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ABSTRACT This paper reports the findings of the small-scale study on the effectiveness of participative management
(PM) as perceived by parents, learners, teachers, community leaders, members of the school governing body and the
principal in one school in the Free State, a province of South Africa. Questionnaires were used to gather data and responses
were tabulated using the SPSS. The questionnaires were completed by two hundred and eighty two (282) respondents out
of three hundred and twenty (320) issued out, resulting in a response rate of 88.1%.  The study examined the correlation
between the indicators of PM effectiveness and stakeholders’ levels of trust. Findings show that the following indicators
of PM effectiveness were significantly related to stakeholders’ levels of trust: importance of sub-committee structures,
satisfactory composition of the school governing body (SGB), adequacy of information for SGB decision-making, adequacy
of time for doing SGB business, SGB influence on teaching and learning, and overall SGB functioning. It is suggested
that school leaders wishing to enhance the levels of trust among the stakeholders should consider these indicators of PM
effectiveness in carrying out their leadership duties and responsibilities.

INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, principals throughout the world
have been the main decision-makers at school
level. This situation has been particularly evi-
dent in a number of countries such as Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and
parts of the United States of America (Imber et
al. 1990; Griffin 1995; Jonston 1997). During
the past 20 to 30 years there has been a major
shift towards participative management (PM) in
schools (Hart 1995; Mosoge and Van der Wes-
thuizen 1998; Gultig and Butler 1999; Mabaso
and Themane 2002; Bush and Heystek 2003a).
These authors have called for greater participa-
tion in decision-making as a progressive way of
making schools more democratic and more effi-
cient.

In South Africa, for example, the new demo-
cratic government published a White Paper 2 on
the organisation, governance and funding of
schools. The aim was to help foster democratic
school governance (by involving all of its stake-
holders, including parents and learners, who are
democratically elected). Democratic school gov-
ernance is introduced by a structure that involves
all the stakeholder groups in active and respon-
sible roles to encourage tolerance, rational dis-
cussion and collective decision-making. From
this White Paper emanated the 1996 South Afri-
can Schools Act (Act 84 of 1996), which became
operative at the beginning of 1997 and mandated

that all public schools in South Africa must have
democratically elected School Governing Bod-
ies (SGBs) comprised of principals, educators,
non-teaching staff, parents and learners, the lat-
ter applicable only in secondary schools. As a
result, the nature and extent of school decision-
making have changed. Decision-making at sch-
ools is now characterised by greater participa-
tion of all stakeholders. Parents, teachers, learn-
ers and non-teaching staff and stakeholders who
are elected to serve on the school governing bod-
ies become school governors. The term “stake-
holders” is based on the assumption that certain
groups and individuals have an interest, or a
“stake”, in the activities of an institution. Accord-
ing to Bush and Heystek (2003a), stakeholders
are all those people who have a legitimate inter-
est in the continuing effectiveness and success
of an institution.

Although collaborative processes are increas-
ingly called for as part of reform efforts in
schools, these processes will not come about in
an authentic form if the people involved do not
trust one another. Principals who do not trust their
teachers will not share authority and responsi-
bility. Teachers who do not trust one another will
not give over a measure of their autonomy in
order to collaborate with others. School person-
nel who do not trust parents will guard against
giving them a real voice in decision affecting the
school.

Research has been conducted in schools op-
erating under PM (Blase and Blase 2000; Crans-
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ton 2001; Bush and Heystek 2003b; Van Wyk
2004; Mncube 2007). However, little of this re-
search has focused on schools in rural areas.
Policy based on democratic principles has taken
some time to filter down to rural schools. There-
fore, the research which aimed at investigating
the extent to which stakeholders in rural schools
perceive and implement PM was timeous and
necessary. This study attempts to build empiri-
cal evidence linking indicators of effective par-
ticipative management to trust levels of stake-
holders in rural schools. The study sought to in-
vestigate whether effective participative manage-
ment affects trust levels of stakeholders in rural
schools. More specifically the study aims to:
1. determine the stakeholders’ perceptions of

the operational effectiveness of PM
2. assess the levels of trust that stakeholders

have in those who implement PM
3. find out whether the indicators of PM ef-

fectiveness are related to the stakeholders’
levels of trust.

The paper posits that a significant factor in
constructing a climate that supports collabora-
tion in school is building an atmosphere of trust.
This paper first briefly discusses how PM and
building of trust contribute to better school or
organisation outcomes. Next, the methodology
and research design are described before the
findings and the discussions are explained. Mo-
reover, the respondents’ perceptions on the ef-
fectiveness of PM were considered. The stake-
holders’ levels of trust in the practice of PM were
also investigated. Finally, these perceptions on
the effectiveness of PM were related to the levels
of trust among the stakeholders before the
conclusions were presented.

ADOPTING PM FOR BETTER
ORGANISATION OUTCOMES

The shift to PM in the workplace is both in-
evitable and necessary (Gultig and Butler 1999;
Mabaso and Themane 2002; Bush and Heystek
2003a). PM, as used in this study, refers to the
involvement of various stakeholders in the gov-
ernance of schools through their membership in
a school governing body (SBG). However, SGB
is but one example of PM. Practising participa-
tory management has been long acknowledged
as an essential ingredient in the quest for better
schools. In characterising successful schools,
researchers commonly list five school-level fac-

tors, which include collaborative planning/col-
legial work and parental/community participa-
tion (Marzano 2003). Golarz and Golarz (1995:
3) assert that “high levels of parental involve-
ment and support, collaborative collegial instruc-
tional planning, individual school autonomy and
the resulting flexibility” are effective school char-
acteristics that justify the implementation of par-
ticipatory management. In fact, Cheng and
Cheung (2003) have observed that efforts to en-
hance organisational effectiveness since 1990s
have featured participative management. As
Caldwell and Spinks (1992: 131) point out, se-
curing a “synergy of communities” is the key to
attainment of educational benefits. It should be
noted, however, that attempts to involve stake-
holders should be geared beyond mere partici-
pation but towards meaningful involvement (Wa-
ters et al. 2003).

Research findings show that allowing stake-
holders to take part in decision-making yields
salutary results. These results are job satisfac-
tion (Robert 2000; Spence-Laschinger and Fine-
gan 2004), perceived organisational support
(Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002; Kim 2002; Lau
and Lim 2002), the extension of stronger sup-
port to realise the goals (Gamage 1996), better
decisions and greater efficiency (Hoy and Tarter
1993; Gamage 1996), organisational citizenship
behaviour (Eisenberger et al. 1990), labour-man-
agement relations (Ospina and Yaroni 2003), job
performance (Lau and Lim 2002; Ming 2004),
employee satisfaction, motivation, morale and
self-esteem (Hargreaves and Hopkins 1991),
identifying and solving problems (Blasé and
Blasé 2001), establishment of strong networks
among the members (Hargreaves 2001), open
communication (Blase and Blase 2001; Saunders
and Thornhill 2003), and supportive and col-
legial behaviour of the leader (Hoy and Tarter
1993). Moreover, researchers claim that better
decisions and greater efficiency are reached since
issues are discussed extensively through open
communication among people with varying view-
points involved in participative set-ups (Harg-
reaves and Hopkins 1991; Beyerlein  et al. 2003;
Wong 2003).

Another noteworthy impact of PM is that par-
ticipants tend to have a sense of ownership of
change initiatives and eventually offer stronger
support to realise the goals of such efforts (Gam-
age et al. 1996). Implementing participative man-
agement practices is also known to yield the
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following benefits: administrators cannot easily
manipulate people, teachers are given a sense of
control over their own working lives and power
inequities are balanced (Harchar and Hyle 1996),
and, finally, additional resources become avail-
able to the organisation (Lienhart and Willert
2002).

Then how can a person be identified as a par-
ticipatory manager? A study conducted by Larry
Greiner in the early 1970s rated thirty-nine lead-
ership characteristics based on what 157 manag-
ers thought of PM. Managers chose ten charac-
teristics they felt were representative of a par-
ticipatory manager. Ranked in order, from the
most to the least participative, the characteris-
tics are:
1. Gives subordinates a share in decision-

making.
2. Keeps subordinates informed of the true

situation, good or bad, under all circum-
stances.

3. Stays aware of the state of the organisation’s
morale and does everything possible to
make it high.

4.  Is easily approachable.
5. Counsels, trains and develops subordinates.
6. Communicates effectively with subordi-

nates.
7. Shows thoughtfulness and consideration of

others.
8. Is willing to make changes in ways of doing

things.
9. Is willing to support subordinates even when

they make mistakes.
10. Expresses appreciation when a subordinate

does a good job (Albanese 1975).

Barriers to Participatory Management

Barriers to PM are usually of three types: con-
trollable, uncontrollable and capable of being
influenced. Controllable factors may include in-
adequate time with employees as well as lack of
training and interest on the part of employees.
Uncontrollable factors may be the reputation of
the department, structure of media services, and
the area of service within the organisation. Bar-
riers that may be influenced may be a lack of
knowledge in PM by a supervisor, an organi-
sational climate that is not conducive to PM, and
a supervisor who is unwilling to spend the time
to practice PM (Shagoli et al. 2010).

Trust in Organisations

Apart from PM, enhancing levels of trust
within an organisation bestows a variety of ben-
efits (Blase and Blase 2001; Tschannen-Moran
2001). “Trust” as used in this paper refers to
someone who feels confident and assured in al-
lowing something to be in the care or control of
another.  Bryk and Schneider (2002) argue that
allowing relational trust to grow in a school com-
munity triggers the effective interplay between
the various factors towards academic productiv-
ity. In fostering trust, certain aspects of partici-
patory practices have been found to be essential.
These practices are open communication (Hof-
fman et al. 1994; Blase and Blase 2001; Saunders
and Thornhill 2003), and the supportive and col-
legial behaviour of the leader (Tschannen-Moran
and Hoy 1998; Lichtenstein 2000; Waters et al.
2003).

A variety of benefits can be derived by orga-
nisations that can foster an atmosphere of trust
(Tschannen-Moran 2001). To stress the value of
trust in schools, Blasé and Blasé (2001: 23)
wrote: “The reward of a trusting environment is
immeasurable, yet the price of lack of trust is
dear.” The authors add that when there is trust,
people are able to work together in identifying
and solving problems. Siegall and Worth (2001)
report that greater the trust in the administration,
the more positive work outcomes among faculty
members. In high-trust groups, the socially gen-
erated uncertainty is minimal and problem solv-
ing is more effective (Tschannen-Moran 2001).
Hargreaves (2001) argues that high levels of trust
hasten the establishment of strong networks
and collaborative relations among the members
and stakeholders in a school rich in social capi-
tal. As Coleman (1988: 101) notes, “a group with-
in which there is extensive trust is able to ac-
complish much more than a comparable group
without trustworthiness and trust”.

Successful implementation of school based
management (SBM) or any form of school re-
newal is hinged on trust (Daniels 1996; Spilman
1996). Gamage (1998) states that in schools with
open climates, trust and confidence between the
teachers and students or the teachers and parents
in schools promote unity in the school commu-
nity and the attainment of greater school effec-
tiveness. When trust and collaborative spirit per-
vade at faculty meetings, collegiality is fostered
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(Edwards et al. 2002). Additionally, Tschannen-
Moran (2001) argues that people who have stron-
ger trust in the organisation’s decision makers
tend to be more satisfied with their level of par-
ticipation.

There is evidence that trust contributes to
organisational effectiveness in schools. Unline
et al. (1998) revealed the link between trust and
school effectiveness by demonstrating that the
expressive factors of trust and a healthy school
climate made as great contribution to school ef-
fectiveness as the more instrumental factors of
standardised student scores. In addition, teach-
ers’ trust in their principal as well as in their col-
leagues has been linked to the effectiveness of
school (Tarter et al. 1995). Trust in colleagues
has been found to have a significant impact on
student achievement in elementary schools
(Goddard et al.2000). The climate of the school
can be one that cultivates trust or that makes
trust difficult to foster. Openness in the school
climate and healthy interpersonal relationships
tend to foster a climate of trust (Tarter et al.
1995). Healthy interpersonal relationships have
been related to participation in decision making
in schools (Sabo et al.1996).

Similarly, a study of trust-effectiveness pat-
terns in 79 American Midwestern schools con-
cluded that high trust among parents and teach-
ers in a high socio-economic status school leads
to a positive belief in teacher efficacy, facilitat-
ing effective school structures and high academic
performance (Forsyth et al. 2006). Forsyth and
colleagues (2006) also found that parents’ trust
influences academic performance more than the
teachers’ trust.

Indeed, it can be concluded that fostering an
atmosphere of trust pays significant dividends
for schools. Improved effectiveness, communi-
cation, organisational citizenship and student
achievement are worthy ends. An additional ben-
efit may be the ability to create more genuine
forms of collaboration between the principal and
teachers, between teacher colleagues, and be-
tween parents and the school. Therefore, trust
brings about salient benefits to the organisation
in the form of better performance outcomes.

The next section of this article briefly dis-
cusses the methodology and design, context of
the study, the characteristics of the participants
and the derivation of the measurement instru-
ments used.

METHODOLOGY  AND RESEARCH
DESIGN

The study employed the correlational research
design. In correlational studies, the basic aim is
to measure and describe a relationship between
two variables by determining the magnitude and
direction of such a relationship, if any exists
(Pagano 1998; Gravetter and Wallnau 2004). The
relationships do not necessary suggest causation.

The Context of the Study

Research was conducted in a public school
located in a rural village in the Free State, a prov-
ince of South Africa. The majority of the learn-
ers attending the school come from a poor socio-
economic background. The local community
consists of a few working-class families and un-
employment rate in the area is very high. Sixty
to seventy per cent of learners qualify for fee
exemptions as parents are unable to pay the
school fees of R150 per annum. The school en-
rols 300 learners per year and classrooms are
inadequate, and as many as 60 learners some-
times have to be cramped into a single classroom.
The school has established a number of formal
structures that enable teachers, learners and par-
ents to become involved in the school and par-
ticipate in its decision-making. There is a strong
sense that these structures create considerable
opportunities for involving other stakeholders.
These structures include:
• The School Governing Body: This structure

is the strategic planning and monitoring
body whose members are elected by teach-
ers, learners and parents. It holds consider-
able responsibility for setting the broad
direction of the school, allocating resources
to support priorities and monitoring pro-
gress.

• The School Management Team (SMT): The
SMT comprises the principal, deputy prin-
cipal and heads of department. This team
manages day-to-day operational matters.

• The Class Parent Forum: This body com-
prises parent representatives for each class.
Members serving on the forum meet fort-
nightly with the principal or one of the de-
puty principals. The purpose is to provide
an opportunity to exchange ideas and share
information in an informal setting.

• The Learning Areas Management
Committee: The heads of department ser-
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ve on this committee which is assigned the
responsibility to develop an annual opera-
tional plan (including a budget) for the dif-
ferent departments. The school governing
body approves these plans.

• The Learners’ Representative Council: This
body represents learners on the school gov-
erning body.

• The Curriculum Development and Time
Table Committee: This committee comp-
rises teachers and heads of department and
is responsible for compiling a time table and
reviewing the curriculum.

The Free State Education Department regards
this school as one of the better rural schools in
the region. This is one of the reasons why the
school was selected for this study.

Participants

Respondents in this study came from one pub-
lic school located in the rural area of the Free
State. By involving only one school, the study is
not meant to be representative of the entire popu-
lation but aims to explore perceptions of the re-
spondents on the subject being pursued. Again,
the purpose of this study is to provide in detail
all that goes on in that school that has been se-
lected. The research study targeted all the stake-
holders, namely the school principal, parents,
teachers, school governing body, learners and the
community leaders. Random sampling was con-
ducted to select a representative sample of learn-
ers across all the grades in the school. Teachers
were purposefully selected taken into account
their work experience at the school. A random
sampling was also conducted to select a repre-
sentative sample of parents who have children
attending at the selected school. All other stake-
holders were selected through their representa-
tion on the school governing body (SGB).

The Data-Collection Instruments

The study was descriptive, involving quanti-
tative data collection and analysis. A question-
naire was used for data collection. In all, three
hundred and twenty (320) questionnaires were
distributed for data collection. The questionnaire
consisted of two parts. The first part was designed
to elicit data about the location and democratic
structures in place in the school and contained
closed questions (multiple-choice or yes/no ques-
tions). The second part of the questionnaire was

designed to elicit data following the aim of the
study and guiding research questions. The next
section discusses design of the questionnaire.

The Design of the Questionnaire Used for
Data Collection

A questionnaire, originally developed by
Gamage (1996c), was used with appropriate ad-
aptations to determine the respondents’ percep-
tions of the operational effectiveness of PM. The
23-item questionnaire included items on the re-
spondents’ personal information, the SGB deci-
sion-making processes, use of sub-committees
and the operation of the SGB. The questions were
mostly of the multiple-choice Likert-type with
open-ended questions in relevant areas.

Another questionnaire was designed to assess
the levels of stakeholders’ trust in the practice of
PM. An existing instrument for measuring trust
developed by Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) was
used with appropriate adaptations to suit the
needs of this research. A six-point Likert response
format (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =
slightly disagree, 4 = slightly agree, 5 = agree,
and 6 = strongly agree) was used.

Considering that the items used were taken
from questionnaires previously validated in ear-
lier research studies, no attempt was made to
undertake a pilot run of the questionnaire used
in this research. It was assumed that the ques-
tionnaire items used constitute a valid tool for
measuring the variables under study.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The questionnaire was completed by two hun-
dred and eighty two (282) respondents out of
three hundred and twenty (320) issued out, re-
sulting in a response rate of 88.1%. The next sec-
tions focus on the findings based on the research
questions.

The next section discusses the findings of the
first question of the aim of the study. The first
inquiry was an attempt to determine the stake-
holders’ perceptions of the operational effective-
ness of PM.

First Inquir y: Perceptions of the
Respondents on the Operational
Effectiveness of PM

The first research question focused on the
perceptions of the research respondents on the
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operational effectiveness of PM. Indicators of
PM effectiveness included composition of the
SGB, importance of the sub-committee structure,
power and authority of the SGB, information for
SGB to decisions, availability of time for SGB
business, SGB influence on teaching and learn-
ing and overall functioning of the SGB. The in-
dicators of effective PM are discussed below
together with the findings.

The next sections discuss the results of the
indicators of PM effectiveness as perceived by
participants.

Composition of the School Governing Body

Table 1 shows how the respondents viewed
the composition of the SGB. The results show
that almost 92.5% of the respondents viewed the
composition of the SGB as democratic and rep-
resentative of all the stakeholders (parents, teach-
ers, learners, and community leaders). It is inter-
esting to note that only 0.7% of the participants
found the composition of the SGB to be unsatis-
factory. The calculated average mean score in-
dicates 3.6132, where 5 = excellent and 1 = un-
satisfactory.

Table 1: Composition of the school governing body
(SGB)

Response rate Value Frequency Percent- Cumu-
age lative

percent-
age

No response 0 19   6.7 6.7
Unsatisfactory 1 2   0.7 7.4
Poor 2 0   0 7.4
Good 3 124 43.9 51.3
Very good 4 105 37.2 88.5
Excellent 5 32 11.4 100.0

Total 282 100.0

Mean: 3.6132

Table 2: The importance of the sub-committee
structur es

Response rate Value Frequency Percent- Cumu-
age lative

percent-
age

No response 0 22 7.8 7.8
Unsatisfactory 1 4 1.4 9.2
Poor 2 0 0 9.2
Good 3 120 42.5 51.7
Very good 4 100 35.5 87.2
Excellent 5 36 12.8 100.0

Total 282 100.0

Mean: 3.6154

The Importance of the Sub-Committee
Structures

Table 2 presents the perceptions of the par-
ticipants on the importance of sub-committee
structures. Again, 90.8% were highly satisfied
with the importance of the sub-committee struc-
tures (rating it as good, very good and excellent)
whereas only 1.4% found it to be unsatisfactory.
This result is similar to the findings by Gamage
and colleagues (Gamage et al. 1996) in the Vic-
torian effective schools, which is a virtual en-

dorsement of the committee structure as a very
useful feature of PM. The authors argue that the
existence of sub-committee facilitates the explo-
ration of alternative solutions, saves SGB time
and enables the wider participation of stakeholder
groups. The discussion that went on under the
context of the study demonstrated that the school
had established few committees and if used ap-
propriately will benefit the school.

Table 3: Power and authority vested in the SGB

Response rate Value Frequency Percent- Cumu-
age lative

percent-
age

No response 0 22 7.8     7.8
Not adequate 1 7 2.5   10.3
Adequate 2 240 85.1   95.4
Too much 3 13 4.6 100

Total 282 100.0

Mean: 2.0077

Power and Authority Vested in the SGB

Table 3 shows that adequate power and au-
thority were available to the SGB as claimed by
85.1% of respondents, with a mean of 2.0077 in
a scale of 1 - 3 with 3 indicating too much power.
Too much power and authority were found to be
vested in the SGB by 4.6% of participants, while
only 2.5% claimed that the SGB’ power and au-
thority was not adequate.

This suggests that the school principal was
willing to empower others in the pursuit of bet-
ter output. Considering the history of school prin-
cipals possessing high levels of power and au-
thority prior the introduction of the South Afri-
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can Schools Act (SASA), this finding implies that
the school principal on his own free will shared
the power and authority. However, this trend
contradicts the notion that empowering the for-
merly powerless is difficult because everyone
wished to be in control (Parish and Aquila 1996).

Table 4 shows that 91.0% of the participants
were highly satisfied with the amount and qual-
ity of information provided for decision-making
by rating their responses as excellent, very good,
and good as indicated in the table. This finding
suggests that information was made available to
the members of the SGB before they deliberated
on courses of action to be taken in improving the
school. Indeed, keeping communication channels
open is an important factor for the success of
school councils (Gamage and Pang 2003). Con-
sidering that school principals are the usual gate-
keepers of information flow, it can be said that
school principal involved in the study was will-
ing to share vital information with others, par-
ticularly with the members of the SGB. This
transparency is a positive contributor in encour-
aging stakeholders’ involvement in school level
policy-making, which the study was investigat-
ing.

Table 4: Availability of suf ficient information to enable
SGB to make effective decisions

Response rate Value Frequency Percent- Cumu-
age lative

percent-
age

No response 0 23 8.2     8.2
Unsatisfactory 1 1 0.4     8.6
Poor 2 1 0.4     9.0
Good 3 125 44.3   53.3
Very good 4 100 35.4   88.7
Excellent 5 32 11.3 100.0

Total 282 100.0

Mean: 3.6023

Table 5: Availability of time for  SGB business matters

Response rate Value Frequency Percent- Cumu-
age lative

percent-
age

No response 0 21 7.4     7.4
Inadequate 1 17 6.0   13.4
Barely adequate 2 24 8.5   21.9
Adequate 3 206 73.0   94.9
More than 4 14 4.9 100

adequate

Total 282 100.0

Mean: 2.8314

Availability of Time for SGB Business
Matters

As indicated in Table 5, 73% of the partici-
pants reported that there was adequate time allo-
cated for SGB to do school related business mat-
ters; 4.9% indicated that time was more than
adequate; 8.5% barely adequate; and 6.0% in-
adequate with a mean score of 2.8314. This find-
ing reveals that, generally, the SGB was able to
devote sufficient time for discussing problems

Table 6: Perceptions on the influence of the SGB on
teaching and learning

Response rate Value Frequency Percent-Cumu-
age lative

percent-
age

No response 0 20   7.1 7.1
It has deteriorated 1 0   0 7.1
It has made no 2 4   1.4 8.5

difference
It is insignificant 3 20   7.0 15.5
It has improved a 4 98 34.8 50.3

little
It has improved 5 140 49.6 100.0

significantly

Total 282 100.0

Mean: 4.4351

Perceptions on the Influence of the SGB on
Teaching and Learning

Table 6 shows the influence of the SGB on
the teaching/learning situation in the school as
perceived by the respondents. The results sug-
gest that 49.6% acknowledged that it has im-
proved significantly; 34.8% claimed that it has
improved a little; 7% said that it was insignifi-
cant whereas only 1.4% felt that the SGB has
not made any difference. The mean score of
4.4351 suggests that the SGB influence varied
from significant to little. Indeed, the majority
recognised that their efforts contributed to the
improvements in teaching and learning. Yet, we
need to be cautious since it is possible that the
respondents might have over-estimated their own
contributions. However, it is important to note
that the SGB has contributed to the issues con-
cerning teaching/learning.

and issues that were submitted for their consid-
eration.
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Perceptions of Participants on the Overall
Functioning of the SGB”

Table 7 shows how the participants perceived
the overall functioning of the SGB. It is interest-
ing to note that 90.2% of the participants were
satisfied with the overall functioning of the SGB
on the basis of their evaluation of the perfor-
mances as good, very good and excellent where-
as 1.5% considered the overall functioning as ei-
ther poor or unsatisfactory. The mean score of
3.5637 shows this high degree of satisfaction. In
this context, the experimental study affirms that
the stakeholder participation is a very useful tool
in leading and managing schools.

Table 7: Perceptions of participants on the overall
functioning of the SGB

Response rate Value Frequency Percent- Cumu-
age lative

percent-
age

No response 0 23 8.2 8.2
Unsatisfactory 1 1 0.4 8.6
Poor 2 3 1.1 9.7
Good 3 130 46.0 55.7
Very good 4 93 32.9 88.6
Excellent 5 32 11.3 100.0

Total 282 100.0

Mean: 3.5637

The next section addresses the second part of
the aim of this study. The second question was
an attempt to assess the levels of trust that stake-
holders have in the practice of PM.

Second Inquiry: The Stakeholders’ Levels of
Trust

The second research question sought to de-
termine the levels of trust of the stakeholders in
the implementation PM. The trust levels of the
282 respondents yielded a mean score and stan-
dard deviation equivalent to (M = 5.39, SD =
.575). In the scale ranging from 1 – 6 with 6 in-
dicating the highest level, it suggests that the
stakeholders had a high level of trust on the peo-
ple who are entrusted to implement PM. This re-
sult suggests that the stakeholders were inclined
to put themselves in the care of those who are
assigned to lead the school. In other words, the
stakeholders were confident that the school lead-
ers had the general welfare of everyone in the
school at heart.

In terms of the levels of trust of the specific
stakeholders, the mean and standard deviations
were (M = 5.45, SD = .553) for teachers; (M =
5.41, SD = .601) for learners; (M = 5.34, SD =
.624) for parents; and (M = 5.35, SD = .507) for
community leaders. The stakeholders’ levels of
trust were not significantly different on the basis
of their constituency. The F value for level of
trust and constituency was .244, p = .943. This
result indicates that the building of trust among
the stakeholders in the school was not related to
the constituency each stakeholder represented.
In other words, regardless of the type of stake-
holder involved in participatory management,
trust may either be increased or decreased on the
basis of their individual performance.

The last inquiry of this study was an attempt
to find out whether the indicators of PM effec-
tiveness are related to the stakeholders’ levels of
trust. The next section discusses the findings.

Third Inquiry: PM Effectiveness and Levels
of Trust

The third research question focused on the
relationships between the indicators of PM ef-
fectiveness and the stakeholders’ levels of trust.
The number of respondents (N) in Table 8 was
determined by adding frequencies to all the re-
sponse rate categories excluding frequencies to
no response category. Table 8 shows that the re-
spondents’ levels of trust were significantly cor-
related to their perceptions on the composition
of the SGB, the importance of the sub-commit-
tee structure, the adequacy of information for
SGB to make effective decision, the time avail-
able for SGB to deal with school-related busi-
ness matters, the influence of the SGB on teach-
ing and learning, and the overall functioning of
the SGB. Only their perception on the power and
authority granted to the SGB did not yield a sig-
nificant correlation with the levels of trust.

The stakeholders who indicated higher levels
of trust were moderately satisfied with the com-
position of the SGB and perceived the overall
SGB functioning to be effective. To a lesser de-
gree, trust levels were also found to be associ-
ated with the stakeholders’ perceptions of the
importance of the sub-committee structure and
adequacy of information and time for doing SGB
business. There was also a weak correlation be-
tween the level of trust and the stakeholders’ per-
ceptions of the SGB’s influence on teaching and
learning.
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Table 8: The correlation between the respondents’ levels
of trust and their perceptions of the effectiveness of
implementing PM

Indicators of PM effectiveness Trust levels

N PearsonSignifi-
correla- cance
tion (2-

tailed)

Composition of the SGB 263  .315** .000
Importance of sub-committee 260  .268** .000

structure
Power and authority of SGB 260 -.117 .059
Information for SGB decision- 259  .276** .000

making
Availability of time for SGB 261  .248** .000

business
SGB’s influence on teaching 262  .191** .002

and learning
Overall SGB functioning 259  .325** .000
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

This shows that respondents who reported
favourable perceptions of the composition of the
SGB, importance of the sub-committee structure,
adequacy of information for SGB decision mak-
ing, availability of time for SGB business, the
SGB’s influence on teaching and learning, and
overall SGB functioning were more likely to re-
port higher levels of trust while implementing
PM. This suggests that indicators of effective PM
can directly or indirectly affect the stakeholders’
level of trust.

Previous research studies appear to show re-
sults congruent with the findings of this study.
These previous research results confirm that trust
is enhanced when leadership behaviour is cha-
racterised as supportive (Tarter and Hoy 1998;
Tarter et al. 1989) and collegial (Tarter and Hoy
1998; Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 1998; Blase
and Blase 2001). Likewise, researchers have de-
clared that open communication fosters trust
(Blase and Blase 2001; Saunders and Thornhill
2003). Sharing of information, using committees,
providing adequate time for doing SGB business,
enabling SGB to be composed of members from
diverse stakeholders are examples of supportive
and collegial leadership behaviours.

That the perceived power and authority given
to the SGB did not significantly relate to the
stakeholders’ levels of trust is something future
implementers of PM should consider. Perhaps,
among the factors considered in this research,
enabling stakeholders to feel that they possess
the power and authority to influence school de-
cisions is the most difficult to accomplish. An-

other implication could be that the stakeholders
were still aware that in the PM model imple-
mented, school principals had the final authority
to make decisions.

CONCLUSION

The results indicate that the stakeholders
found the implementation of PM through the
SGB to be effective. The effectiveness of imple-
menting PM through the SGB as perceived by
the participants reinforces the finding that their
levels of trust were also high. Indeed, many fac-
tors affect the fostering of trust in the school.
However, this study has shown that, to some de-
gree, adequacy of time for SGB business, satis-
faction with the composition of the SGB, appre-
ciation of the role of committees, sharing of in-
formation, perceived influence on teaching and
learning, and overall satisfaction with the opera-
tion of the SGB significantly related to the trust
levels among the stakeholders.

It is therefore suggested that school leaders
wishing to enhance the levels of trust among the
stakeholders in their schools should endeavour
to achieve a balanced representation in the SGB,
utilise elected committees appropriately, share
more information with other stakeholders, pro-
vide adequate time for doing SGB business, and
focus on teaching and learning to make the over-
all functioning of SGB highly effective.
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