had written, perhaps because
indoing so | believed that hewould be regjecting my voice within the description. Furthermore, | had
spent so much time drafting, reflecting and then redrafting the description that | felt that if he
rejected the description | would not have the energy to go back and redraft again. However, | must
point out that | found this process incredibly helpful and necessary. Firstly it helped me immerse
myself in the data, with each successive rewrite | found more depth to the nature of John's
experience. Secondly, my first attempts were mainly interpretive. | classified, anaysed and
compared my findingsto the literatureand to my own notions of leadership. It wasamost asif | had
to get these out of my system before a description rather than an interpretation could emerge. This,
for me, was the loneliest part of the research, no one else could do it for me and | coud only

partially share the structure of the phenomenon that was emerging.

Once the description and the situated general structure had been written | needed to compare my
findings with those found in the vast body of |eadershipresearch. LikeVan der Mescht (1996: 185),
| was surprised by my findings. For example, the issue of John’ s creativity emerged very strongly
in the data, an issue rarely addressed in literature. Furthermore, | was fascinated by the idea of a
|eader playing or adopting arole, something mentioned but scarcdy ever explored through empirical
enquiry. The task-person dichotomy, so grong in many leadership theories, did not emerge as a
major constituent in John’s experience of leading RUMEP. Van de Mescht (1996: 185) in his
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phenomenological study into educational leaders made a similar discoveryin his research and has
suggested that “it may be possible that leaders in educational contexts, wherethe task is frequently
also the person, are less inclined to think of their leadership in dichotomous and analytic ways’.
These examples serve to highlight the fact that adopting a phenomenological perspective can serve

to expose issues previously neglected by more positivist modes of enquiry.

7.2  Limitationsof thisstudy

However, in attesting to the appropriateness of the approach in studying educational leadersit is
important to recognise the limitations that do exist. Firstly, phenomenology is concerned with the
minutedetail of thelivesof individuals it attemptsto gain accessto the humanconsciousnessiniits
meaning-making capacity (McPhail 1995: 2). Therefore, it is only by means of in-depth, intensive
and subjected interaction with the participant that the researcher can gain accessto the lived world
of that person. For this reason and the fact that | have used only one participant in this study, the
results of this investigation are not generalisable nor should they be. Polkinghorne (1989: 58) has
suggested that theimportance of phenomenol ogical research liesnot initsgeneralisability but rather
liesinitsability toenlarge on, deepen and, in some cases correct understandings of a phenomenon
that are arrived at through empirical research. It is to these ends that | hope my study has
contributed.

A second limitation of this research is the fact that | have had to be so strongly involved in the
process of the research that it must have influenced, in some way, the research process | do not
think that there is a way of avoiding this, al research requires the researcher to be personally
involved in the project (Cantrell 1993). However, it doesrai se the thornyissue of the validity of this
research. Many qualitativereseachershave grappled with thisissue (Polkinghorne 1989, Greenfidd
& Ribbins 1993 and Cantrell 1993 to name but a few). Polkinghorne (1989: 57) gives a list of
guestions that a phenomenological researcher should consider when approaching the issue of

vaidity:
1. Did the interviewer influence the contents of the subjects’ descriptionsin such
away that the descriptions do not truly reflect the subjects’ actual experience?
2. Is the transcription accurate, and does it convey the meaning of the ora

presentation of the interview?
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3. Isit possible to go from the general structural description to the transcriptions
and to account for the specific contentsand connectionsintheoriginal examples
of the experience?

These questions | kept upper most in my mind as| was doing the research. Furthermore, | reiurned
to John once the descriptions had been written to ensure tha | had not, in anyway distorted his
experience. Shapiro (1986: 172) has taken the position that “...mundane experiencing can give, if
not a sure ground, an always accessible and evolving touchstone”. Therefore ssimply being human
isabasisfor validation (Van der Mescht 1996: 189). Giorgi (1975 cited in van der Mescht 1996:
189) has argued tha the most important ariterion for determining validity in phenomenological
research was “whether areader, adopting the same view point as articulated by the researcher, can
see what the researcher saw, whether or not he agrees with it”.

Findly, | believe it is necessary to respond the most constantly articulated critidsms of
phenomenology. Ratner (1999: 6) has stated that phenomenology “is insensitive to the social
character of experience”. Similarly, Campbell (1997) has put forward the view that research needs
to do more than offer understanding, it needs to move from the personal experienceand locate it
withinasocial and cultural context. | believethat both thesecriticismsarevalid. Unfortunatelythere
was not scope within this research to explore beyond John’s personal experience and provide an
explicit cultural, social and historical framework for his paticular view of leadership. However,
these issues are implicit in the data. For example, John’s sense of commitment to teachers and his
insistence that RUMEP responds to their needs is better understood against the backdrop of an
education system that has disregarded and often continues to disregard their needs. Neverthdess,
the fact that this coul d not be morefully articulated isa limitation of this study.

In conclusion, | believe that phenomenology is one way of illuminating several facets of the
phenomenon of leadership, however, through this very illumination other facets aredarkened. It is
not the only way of looking at leadership in educational settings and more complete pictures can
“...only emerge when a variety of approaches and methodologies are applied in appropriate ways”
(Van der Mescht 1996: 191).
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L eadership studiesfor so long have followed the laws laid down by naturd scientists as to how to
conduct and interpret research (Wheatley 1999 & Shapiro 1986). It therefore seems appropriate,
before moving onto suggestions for further resear ch, to reflect on an observation by Heisenberg,
aleading scientist. On characterising many of the major discoveriesin quantum mechanics, he has
commented that they began with a lucky guess based on sheky arguments and absurd ad hoc
assumptions which gave aformulathat turned out to beright, though at first no one can see why on
earthit should be so (Wheatley 1999: 11). | am not suggesting tha researchersthrow out ideasabout
rigour and neglect the careful siftingthrough data. However, what | am suggesting isthat during the
research processthey begintofollow “lucky guesses’ and “ absurdad hoc assumptions’ so that more

of the facets of the human phenomenon of Ieadership can be illuminated.

7.3  Suggestionsfor further research

Throughout the research and particularly when writing Chapter 6, | kept feeling that |1 needed to
know more. This need toknow morefell intotwo categories. Firstly, | wanted to know more about
RUMEP and secondly | wanted to accessrel ated research whichwould illuminate what | had found.

I will attempt to name those occasions here as suggestions for further research.

a) Firstly, there were a number of occasions when | wanted to ask the staff members of
RUMEP about their experience of working with John as aleader. John often spoke of his
relationshipwith his staff and of his part in that relationship and | wanted to know how they
perceived their relationships with him. | would probably conduct this research dong
phenomenological or even ethnographic lines. | do not believe using an instrument such as
the LPCQ or the MLQ will give the funess of the response | would desire. They would also
not complement the already rich datathat | have gathered from John

b) Secondly, like Van der Mescht (1996: 192), | believe that the question of how educational

ingtitutions differ from profit-making institutions needs to be explored.

C) Another question that this research raised is whether ‘organisation’ is the appropriate
metaphor for educational institutions. Both Greenfield & Ribbins (1993) and Sergiovanni
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d)

(1994) have suggested that iti snot. In thi sresear ch, | believethat the* community’ metaphor
IS a more appropriate metaphor than organisation when discussing RUMEP. However,
whether or not thisis generalisable to other educational institutions is a matter for debate.

Thecreative element in John’ sleadership wasaparticularly striking finding of thisresearch.
As| noted in Chapter 6, the literature on this aspect of leadership islimited. There are many
guestions that are, therefore, left unansvered: Do educaional institutions provide more
fertile ground for creative leaders than profit-making institutions? What is creativity in
leadership? How important is creativity in leadership? Furthermore, studies of this nature
have implications for leadership training. As Van der Mescht (1996: 196-197) has argued:

To what extent are they [leadership training courses| geared towards
instrumentalising leadership, asopposed to devel oping peopleholigtical y,
focussing them on their inner credtive selves, opening their minds to
possibilities so that they may cometo see...that the reality we haveisonly
one of several possibilities
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APPENDIX

Meaning Units

M1: | see that members of the RUMEP staff
must be as involved as | am in the decision-
making. The final decision comes to me but |
think that they can be involved, they can
make input into the process of, of how they
feel about certain things...

M2: ..er..an example of course is when
people come back from fidd work they inform
me all the time as you know. They give me
feed-back whether they' ve been to a farm
school, whether they've had a workshop in
town or up-stairs here. Or Rose has been out
to see students, | make it a point that they
give feedback to me, o | know what is
happening. | think that’s perhaps what | feel
as a leader that | must know exactly what's
happening in every area and what
everybody’s doing all the time. | think that's
an important role for me as leader, that’s one
of the things.

M3: ..um...I think that people must know
what contribution they have to make, what
responsibilities they have to take

M4: ...and what their future looks, a) in terms
of contracts and the funding coming which is
sometimes bleak, as you know, other times
it's not bad it's better (laughs), peaks and
troughs and we all suffer because of it. | think
that they should know about that.

John believes that the staff make
contributions to the decision-making process
and that they should be asinvolved as heisin
that process. However the final decision ishis
alone.

Herelies on his staff to give him feedback on
al their various adivities. It is important for
him as the leader of RUMEP to know exactly
what is happening in al areas and what
everybody isdoing all the time.

He believes it is his obligation to ensure that
al the staff know how they should contribute
to the organisation and what responsibilities
that contribution entails.

It is his responsibility to keep the staff
informed of how RUMEP stands financidly.
He acknowledges that when funding is not
forthcoming every one suffers.
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M5: ..being an NGO attached to the
University, makes us a different sort of unit,
we're not just an NGO and we're not a
University department, we just sit in between
as an Institute, as a self-funding Institute.
And so therefore we, we have a different role
to play in some respects. We're not a
research Indtitute as, as are the other
Institutes and we're not a teaching
department as we would say the English
department. So we sort of sit in between that
and we do (emphasis) a little bit of research
to determine impact. And we do teaching but
not of undergraduate students. Or, have | got
that right? The FDE | suppose you would call
them post-graduate students, not the typical
under-graduate students | think that’s, that’s
what I’'mtrying to say.

M6: Ja, at the outset, there was myself and
then Rose joined us and we said what we've
got to do, and this is clearly a first phase is
to make RUMEP known by delivering
wor kshops.

M7: So we went around and we spent most of
our energies and time travelling and giving
workshops, from PE to Kokstad. All round,
all these places Saynsberg we' ve been, Lady
Grey, er Barkley East up that end and then
Kokstad and Bizana, Umtata, we did
workshops down there and on the other end
Port Elizabeth, Uitenhage, Humansdorp and
you'll see from all these photographs around
here are the, are the workshops o those early
days, and that included one of the first
workshops that we gave is the Symposium for
inspectors, advisors, and that was in 1993.

RUMEP is an atypical organisation within the
Rhodes University structure.

The sole reason for research to be conducted
IS to determine the impact of RUMEP's
programmes.

Furthermore, unlike a traditiond academic
department, the students who are taught are
not the typical under-graduate students.

His first task as a leader was to build
RUMEP’s reputation by delivering
workshops.

He still remembers the hard work that was
needed to build RUMEP's reputation in the
early days.

The photographs of those early workshops on
his office wall serve as a constant reminder of
how this was done.
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M8: And that’s how we started getting people
aware of a different, a transformed approach
to the teaching and learning of mathematics,
with the emphasis on learner-centeredness
and the appropriate use of materials.

M9: We went to one of our workshops and
said, it was in Fort Beaufort, in the early
days before Thandi had even joined us. We
said OK we'll do this workshop and it was
quite a nice workshop. And we used our
materials because we were beginning to
develop the 100 grid and so on, and we used
that. And then we said, at the end of the
workshop “this is what you need”, but we
wouldn’t give it to them, because we said
“no, no if we're going to give materials out
all the time, it's not our responsibility, it's
the government’s responsibility, let the
government provide the materials and we
deliver the courses’ and we made this clear.
But of course, you know what happens, with
no money forthcoming, so we er, we said
“you can’'t give a workshop, | mean it's
unrealistic to give a workshop if we don’t
give the appropriate materials as well. So we
developed the materials to go with the
wor kshops

M10: ...and we, as | say, we tried to reach as
many people with workshops. And that was
probably the first phase, that's how we got
started and that's how we established our
reputation, um as people who were able to
run a workshop with a hundred people, a
hundred teachers attending. | mean if you
look at these photographs, they're
packed...\When we got there the room that
was planned to hold 50 had 100 people in it,
it was packed, there were just..., we couldn’t
move. So that was a little off putting but we
said, “the teachers are there, we're here,
let’s get on with it!”

He wanted teachers to be made aware of a
transformed approached to the teaching and
learning of mathematics.

He was aware of what teachers needed to
teach Dbetter mathematics. When the
government could not meet their
responsibilities in achieving this end he was
prepared to fill the gap.

He believes that RUMEFP's reputation was
built not on the delivery of workshops aone
but on it's ability to deliver workshops to
unexpectedly large numbers of people.

90




M11: And it was very, vay exciting times
because we got a huge response from the
teachers, you know, they hadn’'t experienced
anything like this both in terms of doing the
delivery, Rose, Thandi, mysdf you know,
three very different people form what they're
used to in the passed, it was interactive,
highly interactive, they were involved and
they came away with materials. So | mean
that made a huge impact.

M12: | mean it's amazing how people
remember us from those days | mean you can
come up, I’ ve been into the Bisho offices and
there's been some clerk sitting in an office
and | say “we're from RUMEP”, “ RUMEP,
you must be Rose and you're John” (laughs).
They remember us from that, because they
say they've attended that workshop in some
place, way back in the about 1993. So that
was the start, that’s how we got going and |
think that's how we started to build-up a
reputation for delivery.

M13: Right so following that we needed, we
realised that with the farm school, with all
the farm schools around we needed a farm
schools facilitator and Thandi took on the
role of the farm schools and she just focussed
her energy on the local farm schools and
started to build up a, a, a relationship with
them. But then that was, that wasn’t until ‘94,
‘95, about ‘95 | think, ja. And that’s when the
Farm School Project really took off, when
she then started visiting the schools
themselves and of course that was a major
change. And that’s a significant change from
just workshops to on site school visits
because all the evidence that was coming
back to us was that unless you start visiting
the schools, the schools themselves don't
change.

The RUMEP workshops made a huge impact
on the teachers.

It is import to him that teachers who attended
the workshops all those years ago still
remember him by name.

He responds to needs of people on the
ground. The Farm Schools Project and the
visiting of schools both were a direct
response to a perceived need.
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M14: The delivery, emphasis on delivery, not
on a policy unit, because | though you know,
“do we need to become a policy unit”, and |
think my feeling at the time was there's an
awful lot of talking going on, we nesd to
deliver and if we want to develop a reputation,
we would develop it through delivery. And at
the same time the development of materials,
appropriate learning resources. And that's
given, and that’s given a direction to the way
RUMEP has evolved over the years.

M15: So that, we then, | then said “ what we
need are two extra people, one, that was
Thandi, to facilitate the farm schools, and
secondly another person to develop resources,
curriculum resources, so we had a materials
developer. So that’s how the staffing structure
evolved, we got, it evolved from the perceived
need you see. You can't have any of us
developing materials while we're trying to do
delivery, very difficult. And so we got Sue
Southwood in at that time, she was the
materials developer ...

M16: ...and she knew veay clearly what her
role was.

M17: But again it, it's very interesting, if you
think back on how you have been nurtured
into they way of RUMEP thinking and
RUMEP’ s approach.
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He wants to do things that deliver results. He
did not want RUMEP to be a policy unit since
that would have involved too much talk and no
delivery.

He knows that the reputation of the project
would be developed through dedlivery.

Staffing structure evolved from perceived
needs; both the needs of the people on the
ground and the needs of the other staff
members.

It is important that the staff have a clear
understanding of what they are expected to do.

He nurtures each new staff member into the
RUMEP thinking and approach.



M18: Well she had to be, comng straight
from England, highly competent, different
context, different environment, you can’t just
slot somebody in, they’ve got to be involved.
We took her to workshops, you'll see her at
some of these workshops were she didn’t
actually do anything, she was just there,
working with the teachers. Just to see what
was going, how we did things, why were
doing the things that we' re doing and the way
that we're doing. | think this is the important
thing, because for, there's an underlying
rationale and | think that I’'m a very strong
believer in this rationale, what we do, why we
are doing it and the way we are doing it is
because we believe in certain things.

M19: | don’t believe that you can tdl people
things, you know straight. Um, | said to her
that before she could adequately start writing
materials for this particular context, she had
to really experience what was happening in
farm schools. Because to import British ideas
into East Cape farm schools, some things
might work but other things won’t. So she had
to go and see for hersdf, talk to us regularly,
| think, and experience at first hand.

M20: And then dlowly she would run a
materials workshop upstairs. And I'd say,
what are you going to do, and I'd guide her
as to what was appropriate, what was
inappropriate, but she, it would all come from
her.

M21: As a leader | do believe that people
must be given responsibility, er to show, but
not to be left on her own. You see, she’d run a
workshop but she would always have peaple
supporting her in that workshop. It wasn't
her on her own and everybody leave her. Not
like give a lecture and OK it’ s up to you.
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He believes that new staff have to be
immersed in what RUMEP does before they
can be expected to do work by themselves.

He does not believe that he can tell people
what they should do. New staff have to
experience the context first-hand and talk
about this experience with him.

He provides guidance as to how he believes
things should be done.

Being a leader involves giving people
responsibility as well as support. He does not
leave staff to get on with the job by
themselves.



M22: as we try to scaffold the students so we
try and scaffold the staff. | mean if you see
the change from Thandi when she first came,
straight out of the Grade 1 in the Adelaide
district, a Grade 1 teacher from the Adelaide
district and see where she is now. | think, |
believe we' ve scaffolded her, in the thinking,
in the approach, in the commitment and in the
work ethic All that, it's all part, | believe of
that leadership role.

M23: Yes | think we er, we, we at the same
time we provide the support but we also
provide the opportunity for people to do
things for themselves when they are ready to
doit.

M24. ...if Sue would want to do something
she would then say right I’'m going to run this
workshop, | would then say what on, and she
would then say the development of materials
and she did something..it was a very
interesting workshop, whatever they did and
she allowed the groups to come up with
various sorts of things. Which, as | say, was
most innovative, cause | didn't really expect
it from the teachers at that time. But you
know, given the opportunity and the
framework for doing it, it's amazing what
they come up with.

M25: Now Sue came along and said “ thisisa
lovely idea, now | want to develop number
rods’. We said number rods are fine
absolutely fine. And she developed them on a
centimetre grid because she said that if
everything matched mathematically... it
would all link together nicely. Now that’s the
mathematician thinking, that's an adult
thinking. And of course when she got into the
classroom with those rods, they were too
small, far too small. You couldn’'t use them.
We just had to, all those rods that we had we
just, | think they're sitting in there, we might
aswell ditch them (laughs). But | mean that’s

He believes he provides a scaffold on which
the individual staff members build thar
thinking, approach, commitment and work
ethic.

He gives people the opportunity to do things
for themselves when they areready for it.

He believes that if people are given the
opportunity to perform and thestructurein
which to work, they will out-perform
expectations.

Ideas that do not trandlate into practice are
regarded as learning experiences.
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M26: We were concerned about
accreditation. Because people were saying
“its all very well to have delivery, the
teachers, the local farm school teachers, but
what about accreditation?”

M27: Sothen | said OK let’s see, through our
funder at the time which was the British
Council, let's see if we can mount an
accredited course... they said, if you can run
a course like that here we will support you
financially. So | said straight away “ RUMEP
can do it, we will do it” ...I was adamant that
we could do this...

M28: | thought now “ this is exactly the route
that | wanted RUMEP to fdlow, to become
an accredited course”. And Cambridge was
fine, and we had the opportunity of delivering
it...

M29: ..and | badgered them into releasing
the residences for these people to stay in. And
they stayed for three months then.

M30: | would say, at that time ‘94 with the
drop in student numbers and | said | can fill
this, | can put 40 students into this residence
er and you've spaces there and I'll pay for
them at the going rate. Funny how accounts,
the power of money (laughs). So | said OK |
can pay for them...

M31....and, of course, they were un-used to
having a large group of black students on
campus, really un-used to them, of course,
totally unprepared. But er, as | say, | quoted
all sorts of things about how universities must
transform and this is the way we must go, and
thisisthe way of the future.
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After RUMEP had become known through
delivery, the next need to be addressed was
that of accreditation.

He was adamant that the RUMEP stéf could
undertake the development and presentation
of an accredited course.

Offering an accredited course was exactly the
route that he wanted RUMEP to follow.

He badgered the University into dlowing the
students to stay in the University residence.

He knows how to appeal to the best interests
of othersin order to get what he wants.

The University was un-used to deding with
the type of students with whom RUMEP
worked.



M32: [they] were totally inexperienced in
handling this type of student. | mean black
teachers who are experienced adults, mature
adults, don't like to be told by youngsters that
they must that they must go to bed at 10
o'clock and that sort of thing (laughs), you
know. And of course the sub-wardens battled
like made, and of course that lead to a fair
amount of tension er ...

M33: ...but | knew that in the end | was doing
the right thing. That we must get more and
more black students onto the campus, to
experience campus life. | said *“the
alternative is to put them into a hotel, we
could do that, you loose the money, they loase
the university experience. And what is it
saying about Rhodes” .

M34: But all the time we had to, er we had to
negotiate within the regulations because it
went from a Certificate which was made up of
three modules to a Diploma which is made up
of five... So | mean it was an administrative,
administrative thing, it took time, it took
effort but | think, 1 was convinced that this
was the route to follow. And it came together
and so we had our first intake in 1994.

M35: And of course they weren't shy these
people, they weren’t shy at all. Because they,
being leaders in their own field...You see they
[the students] have a committee and of course
the committee would always speak to me
about what they wanted. They wanted a
braai, | said OK were is the braai. So they
said we want it at the beach, alright so we go
and go and have the braai at the beach. And
we said “ OK you’'ve got to go into schools
and try this” so they go into schools and try
this. And they wanted to visit other schod's so
we set up you know these sorts of things. We
were working from their needs, within
reason.

96

John saw the students with which he worked
as mature and experienced adults. This was
not the same view as the University
authorities. Therefore, John had to deal with a
fair amount of conflict.

If John believes he is doing the right thing, he
will appeal to the better interests of others to
get what he warts.

He will put time and effort into projects
which he believes are the right things to do.

He is prepared to respond positively to
people's needs if he considers them to be
reasonable.



M36: And then the students said “ now John,
where are you going to hawe it ?” . Well | said
“well you tell me um we can have it here at
S. Peter’s’. “ Oh no, this is were we work,
we want it in the Chapel” ...\Well | said “ you
know what, they’'ve never had anything like
that in the Chapel before but | can always
ask’. So then | got onto the Registrar and
said “the students have requested that they
have this er graduation”, it was a ceremony
of presentation, we weren't allowed to call it
a graduation...So | gat a letter back from the
Registrar, they said “it's the first time it has
ever been asked and...go ahead and do it” .

M37: That meant we had the choir, So he
[Rev. Peter Mtunzi] did the procession in,
and we had, and he gave the prayers in
Xhosa and in English. And so you had this
variety of singing, you had the VC make a
speech... And we all exited to the choir and
we had tea on the lawns. It was the most
fantastic occasion because it was a blend of
sort of Western and, and, and the traditional
African approach, you know the enthusiasm,
you know the Chapel was full, was absolutely
full. And it wasn't stuffy you know, it was
nice. And it wasn’'t suffy you know, it was
nice.

M38: And it wasn’t stuffy you know, it was
nice. And it wasn’'t you know, | must say Dr
Henderson liked things to be just right and
there was a lovely programme and everything
worked, went well and er there was a praise
singer. And the praise singer praised Dr
Henderson for all this FDE (laughs). So that
was the culmination of the course, so it was a
pretty moving affair you know, and a pretty
good affair. And | mean Rose and | felt pretty
thrilled about that er, that we'd got the
course now accredited. And then these people
had to go and work in their own areas.

He is willing to do things that have never
been done before.

He enjoys blending the traditional African
and Western approaches to occasions. He
particularly appreciates the enthusiasm the
African approach brings.

He likes to celebrate his achievements
especialy those of which he is particularly
proud.
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M39: And of course you know, it'samazing in
terms of what we were doing, we were such a
small team. And after those two years we
were evaluated by external evaluation,
funded by the British government. A guy by
the name of, | can’t remember his name now,
but he came from England and there was one
South African lady. And the two of them
drove round and I’ve got a report from them
if you want to look at it. It's worth reading
because wherever the RUMEP teachers were
doing something, they did it well and it came
through in the report. It was very positive as
regards the RUMEP students.

M40:0K you talk about leadership, | know
where | wanted go. Why, because the students
want something that they can take away and
it's portable and it counts. It's got to count,
not just the experience alone. OK we're
trying to transform the classroom all the time,
that is probably one of our fundamental
reasons. But we've got to acknowledge that
teachers want recognition for the work
they're doing, and that recognition can be
transformed into something tangible. It's
either promotion or salary increase.

M41: | realised we need to do, we have to
move towards FDE. FDE is just being
mentioned now, just coming on the scene
Further Diploma, never been, not on the
Satute books in the, at the University at all.
So | say “ how do we get this done? We' ve got
to got to Pretoria, we' ve got to present this
course, they've got to approve it”. So off we
go to Pretoria, every time we go there the
person we're supposed to meet, even though
you' ve made prior note, given prior warning,
he's, he's not there. So it was a bit
problematic to start with but the biggest
problem was not there.

He is proud of the fact that RUMEP students
are doing things well and that this comes
through in externd evaluations.

His goal isto transform mathematics teaching
in the classroom. In order to do this he
realises that the teachers who carry out this
transformation need some sort of meaterial
recognition for the work that they are doing.

He is a ground-breaker. Once he has decided
what needs to happen he goes ahead and does
it, despitethe obstaclesin his way.
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M42: The biggest problem was in the Faculty
of Education here. And | think it's because,
this is my own personal view now. It's the
way they viewed us “ yes it’s nice for them to
do all the delivery. Really it’s got nothing to
do with us, let them carry on”. Well | said
“1"m doing an FDE that would be accredited
by the Education, it had to go through the
Education Department ” ...

M43: ...when | first suggested it [the FDE] at
Faculty | got slammed ..by virtually
everybody in terms of what we were trying to
do, what we were offering, the amount of
hours, you know, it didn’t conform with the
regulations and so on.

M44: So | was a bit dis-spirited from that but
| still, 1 stuck to my guns. | thought “1'm
going to get this through come hell or high
water because | realise that the sustainability
of this project depends on the funding that is
brought in to the University via these courses
In other words the subsidy that comes in
because of the students that have passed the
FDE can be diverted to us eventually.

M45: ‘97 we were able to dffer the course
And then we said all right we will, it's an
FDE and we must target our own province
and that was, and that was, were in another
phase now because we've learnt that, why
should we support the whole of South Africa?
It's not our responsibility, our responsibility,
| think our moral responsibility is to look
after the people in our own province.

M46:.And, of course, it was mudh more
manageable. | mean, | mean it's bad enough
driving up to the Northern regions of our
province let alone...flying up to the other end
of the country
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How the University viewed RUMEP is not
important to him. What is important is being
able to get what he wants from the relevant
authorities.

He is prepared to deal with alot of conflict to
get what he warts.

The long term sustainability of RUMEP is of
great concern to him and he will fight any
battle to ensure thet the project achieves this.

He believes that he has a moral responsibility
to work only with teachers in the Eastern
Cape.

Working in the Eastern Cape is more
manageable than working in the whole
country.



M47: ...it' s significant that it’s one of the few
Maths only FDE’s. Wits, of course has Maths
Sience and English, UPE has Maths
Science. We have Maths alone. Secondly it's
got this built in module of INSET work,
you'vegot to doitinthefield. So | thinkit'sa
singular FDE in many ways, whether it will
stay that way | don’t know. It’s coming up for
review now and..but it's fulfilled exactly
what | (emphasis) wanted, my vision.

M48:. Don't just go for an accredited
qualification...Go for an accredited
gualification that will not only help the
professional development of teachers but it
will also make a difference in the
classroom...I think...our underlying
philosophy is “ do things that will help the
teachers do better maths” .

M49: | try to work from what | see as the
needs out there and so OK, if we're going to
do any good in terms of education, other than
just produce students with better
qualifications, what are we going to do. So
working from my perceived needs of the
situation and of course constant feedback
from the people out there. The employment of
Tom was a direct result of somebody saying,
you need to provide support, as it is you're
only doing half the job.

He believes that the FDE offered by RUMEP
isunique. It is precisely what he had wanted.

Enabling teachers to do better mathematics in
the classroom is fundamentally important for
him. He feels strongly that smply providing a
mechanism that allows teachers to become
academically qualified without improving
teaching practice is useless. This does not fit
into hisvision for the RUMEP FDE.

It is not acceptable to him that the people on
the ground perceive RUMEP as an
organisation that does not deliver a complete
service. Doing half a job in their eyes is
untenable and hewill strive to rectify this.
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M50: So JA trying to make a differenceis one
thing. Trying to get teachers professional
development is another clear god, these are
very clear goalsin my mind in terms of how |
see the Unit, it's very much a Professional
Development Unit, as | say, asdistinct froma
Policy-making Unit, or just simply a
research-based Unit. Could have gone that
route if we wanted to, let’s just do research,
let's get researchers and stay and do
research, high-powered research. Could have
done that, chose not to. ‘Cause | didn’t think
that was really what was wanted, having
wor ked with the teachers.

M51: And | think coming from experience
because prior to starting up RUMEP | wasin
the Education department and | worked with
the, what | would call privileged, white
students. And often referred to as the
princesses, you know. And they were
princesses you know, they were girls from
very privileged backgrounds that didn’t know
anything about the other side of education in
this country. And when | introduced them to
People's Education and Black Education,
some of them went straight home in a state of
despair...Now this is a cultural shodk for
many of the white students, you know their
whole lives have been in a protected home
environment, a secure school environment,
all white, usually all girls and they would
come to university, stay in very nice cosy
res's, well looked after and then come bang
up against the reality of what education is for
most people in this country.

M52: Well they didn’t want to part with that,
this was not why they had come to University,
they wanted to go back into the system
exactly. So it came as a shock, a real shock
for them.

He sees RUMEP as a professional
development unit. This was a deliberate
decision that he made because he believed
that thisiswhat the teachers wanted.

Making privileged students aware of the
realities of Black Education was a pivotal
experience for him. He did not shy away from
the emotional impact that it would have on
the students.

The students he was teaching wanted to
perpetuate the system with which they were
familiar.
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M53: And my experience was you know, most
people in this country go through this sort of
education; tough, underprivileged,
disadvantaged. And that’s what it’'s like for
most people.

M54: And | realised that it wasn't a Policy
Unit to decide that something has to be done,
it was let’s get down and do something about
it, hands-on, hard-work, exhausting work,
difficult work.

M55:; And some people might say it's not, it
should not have been your work, it’s the work
of the government but you know in those
early years there was nothing going on, by
the government. Very little going on, in fact
the government officials all those people in
that photograph up there are subject
advisors, said they would like us to do the
work. Because we had the expertise and the
experience and the know-how. We used to run
their workshops for them. And we felt and |
believe that was what was needed (emphasis).

M56: Well other people think “ well if you are
a, an Institute of the University shouldn’t you
be doing University type things which is
research and developing policy”. Research
on education, research on maths education
and policy and, and planing what might take
place, writing papers on what could happen
and that was not my feeling about what we
should do. Because | felt that the greater need
was those teachersand those kids.

M57: ...mean you’'ve been to a farm school
and you see absolutely nothing you feel
you’ ve got to do something about it.

He is very aware of that, for most people in
South Africa, education is tough and
disadvantaged.

For him, doing something, however hard, to
improve education for the majority of people
is far more important than deciding what it is
that should be done.

He determines where his responsibilities lie.
He knows what expertise and experience is
needed by the people on the ground. He will
strive to ensure that these people have access
to that expertise and experience despite the
fact that other people tell him that thisis the
responsibility of government.

He believes that work needs to be done with
teachers and children. He does not care that
other people may fed differently.

He wants to work with teachers and children
who have absolutely nothing. He feels that he
has to do something for them.
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M58: | can remember some of the feeling that
| have for the farm schools. | mean the one
which had no ceiling, dung floors, no panes
in the window, rural setting, a nice rural
setting. And | remember taking one of the
heads of the SABC now. And of course he
wanted to write a story about it, you know
kids having to walk milesfor school etcetera,
etcetera.

M59: And | said wait a bit, just look and see
what they’'re doing, what they're learning in
Maths....And it was a mature teacher she
wasn't a young bright thing but she was
doing the right sort of things..the kids were
working things out for themselves. And then
he suddenly realised that these kids could
think and do things for themselves because
the more he asked them to do, the more they
could do. And that absolutely amazed him.
And of course they go on with out anybody
telling them what to do, they just got on and
did things. Used our materials, did problem-
solving... So we were doing the right sort of
things for those kids

M60: So thisis why, thisiswhat | say istied
up with leadership, sensitise people to things
all the time. Talking, keep communication
going. No | talk to you but le’'s just talk
informally what about, what’ happening. And
| think there’sa lat of that.

M61: And in terms of leadership | think
collegiality is a very important issue. | think,
you know um within universities you can
become very compartmentalised in your
office, | do my little research and | do my
little teaching and that’s my domain. Don’t
you interfere with me, that’s what | do. Now
that’ s not the ethic of this place.

He recognises that there is a complete lack of
the basic infrastructure in most schools. He
also realises that thisis what most people see.

He is concerned with doing the right things o
that children can have a positive, meaningful
experience of mathematics learning.

He believes that should be making people
aware of what is happening in education all
the time. He does this by ensuring that he
spends time chatting to his staff on an
informal basis.

He encourages the staff to support each other.
He does not want them to become isolated
from each other.
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M62: People support, work together and
share ideas and have a common view all the
time, a common view, a collegial view of
what we're doing and why we're doing it.
And there’s a certain dynamic to this you
know when there’'s a tough nut to crack,
people support each other.

M63: | think it's, everybody's strength
contributes to the whole. And everybody has
a strength and we don't all have the same
strengths but everybody contributes to the
whole.

M64: For example | know that er we have
funders visit, we' ve got to make presentations
to funders, I’ ve gat to select which people are
going to make presentations to funders, I've
got to select which people are going to make
the presentations and | select carefully apart
from myself. Cause | know the sort of impact
they’'re going to have. So but | mean, | tell
them that we've got funders and this is what
they want to hear. They might want to hear
about the farm schools, they might want to
hear about your materials, whatever it is.
You've got to get the people whose strength
and whose responsibility it is.

By working together, he believes that the
staff develop a common view of what they
are doing and why they are dang it. This
enables them to support each other when
thereisachallengeto face.

He believes that each staff member makes a

unique contribution to the RUMEP
programmes.
He redises that the people who are

responsible for the various programmes
should be the ones who give input into
important meetings.
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M65: And | mean round the table here when
we have visitors, | don't, | don’t talk myself. |
could, | could take, | could dominate the
whole thing if | wanted to but | get people to
speak about what they're doing. | suppose
what I’'m saying is people must take a shared
responsibility. Or certainly take a
responsibility not necessarily a shared one
but a responsibility. | think this is what 1I'm
saying. A responsibility for what they're
doing and the contribution that they're
making. And | think um making sure that they
know that they're appreciated er genuinely
for what they’re doing. But | suppose the best
appreciation comes from the clients
themselves doesn't it, either the kids in the
classroom or the teachers in the class. And
then that’ s reassuring.

M66: But | suppose being sensitive and
aware as much as anything, you know aware
of what needs to be done, by whom, when and
perhaps providing a model. | think that’s an
important aspect. | try as far as possible to
provide a model that er, other people can
respect. That |, | expect others to work hard,
to do what they're required to do, to do more
than they're required to do. But er, I'm
inclined to do that myself, so | can say | do it,
it's what | expect of you too. And | think in
many ways it works, everybody works hard in
this unit, there’s no denying it. And | don’t
have to say “now come on pull your socks
up”. I've never ever had to say that once.
Everybody does it, the admin staff to
everything, everybody takes responsibility for
themsel ves.

MG67: And if things are not going quite right,
I’ ve got to get to the bottom of it and | get to
the bottom of it by talking about it.

He choses not to dominate important
meetings as doing so would erode the
responsibility he wishes the staff to have.

The staff need to know that he appreciates
their work, however he believes that the true
appreciation comes from the children and
teachers with whom the staff work.

He provides a model for how he expects his
staff to act. He believes that this is a model
worthy of respect. He works hard and putsin
more than is strictly required, and his staff do
the same.

He solves problems by talking about them.
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M68: But one of the lady’s who came in here
came from, | think a sophisticated
background in Port Elizabeth, and when she
started work here the job was clearly
secondary to the social life and the status of
being in the university. So | think we had to
sit down and talk. What are her priorities,
where did she see herself going, what did she
see, those sort of things. And what are the
problems to this. And so we had to, we had to
talk through this so that everybody
understood what it was that | was wanting
from them. And | had to make clear that the
commitment to RUMEP was a priority, it's
not just a job, you have to be committed to
what you're doing. And | think er, and then er
the fact that she’s got responsibilities, big
responsibilities now, where she can operate
on her own, she's, she's doing fine and she's
meeting those responsibilities very well. But
it's, it'sa period of adjustment to get into it.

M69: As | say, when she first came she was
competent in everything else but then she
started to become er very, very difficult to
work with. 1 mean | couldn't tell her
anything, nobody could tell her anything. So
she would just um, live and work in her own
little world, without much being done, |
suppose being pretty disruptive to what we
were trying to do.

M70: | mean, | mean that was that was the
one of those hiccups and of course leadership
is in most respects working with people and
in fact that is one of the most difficult things
to get productivity and cohesion and co-
operation from people.

He stresses that working at RUMEP is not
just a job. It requires commitment and
dedication. John ensures that the staff are
made fully aware of the commitment that is
required.

The staff are expected to meet their
responsibilities. If they do not and he feds
that he cannot talk to them about it he
becomes frustrated. He believes that this
disrupts the work being done by other staff
members.

For him, the most difficult aspect of
leadership is getting people to form a
cohesive, coopeaative team.
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M71: And your not going to get it all the time.
Er, people get upset about things, people feel
that they're not being recognised sometimes,,
people don't fedl, thisis not the direction that
they feel that they want to go in. But that’s
too bad, that’s too bad. S er because if we, if
we waver that much we will never have a
clear direction, | think that’s the problem and
we | think we've got to be sympathetic and
we' ve got to listen to people’ s concerns but er
still try and be, I’ve got to keep the bigger
picture in mind of where we are going.

If other people do nat like the direction that
he choses for RUMEP thet is tough. He feels
strongly that he gives the organisation a clear
focus and if he were to take into account
every body’s ideas the organisation would be
disadvantaged.
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