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ABSTRACT This paper presents the perspectives of three teachers from Rosemary Secondary School about their
experiences of participation in decision-making processes and the extent to which their participation had an effect
on teaching and learning in the classroom. The school is located in the Pinetown District in the province of
KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. Restructuring and decentralisation of authority from the national levels to local
levels has over the past 20 years or so, received increased attention worldwide including South Africa. This was
based largely on the belief that where decision-making powers have been decentralised to local levels, better
decisions and ownership prevail. However, the narratives from the teachers indicate that while decentralisation of
power to school level has become a common feature in South Africa, centralisation tendencies can still be observed

in certain schools such as Rosemary Secondary.

INTRODUCTION

Things have not changed. It is the oppres-
sion that has transferred from the central gov-
ernment to the principals and School Govern-
ing Bodies (Teacher from a Rural Secondary
School 2003).

The above extract was taken from a study
that was conducted by the two researchers in
2003. That study explored how changes in the
South African education policy in terms of lead-
ership, management and school governance had
affected teacher participation in decision-mak-
ing processes at school level. However, research
carried out in South Africa (Nelson Mandela
Foundation 2005; Brown and Duku 2008; Wade-
sango 2012; Mncube 2012; Bhengu and Ncwane
2014) has consistently shown that stakeholder
participation in decision-making (be it parents,
learners or teachers), has enjoyed limited suc-
cess despite various policy provisions for this. It
is now more than 20 years since the dawn of a
democratic dispensation in South Africa, yet
narratives that echo the sentiments contained
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in the extract above persist. It is the persistence
of such narratives in schools that motivated the
researchers to conduct this study.

This paper presents and discusses the re-
sults of a small-scale qualitative research project
that was conducted in Rosemary Secondary
School (pseudonym), in the Pinetown District,
in KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. This ethno-
graphic study was conducted between January
and October 2013, and formed a part of a three-
year research project which aims to understand
how school-based stakeholders are responding
to opportunities brought about by democracy-
driven policies in South Africa.These opportu-
nities include stakeholder participation in deci-
sion-making processes at local level. The study
reported here sought to understand the experi-
ences of teachers regarding their participation
in decision-making processes at their school. In
addition, the researchers sought to understand
whether or not teacher participation played any
role in influencing teaching and learning in their
classrooms. This paper begins by outlining the
background and policy context within which
leadership and management in schools in South
Africatoday operate.This is followed by a state-
ment of the problem and a brief description of
the conceptual frameworks that underpinned the
study. The methodological discussion follows,
and thereafter, the results of the study are pre-
sented and discussed. Conclusions and recom-
mendations bring the paper to a close.
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Policy Context in South Africa

Participatory decision-making is a phenom-
enon that is fast-growing not only in South Af-
rican schools but around the world (Tilbury 2009;
Mokoena 2011; Bagiva and Muhammad-Bashir
2014). The overarching assumption seems to be
that if decisions are made closer to the client,
better decisions will be made and greater satis-
faction and commitment among the subordinates
will prevail (Cheng and Cheung 2008; Lunen-
burg 2010). In the context of South Africa, par-
ticipation of relevant stakeholders in decision-
making processes has been cited in various pol-
icies and pieces of legislation such as the Con-
stitution of South Africa and South African
Schools Act (Republic of South Africa 1996a;
Republic of South Africa 1996b) as central to the
transformation of education in the country (Carl
2005). The new education policy requires princi-
pals to work in participative and democratic ways
to build relationships and ensure efficient and
effective service delivery (Department of Edu-
cation 1996). Various researchers (Mncube 2009;
Ndlovu 2011; Bhengu 2013) assert that the new
approach to leadership demands school princi-
pals to lead and manage in a consultative and
democratic manner. This view is supported by
empirical studies conducted elsewhere in the
world which consistently indicate that partici-
pative decisions-making leads to better deci-
sions and effective strategies for organizational
success (Bagiva and Muhammad-Bashir 2014).
Scholars such as Nazir et al. (2014) add another
dimension to the debate by highlighting knowl-
edge sharing as one of the benefits of participa-
tive decision-making processes.

In the past two decades, discourse about
teacher participation in decision-making process-
es has been linked to their job satisfaction (Wade-
sango 2012). For example, one position that jus-
tified a School-Based Management approach,
pointed to increased satisfaction levels of teach-
ers, parents and learners, and increases in edu-
cators’ professionalism (Ndlovu 2011; Wadesan-
g0 2012). Inasimilar study Lai (2014) found that
principal leadership was crucial for effective
changes to occur in the school context and also
that it occurred where teacher participation was
promoted.These findings are congruent with
Cheng and Cheung’s (2008) argument that the
involvement of teachers in decision-making is
facilitative of better decisions. While this posi-

tion does not mean that a clear link exists be-
tween participation and what happens in the
classroom, an empirical study conducted by
Wadesango (2012) among Zimbabwean teach-
ers has established a link between teacher par-
ticipation and their morale levels.

Statement of the Problem

Research (Mokoena 2011) reveals that in
some schools, principals do not permit their
subordinates’participation in decision-making
processes. Despite the benefits highlighted in
empirical studies cited in the sections above,
some schools do not seem to embrace the no-
tion of participative decision-making at the prac-
tical level in the schools. Internationally, there
has been an emphasis on decentralisation and
devolution of power to lower levels with the in-
tention to empower people to make decisions,
particularly about issues that directly affect them
(Bhengu 2005; Cheng and Cheung 2008; Wade-
sango Rembe and Chabaya et al. 2010). Howev-
er, there has been no agreement among scholars
about the motivation and the efficacy of decen-
tralisation of decision-making powers to the
schools. Wadesango et al. (2010) for instance,
observe that devolving decision-making power
to the schools has been used as means of im-
proving management of education, and also to
boost the teachers’ occupational morale.

The Concept Participation

According to Ife and Tesoriero (2006), two-
main view points have characterised the dis-
course of participation. The first viewpoint per-
ceives participation as means, while the second
viewpoint sees participation as end. Participa-
tion is seen as a means when it is used to achieve
predetermined goals or objectives, utilising ex-
isting resources to achieve the present objec-
tives (Ife and Tesoriero 2006).This view is
favoured by government departments because
it provides legitimacy to their community partic-
ipation policy imperative (Mbokazi and Bhengu
2012). The researchers’ view is that such form of
participation does not seek to involve all peo-
ple, and neither does it address the issues of
voice and life worlds more consciously. The fo-
cus here is more on achieving the objectives
and not on participation itself, thus participa-
tion becomes short-term and passive (Mbokazi
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and Bhengu 2012). Participation as an end, at-
tempts to empower people to participate more
meaningfully in projects that are meant for bet-
tering their lives, thus participation is long-term,
more active and dynamic (Ife and Tesoriero 2006).

Participative Decision-Making

There is no agreement among scholars about
what is meant by participative decision-making.
However, in the 21 century, there seems to be
broad agreement that participative management
entails the involvement of employees in setting
goals, resolving problems and making decisions
that affect the entire organization (Ho 2010). Fur-
thermore, Somech (2010) adds that participative
decision-making clarifies the form in which stake-
holders can participate and issues that stake-
holders should participate in. While Ho (2010)
focuses on participation as an individual activi-
ty, the researchers believe that participative man-
agement should be conceptualised at both indi-
vidual and collective levels. Issues of inclusive-
ness in the decision-making processes have been
highlighted by various scholars, such as Lunen-
burg (2010), Bagiva and Muhammad-Bashir
(2014) and Lai (2014), to mention a few. Empha-
sizing the importance of involving the people in
decision-making processes (Lunenburg 2010: 1)
characterises decision-making asa “people’s
process”. The implication of not including par-
ticipative decision-making in educational insti-
tutions is that teachers become demotivated, as
they feel alienated instead of feeling part of the
school. This can contribute towards poor hu-
man relations between school principals and
teachers which may ultimately result in them de-
veloping negative attitudes towards the school
(Wadesango 2012). It is against this backdrop
that greater involvement of individuals is called
for in order to improve schools (Lai 2014).

Democratic School Governance

Democratic school governance was deemed
relevant for the study, and it was used as a lens
to analyse the extent to which teachers, as one
of the stakeholders in the school and in gover-
nance thereof, participated in it. Democratic
school governance is a relatively new concept
in South Africa (Brown and Duku 2008) having
become prominent when the country became a

democracy in 1994. The promulgation of the
Schools Act, created a space for parents, learn-
ers and teachers to participate in the democratic
governance of their schools (Brown and Duku
2008; Mabovula 2009). This legislation devolved
certain powers from the national government to
the schools (Chaka 2008). These included the
authority to formulate and adopt school policy
on a range of issues such as budgeting, code of
conduct for learners, language policy, school
uniform, school-community relations, and cur-
riculum development programmes (Chaka 2008;
Swanepoel 2008; Mncube 2009).

The efficacy of school governance and con-
comitant concept of local participation is usual-
ly based on the assumption that decision-mak-
ing processes that are made closer to the people
affected by those decisions are better (Swanep-
oel 2008; Wadesango 2012; Bagiva and Muham-
mad-Bashir 2014; Lai 2014).This calls for a genu-
ine handing over and sharing of power with con-
comitant responsibility and accountability (Mn-
cube 2009). This is better facilitated where lead-
ership provides an environment where stake-
holders feel invited to participate (Bhengu
2013).Principles of effective professional learn-
ing and scholarly work of various authors sug-
gest that participative decision-making contrib-
utes to conditions that support the attainment
of the school’s collective goals.

Research Questions

+  What are the teachers’ experiences of par-
ticipation in decision-making processes at
school?

+ How does teacher participation in decision-
making processes affect teaching and learn-
ing at a secondary school in the Pinetown
District?

METHODOLOGY

This is an ethnographic qualitative study
which is located within interpretive research
paradigm. Ethnographic inquiry is qualitative,
naturalistic (Cohen et al. 2011; Bertram and Chris-
tiansen 2014) and is done in a way that the set-
ting within which the research participants work
is not disturbed or manipulated or controlled for
purposes of conducting research (Hammersley
and Atkinson 2007). A qualitative study is an
inquiry process of understanding a social or
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human problem, based on building a complex,
holistic picture, formed with words, reporting
detailed views of participants, and conducted in
anatural setting (Creswell 2012). This approach
was deemed relevant because what is being stud-
ied is happening in the lived-world of the teach-
ers. It enabled them to describe their lived expe-
riences relating to their participation in decision-
making in their schools.

The research site was purposively and con-
veniently sampled for participation in the study.
Purposive sampling entails the researchers’
handpicking the cases to be included in the sam-
ple on the basis of their judgement of their typ-
icality or possession of the particular character-
istic being sought (Cohen et al. 2011). The school
was chosen due to its easy accessibility and
also because it was in the Pinetown District. The
research project was introduced to the principal
and she gave the researchers the opportunity to
address the teachers. They in turn,volunteered
to participate as the researchers had explained
the purpose of the study.

Research participants comprised three teach-
ers, one head of department (HOD) and the
school principal in order to ensure a balanced
perspective from the school and for purposes of
data sources triangulation (Cohen et al. 2011).
Semi-structured interviews were used as the data
generation method. This method was chosen
because it enables participants to discuss their
interpretations of the world in which they live,
and to express how they regard the situations
from their own point of view (Kvale and Brink-
man 2009). Interviews were recorded using a dig-
ital voice recorder. Audiotaping is always pref-
erable because it provides a permanent record
of what was actually said instead of what the
interviewer thought was said (Slavin 2007). The
recorded data was transcribed and subjected to
qualitative content analysis and critical dis-
course analysis (CDA). Critical discourse anal-
ysis was used to analyse the voices of those
participants that wield power in the school such
as the principal and the HOD. This was preferred
because CDA is concerned mainly with the way
language is used in our engagements with the
world and our interactions with each other, there-
by creating and shaping social, political and
cultural formations (Hyland and Paltridge
2011).Throughout the study, ethical consider-
ations were observed. These included seeking
and obtaining ethical clearance from the re-

searchers’ university and also obtaining permis-
sion from the KwaZulu-Natal Department of
Education, the provincial education department.
Permission was also obtained from the principal
of the participating school, as well as, from indi-
vidual participants. Other issues such as the
principle of beneficence and non-maleficence
(Cohen et al. 2011) were also observed. For in-
stance, the school is referred to as Rosemary
Secondary School in order to protect the identi-
ty of the school and avoid any possible harm.

Profiling Rosemary Secondary School

The results of the study are presented in the
form of narratives of teachers, drawn from a case
study of one secondary school (Rosemary Sec-
ondary). Rosemary Secondary School is one of
the schools that are renowned for having suc-
cessfully implemented various policy changes
in response to broader transformation demands.
In addition, the researchers also have a friendly
relationship with the school principal and her
staff.

Rosemary Secondary School is a Quintile 4
school of a learner enrolment of 1300 learners
coming from a mix of socio-economic back-
grounds. These learners are accommodated in
48 classrooms including specialist rooms. The
quintile system is a funding formula used by the
Department of Education (DoE) to rank schools
in terms of economic conditions of the popula-
tion around it. This is done to assist the DoE in
determining the level of financial support it will
provide. The lower the quintile in which the
school belongs, the higher the level of funding
it will get, and vice versa (Bhengu 2013). The
staff complement consists of fifty-five educa-
tors, including the School Management Team
(SMT) comprising the school principal, two dep-
uty principals, five HODs, as well as, forty-six
teachers. In addition, there are three administra-
tion staff and three cleaning staff members.

RESULTS

The results are presented under four broad
themes, which are discussed below
(@ Teachers’ views about their participa-
tion in decision-making processes
(b) School management’s views about
teacher participation in decision-mak-
ing processes
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(€)  Nexus between teacher participation
and classroom practice

(d) Issues of decentralisation and central-
isation at Rosemary Secondary School.

DISCUSSION

(a) Teachers’ Views about their Participation
in Decision-making Processes at School

The three teachers that participated in this
study held a unanimous view that they hardly
made any inputs in this regard, nor are their in-
puts valued by the SMT. When the participat-
ing teachers were asked if they participated in
decision-making processes in the school, their
responses were largely negative. For instance,
Paul (not his real name), emphasising the domi-
nant role played by the SMT and the insignifi-
cant role played by the teachers in decision-
making, retorted:

Most of the time teachers are just told what
to do... When decisions are taken they are done
without our knowledge (Paul).

The sentiments expressed above were shared
by Mandy (not her real name), who argued that
actually, participation depended on where one
stands in the school hierarchy. Her views were
that the higher the position one occupies in the
school hierarchy, the greater the level of partic-
ipation and the higher the value ascribed to the
input. This is what she had to say:

One major reason for the situation where
people at lower levels in the hierarchy are, from
the perspectives of the teachers, is mainly due
to the fact that a top-down approach to man-
agement was used in the school (Mandy).

The top-down approach which dominates
the discourse in Rosemary Secondary School is
also shared by Daisy (another teacher in the
school, and not her real name). This is what she
had to say:

In my school the nature of decision-making
is a top-down approach. The people involved
in decision-making comprise the principal, the
two deputies, and Heads of Departments
(HODs)... We are in certain instances involved
in decisions such as choosing of prefects, that’s
all (Daisy).

The above-mentioned teachers expressed
what they respectively argued was a generally
held view among the teaching staff, namely, that
critical issues relating to curriculum content re-
mained the preserve of top management in the

school. These narratives are consistent with a
view that the level of participation in school de-
cisions depends on the position that one occu-
pies in the school hierarchy.

The view that teachers are excluded from
substantive issues such as engagement with
curriculum-related matters came out strongly
from the teachers. It can therefore be argued
that the school of thought expressed by Wade-
sango (2012) may be prevailing in Rosemary Sec-
ondary. Such a view holds that bureaucracies
impose restrains on individuals by refusing to
treat them as actors that are capable of self-di-
recting. Notwithstanding these negative senti-
ments, literature (Ndlovu 2011; Sello 2011; Wade-
sango 2011; Wadesango and Bagaya 2012) sug-
gests that teachers want to participate, particu-
larly on issues that directly affect them.

(b) School Management Views about
Teacher Participation in Decision-making

The previous section demonstrated that from
the teachers’ perspectives, teacher participation
is minimal, cosmetic and did not carry any value
for the school management. While the experi-
ences of the teachers regarding their participa-
tion are negative, the SMT disputed this. The
HOD for instance, argued that teachers were in-
volved at all levels of management in the school
and also in a variety of aspects, including cur-
riculum and extra-mural activities. Mrs. Smith
(not her real name and one of the HODs), had
this to say:

They are involved in every level from class-
room, to the staffroom to the HODs; deputy prin-
cipals; the principal’s offices and on the sports
fields and other extra-curricular and co-cur-
ricular arenas. For example, teachers decide
on which code of sports they would like to be
involved in (Mrs Smith).

While this view may be laudable, the HOD
was quick to highlight the importance of man-
agement in making the final decision in the
school. She argued that teachers participated
like any other stakeholder in the school realise,
but also maintained that teachers should realise
that there are areas, which are the preserve of
management. This is what she said:

All stakeholders have the right to be included
in the decision-making processes. However, cer-
tain decisions are the role function of manage-
ment and should be respected by the teachers.
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The views expressed by the HOD were also
shared by the school principal (Mrs Singh, not
her real name). She too argued that teachers are
legitimate stakeholders in the school and that
they should participate in decision-making on
matters of interest to them. However, as the HOD
had argued, the school principal emphasised the
view that there are limits to the teachers’ partic-
ipation, thereby creating boundaries to their
participation. Articulating this point, the princi-
pal had this to say:

We must invite them all to participate in
decision-making. Having said that, we involve
all of these members but we have to understand
that there are limits to participation and one of
the areas of tension is when people, be it the
learners or the teachers in particular, assume
that all decisions have to have their stamp of
approval before implementation (Mrs Singh).

The first thing to note is that the principal
says ‘we invite them to participate’. This raises
questions about who wields power in the school
and who decides about who should be involved
in activities in the school. The words “we have
to understand that there are limits to partici-
pation” suggest that the school principal and
her management team enjoy the powers of cre-
ating boundaries regarding when the teachers
can or should participate. In addition, these
words suggest that as much as the HOD and the
school principal maintain that teachers partici-
pate in decision-making, such participation, in-
variably depended on the benevolence of the
school management.

(c) Nexus Between Teacher Participation and
Classroom Practice

There was no unanimity among the partici-
pants regarding the nexus between teacher
participation and classroom practice. Some of
the participating teachers claimed that there was
a direct but complex relationship between their
participation in decision-making and their teach-
ing in the classroom. The link was perceived to
be direct in so far as it related to the environ-
ment within which they worked. The teachers
argued that the environment had to be condu-
cive to effective teaching and learning. For in-
stance, when Paul was asked if participation had
an effect on the teaching and learning situation,
his response was emphatically to the affirma-
tive. This is what he had to say:

It does affect teaching and learning. When
you have a teacher who is happy, a teacher
who feels that he is valued, and who feels that
they are bringing something to the table so to
speak,you have a happy teacher, a productive
teacher, a teacher who will attend school regu-
larly and give off his or her best (Paul).

This extract indicates that when teachers feel
that they are acknowledged and recognised as
people of value to the school, they become mo-
tivated, and when they are motivated they tend-
ed to be more productive. This narrative is con-
sistent with views, which argue that participa-
tion encourages ownership of decisions, belong-
ing and commitment to the organisation (Wade-
sango 2012).However, when the same question
was posed to Daisy (one of the three teachers
that participated in the study), she retorted by
saying that *““decision-making doesn’t affect
learner performance!”” This implies that the pres-
ence or absence of participative decision-mak-
ing may not have anything to do with the learn-
ers or how they learn. However, she was very
quick to add that if decision-making was inclu-
sive of the teachers, learners would benefitas a
result of what teachers would do. Mandy also
took a hypothetical position regarding what
teacher participation would do to their teaching.
This is what she said:

It will make schools better centres of teach-
ing and learning. Teachers will want to come
to school in the morning. Teachers will want to
do something if they were consulted about
issues.

The above extract highlights the issue of the
environment which promotes or discourages the
teaching staff from performing at optimum lev-
els. Commenting on this issue, Daisy explained,
“We will be motivated to establish better meth-
ods of teaching and learning.” The narratives
that have been expressed in this study seem to
suggest that while there may be no clear and
direct relationship between decision-making and
learner achievement, there seems to be an agree-
ment among the three teachers that teacher mo-
rale and teacher participation in decision-mak-
ing are closely related. Mandy for instance,
shares the view that not only morale and teach-
ing and learning are closely related, but also that
teacher morale was very low in their school. On
the issue of teacher morale and participation in
decision-making, Mandy had this to say:



WHEN DECENTRALISATION BECOMES CENTRALISATION 15

Staff morale is low and it has a negative
impact on our work output. When teachers are
not part of that decision-making, they tend to
resist those decisions or implement it but not to
the full extent. For example, since teachers were
not consulted upon on the policy for late com-
ing for teachers, some teachers come in when
the bell rings for the assembly; some do not
(Mandy).

The above extract is congruent with views
expressed by a number of scholars. For instance,
Somech (2010) found that participatory ap-
proaches to decision-making encouraged teach-
ers to engage in more innovative practices and
pedagogy. Furthermore,research conducted by
scholars such as San Antonio and Gamage (2007)
and Nazir et al. (2014) revealed that participative
decision-making was positively linked to teach-
er performance in the classroom. Other scholars
such as Cheng and Cheung (2008) and Wade-
sango (2011), express a similar view and pro-
pose that when teachers actively participate in
decision-making processes, their willingness to
implement those decisions increases, thereby,
promoting educational productivity. This litera-
ture again is pointing to the conditions under
which the teachers work and how such condi-
tions affect the way they perform their duties.

It is evident that teachers that participated
in this study had a low morale in Rosemary Sec-
ondary School. The dissatisfaction of some of
the teachers was reflected in their work ethic at
school. It has been emphasised by motivation
theorists that dissatisfied workers do not deliv-
er the goods. This happens because dissatis-
fied workers are not excited about work (Lai 2014).

(d) Issues of Decentralisation and
Centralisation at Rosemary Secondary School

The crux of this study lies in the interroga-
tion of the interplay between decentralisation
and centralisation tendencies at school level. In
the context of South Africa, powers to do cer-
tain things such as admissions policy, language
policy were transferred to the schools through a
process of decentralisation of power and au-
thority. However, this may not necessarily mean
that such powers are distributed to all stake-
holders within the school but may be retained
by the school principal. In that instance, cen-
tralisation of decision-making power may be at
play. The extract presented in the introduction

would make more sense in this scenario. It is
noteworthy that the school principal highlights
the legal framework for stakeholder participa-
tion. In other words, decentralisation has en-
sured that various stakeholders at school level
enjoy some powers to do certain things. How-
ever, the school principal’s responses seem to
suggest that some form of centralisation occurs
in her school. Justifying the need for teacher
participation in decision-making, the principal
emphasised the legal basis for this, and this is
what she had to say:

Concepts such as democracy, distributive
leadership, and democratic involvement all
have their roots in founding documents such as
the South African Constitution Act. It speaks to
involvement of stakeholders. Stakeholders need
to be grounded on responsible leadership. Ed-
ucators have their vested interests and so do
the unions (Mrs Singh).

This extract foregrounds the legal framework
for teacher participation which also explains their
legitimacy. However, the school principal also
tends to want to centralise certain powers to
herself due to her position in the school. Cen-
tralisation at school level seems to dominate.
Emphasising the legal provision for teacher par-
ticipation and centralisation of power, this is what
the school principal had to say:

Teachers are involved in decision-making
at school based on the constitutional rights
and teacher unions. In other words, participa-
tion is on the basis of their legislative power.
However, as mentioned earlier, it is the leader-
ship and management of the school that will
decide on the level of participation in terms of
what is in the best interest of the school.

The above extract points to a consistent view
held by the principal which suggests that as the
head of the institution, it is her responsibility to
decide when teachers should be involved in what
activity. The findings highlight the view that-
when employees are not satisfied with their work-
ing conditions they are more likely to seek bet-
ter teaching and learning conditions or opt out
altogether (Department of Education 2005).

CONCLUSION

The study has established that from the per-
spective of the teachers, they were not included
in decision-making processes, particularly on
major issues pertaining to the school operations.
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What is emerging is the commonality of views
among the three teachers regarding the role of
participative decision-making in motivating the
staff and thus ultimately contributing to effec-
tive teaching and learning in class. What the
data has also shown is that the perceived ab-
sence of participative decision-making has the
potential to negatively affect teaching and learn-
ing at the school.The authors need to hasten to
say that these findings may not be adding new
knowledge about what participative manage-
ment can do for the teachers. However, the re-
sults of this study reinforce the notion that
teacher participation in decision-making does
have an indirect link with the teaching and learn-
ing situation in the classroom. Further, the find-
ings indicate the importance of promoting friend-
ly environments which are conducive to effec-
tive teaching and learning.

The results have also shown that while de-
centralisation of some power to make certain
decisions at school level has largely been wel-
come in South Africa, centralisation tendencies
are also emerging in certain schools such as
Rosemary Secondary School. A study conduct-
ed in rural secondary schools of South Africa
almost 10 years ago produced similar results.
That study showed that, while some principals
were promoting genuine stakeholders’ partici-
pation in the activities of the school, others felt
that decision-making should be restricted to them
as principals. Although these conclusions are
largely based on the researchers’ conversations
with the teachers, it appears that, from the teach-
ers’ perspectives, management in the school was
taking the route of centralisation of power to the
management elite. Issues of participation of teach-
ers and distributed leadership seem to still fall
outside the radar screen of current school lead-
ership. Issues of democratic governance do not
seem to have been embraced by the school man-
agement as anticipated.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Drawing from the conclusions expressed in
the above section, the following recommenda-
tions are proposed. School principals need to
be aware that transformation process, particu-
larly the decentralisation of certain decision-
making powers from the central level to the local
level was meant to empower only a few. As
agents of transformation process at school lev-

el, principals need to acknowledge the fact that
issues of transparency, democracy, equity, and
stakeholders’ participation are meant to benefit
all. A situation where teachers feel that what
decentralisation achieved was the decentralisa-
tion of oppression so that oppression is now
closer to them than it was during apartheid, is
unhelpful at best and dangerous at worst. One
of their duties, as school principals, is to ensure
that the environment within the school is con-
ducive to effective teaching and learning. There-
fore, it is important that their leadership facili-
tates and supports the achievement of this goal.
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