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ABSTRACT

The question of learner participation or involvemenschool governance has been a
thorny issue in South Africa for decades. This gtuimyestigated secondary learners’
participation in the governance of their schoolsotigh representation by the
Representative Council of Learners (RCLs), form&rigwn as school representative
councils (SRCs). The study attempted to find ootvHearners participation is
perceived by both the RCLs and the School Manageireams (SMTS).

The study was conducted in five secondary schootke Eastern Cape townships of
Grahamstown. The research participants were membkerSchool Management

Teams and Representative Councils of Learners thmse schools. The study was
oriented in an interpretive paradigm following aalitative approach. Questionnaires
and in-depth semi-structured interviews were ugsedxplore the perceptions of the
two groups involved. The Department of Educati@ecuients that sanction RCL
participation were referred to throughout and esflgc when analysing the

respondents’ views.

The main finding of the study is that learner imahent in school governance is still
problematic, though it is presently provided for pwglicies that govern schools,
including the South African Schools Act and tBaides for Representative Councils
of Learnersof 1999, in which their roles are outlined. The firghrof the study reveal

an indecisive and autocratic mindset among edusaegarding the issue of learner
involvement in governance and management. Furthesmthe Department of

Education documents in place betray a narrow cdimef RCL participation in

school governance and still display an element dftrost towards the learners
concerning their roles in governance. As a restilthese forces, the democratic
potential of learner participation is underminealgd CLs compromised as legitimate

stakeholders.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

Learner involvement in education is arguably onéhefmost emotional issues in the
context of South Africa’s development as a courfigm the past to the present. The
country has a long history of struggle for equafity all before the law, and the
struggle of learners has been a particularly expdosne, initiated in the first place
against an oppressive apartheid government. ThietHat the struggle has persisted
into the new democratic South Africa suggests Ewélcomplexity that are clearly

more profound than were imagined in the 1970s.

It is also true that the phenomenon of learnemigsfie for improvement of the
education system does not concern all learnershetly black learners. As | happen
to have been one of those black learners who hase Hand experience of the
struggle, remaining academically disinterested avlnjective’ has been a real
challenge for me. Perhaps some who read this wdtkeegl that | have failed, and
that | privilege the voices of the learner bodyro¥mse of educators in authority. The
field is characterised by emotive and emotionatalisse, and it has perhaps not been
easy to ignore some of the strident voices of rebeas and academics who bring an
agenda of change to the research arena. Whiled tigt | have not contributed to the
existing rhetoric, | am equally hopeful of havingelm true to my conscience: research

is ultimately about oneself.

The issue of the role of the learners in the gawece of educational institutions in
South Africa has been problematic over decades dine years | was a secondary
school learner (1986-1990), through my tertiarycadion to the present where | am a
high school teacher. As students in our high schroone of the rural areas of the
former Ciskei homeland we were responsible forrémeoval of two principals. Each
time this happened | would be left asking questiassto whether all available

avenues had been explored before coming to a dacikie this. The speed with



which events developed from identifying problemsdaching deadlocks and chasing
a principal away suggests that the answer was alceosinly ‘no’.

In my matric year there were many calls, persuasénmd nominations for me to serve
in the school’s student representative council (5R@t | continuously turned them
down citing academic and other personal commitmeMtyg only true reason for not
getting involved was running away from joining arcpt (as far | was concerned)
group of fame-seeking self-centred learners who hécame the principal's ‘tools’
for making some of the other teachers’ and lealriarss miserable. At tertiary
institutions it was almost a norm that every yea would lose as much as three
months of normal tuition through campus unrestsesof which led to the jailing of
the student leaders. As recently as 2000 | washendceiving end of student wrath,
as the teachers in our school were kept hostagmysyoying and stone-wielding
students and were rescued by police.

The question arises: Why is it that there aré gtibblems and acts of violence in
secondary schools when the new and democratic SAfrtha allows learners,

through representation, to participate in the goapece of their schools? This
participation and hence recognition as stakehold&s made possible by the South
African Schools Act (SASA) of 1996 (DoE, 1996a),igihcalls for the establishment
of RCLs (formerly SRCs) and representation in Stli&averning Bodies (SGBSs) in

Secondary schools. This formal recognition of thle of learners marks the apparent
end of a long journey embarked on during the egelgrs of apartheid, yet it seems

that this issue has not been resolved.

In my current position as teacher in a secondahpacl began exploring the issue
through informal talks with some of the learnerressgntatives and one of the deputy
principals in our school. What | found presentedoavincing case for pursuing a
study of this nature, chiefly because of the mixenlvs pertaining to this issue held
by the two groups. For example, | asked if RCLsenepresented in panels that sit
for interviewing and recommending teacher candeldtem the RCL the answer was
‘yes’ whilst from the SMT the answer was ‘no’. Ehtierre Blanche and Durrheim’s
(1999:25) advice that “... you can also gather bamkgd information by talking to
people” helped to motivate me to do this study.



Throughout the years learners from mainly blackrships have on many occasions
shown ruthlessness, negligence, and little carerfoperty in the process of raising
and trying to have their issues addressed. I187®s and 1980s the sight of teargas
on campuses was common for reasons that are walkiand understandable; but if
in the 2%" century - after all that has been said and domeaming democracy - you
still see learners being chased by police and #&saftdling the air you feel that
something very wrong is going on within the secopdahools. As recently as May
2002, some 26 years since the Soweto uprisings)desarampaged through the City
of Johannesburg in a march organised by the CosigrkSouth African Learners
(COSAS) (Soweto 2002:2). In the same month thevéfsity of the North’s
(Turfloop) striking learners set fire to one of timestitution’s security residences
(Makgotho 2002:3). The issues that underlie trea@nts raise questions and are the
focus of this research.

1.2 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The issue of the role of learners in the governasicthe educational institutions,

especially those from the black communities in SoAffrica, has been problematic
over decades. It is common knowledge that edutatichis country was used as one
of the main tools to foster the apartheid systévtany authors, including Kallaway

(1984), Ashley (1989), Cross (1992) and Hartsh@i®92, 1999) acknowledge this.

Tensions between learners and the authorities, leduwvith the continuous
implementation of unpopular policies, led to boys@nd contributed to the Soweto
1976 learner uprisings, spreading to many parthefcountry (Kallaway 1984). In
trying to have control at every level of governgnttee authorities introduced the
prefect system in schools. In the black commusities system was seen as further
contributing to the ‘divide’ and ‘rule’ approach thfe then government and as such an
enemy to the unity in the fight against oppressidh.was the ‘for’ and ‘against’
(apartheid) stance that fuelled tensions between dppressive government and

learners.



It was then becoming clear that educational refafas inevitable. Through the mid
1970s and 1980s the learners managed to orgamigesdives into such structures as
the South African Student Movement (SASM), the Souwfrican Student
Organisation (SASO) the Congress of South Africad8hts (COSAS), Pan African
Students Organisation (PASO) and the Azanian Staddiovement (AZASM). In
the mid 1980s the students had successfully fofightStudents Representatives
Councils (SRCs) and had them recognised by thep&tiés. These “were organs of
student government and power” (Sithole 1995:95)iclviwere by their very nature
meant to be neutral/apolitical structures estabtisim secondary schools. The roles
played by the SRCs, coupled with the bigger issaeing the oppressed masses were
never isolated, but formed part of the bigger pettacing the youth (and in the
process disturbing their schooling) and all conedrmwith joining the struggle for
liberation. It was not surprising therefore thhae tcountry as a whole, including
schools, was characterised by ugly scenes resutimg the oppressed masses who
were trying to fight the apartheid system and théharities who were prepared to do
whatever it took to defend it. Ultimately pressufeom concerned national and
international communities and independent orgamisatmade it difficult for the state
to ignore the situation. To that effect an HSRC @ossion, chaired by J.P. De
Lange, was set up to investigate education in épaibblic of South Africa in 1981
(Cross 1992). The HSRC investigation has to ba ssegovernment response to the
events in black education from 16 June 1976 to 19€frording to Kallaway
(1984:371), however, “the report of the HSRC senenhaintain the status quo and it
successfully evaded critical comment”.

During all this time the learners had continueéhimlve themselves in struggling not
only for equity in the education system, but foeg tecognition, both on paper and in
practice of their representative organs. In tryimgnaintain control at every level of

governance, the authorities introduced the prefgsttem in schools around the
country. In the black communities this system w@esn as further contributing to the
‘divide and rule’ approach of the government andwash an enemy to the unity of the
fight against oppression. The mid 1980s theresarg the abolition of this system in
favour of the School Representative Council (SR@Gainly in the black communities.

The argument against the prefect system was tluid ihot have the mandate and/or

voice of the learners in many ways. During thisiqee Parent-Teacher Associations



(PTAs), and Parent-Teacher-Student AssociationsSMY were established, but
these did not satisfy students’ needs (Ndzimand&@lawayet al. 1993).

The mid 1980s and early 1990s brought about thedton of many organisations
and committees aimed at addressing the inequiti€@outh African Education. As a
result of these, three historical documents thatvided the framework for the

educational policies in the government of Natiobklity voted for in 1994 were

produced. These documents were thational Education Policy Investigation
(NEPI), reports produced through collaboration lesw the National Education
Coordinating Committee (NECC) and some progressoaglemics in the early 1990s,
the ANC’s A Policy Framework for Education and Trainimgpcument of 1994; and

the Implementation plan for Education and Trainimdpcument of early 1994

(Ndzimande, cited in Kallaway 1997). These docusme¢maved the way for learner
integration into the democratic system of governiaducational institutions.

According to Hutchinson (1996:203), “there is alpws the past involved in our

decisions; however there is also the pull of what anticipate about the future”,
hence the need to look at such issues in our edacdthis study looks at what is in
place presently, concerning democratic governamsehools.

1.3 RESEARCH GOALS

Against this background this research seeks:

« To investigate different role players’ perceptioas the role of learner
participation in the governance of secondary school

* To examine the reasons why learner participatiooragided for by policy is
still problematic.

1.4 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The challenge of moving from violence-condoningletant cultures
to more tolerant and peaceful cultures is a fundaateone...
(UNESCO 1995, in Hutchinson 1996:3)



The present management and governance of edudatishautions should by law be
democratic in nature, as provided for in the natiaonstitution, the South African
Schools Act (SASA) of 1996 and other official doemts that endorse RCL
participation in governance. Democratic governaigkeharacterised by, among
others, transparency, inclusiveness, accountalahty tolerance (Christie 2001), and
schools as organisations are expected to welcontieipation of all stakeholders viz;
SMTs, teachers, parents and learners, to speak ‘ediml’ voices, so as to own
decisions taken in the process of running thetirtgins. The contents of the SASA
imply that learners in secondary schools are reghab stakeholders and therefore
need to be treated as such. The Task Team Repd®96 (DoE 1996b: 28) drew

attention to the ‘clashing’ of the old system wiitie new one when it stated that:

Recent changes to the system of education govesrteae resulted in
school heads being unprepared for their new radesh&ef executives.
In large numbers of schools information systemsehianoken down,
including basic communication between students,chieid and
communities, record keeping systems and financi@nagement
systems...

This report acknowledges the fact that it is nobéoexpected by any means that the
new ways of doing things would easily fit in withioany of the existing problems

posing challenges.

To construct a framework that would lead to workadlutions to common problems
and matters of mutual interests in schools woudpgading to the contents of the Task
Team Report, require that there be cooperation frain stakeholders. The
cooperation and collaboration these documents foallwould be enhanced by
tolerance, which according to Vogt (1997:1) “is éd®n [acknowledging] difference
or diversity”. Given the historical background thfe learner activities and their
schooling, it was always going to be a challengbriog the schools’ stakeholders to
successfully collaborate in governance. As thekTesam Report emphasises some
of the many aspects the stakeholders concerneddwoeed to work on are
communication and tolerance, and according to Vb897: xxv) “tolerance stands on
the border between positive and negative relat@mm®ng people”. Because the

“operation of RCLs is uneven throughout the couh{ithole 1995:95), there is a



need, possibly from all concerned, to unlearn @dadviours that would contrast with
existing and or expected conditions of operation.

Unlearning behaviours would be particularly impattafor the successful
management of learner participation, given its lamg stormy history. Indeed,
learner participation seems to be a phenomenoryleedy wants but no one seems to
know how to manage. There is little agreement oatvithis, and markedly different
understandings of how it could be implementedtirres like these Kemp & Nathan
(1995:10) suggest that:

Whether your task is to make a long term plan odéal with an
immediate crisis, you must have a clear vision baiwou are trying
to do and clarity of thought when it comes to as@lg how you are
going to do it.

| would argue that there is a distinct lack of fithd on the matter of learner

participation.

The study aims to investigate whether the demaxraimework recently created
around school governance, which promotes “the piuo$unterests through dialogue,
management and control of situations that are lglear implicitly competitive or

adversarial” (Mampuru & Spoelstra 1994:26), is usedthe benefit of schools as

organisations.

The democratic culture envisaged by the authonitieen planning and implementing
the new ways of doing things expects that theredrginuous interaction between
stakeholders in organisations, who in the processecto realise that flexibility needs
to be exercised at all levels for the bettermentogfanisations. Whether such
interaction and flexibility actually exist is oné thhe many issues this study seeks to

investigate.

1.5 THE RESEARCH APPROACH

The approach used to conduct this study falls withe interpretive paradigm. With

this approach objectivity (in the positivistic sepss almost impossible to attain and



so both the researcher and the research partisigh@ape the findings of a research.
Attitudes, experiences, and the lived world of jggraints are the focal point of this
study. Contesting the view that objectivity can dmmpromised, Guba & Lincoln
(1989:175) argue “objections that humans are stibbgcbiased, or unreliable are
irrelevant, for there is no other option”. Whemames to reality, researchers such as
Wellington (2000:16) argue,

The interpretive researcher accepts that the obsemakes a
difference to the observed and that reality is mndmu construct. The
researcher’s aim is to explore perspectives anckedhaeanings and to
develop insights into situations, e.g. schoolsssri@oms.

Based on the views expressed by Wellington, andbtgustice to my topic, | chose

more than one school as research sites.

There are three research tools used in the stuey,questionnaires, open-ended
interviews which served as the main data gathetguotniques, and, to a limited
extent, discourse analysis of a policy document.

The steps taken to facilitate the research prolcags been carefully considered, as a
way of keeping track of the ethical considerati@msployed throughout the study.
The use of pseudonyms such as Mr X instead ofnfathes or surnames is one such

example.

1.6 OUTLINE OF THE STUDY

In chapter two | present an overview of the literatthat is relevant to the topic at
hand. According to Hart (1998:1)

... a review of the literature is important becausthewut it you will
not acquire an understanding of your topic, of wiat already been
done on it, how it has been researched and wh&iethessues are.

Thus my research can be compared to what otheands®s have been able to
produce.



In chapter three | outline the research paradigmpy@ach and research techniques
used in the collection of data. Itis in this cteaghat the justifications and limitations
of the research paradigm and approach are expldedause “a popular approach to
understanding the human mind has been and is iatavm processing” (Hoy &
Miskel 1996:92), the latter part of this chaptealdewith data analysis, leading to the
findings of this research. The use of the saidhoed may be seen to have had a
bearing on the outcomes of this research becausleediimitations that have been

detected.

In chapter four | present, analyse and discuss datght of relevant literature, to put
the argument and discovered themes into perspedtive the analysis and discussion
of the themes that ultimately produce the resefinttings. This is the chapter that
indicates to the researcher whether the choiceathods addresses such key aspects
as validity and reliability.

The main findings of the research are summarisechapter five, and this is done
mainly through the themes highlighted in chapteur folt is also in chapter five that
recommendations for both practice and researcimade, and the limitations of the

study are spelt out.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 POINT OF DEPARTURE

The literature on change is complex and intercotetec (James and
Connoly 2000:1)

This chapter presents an overview of learner ppaion in school management and
governance in pre-democratic South Africa to thespnt. Despite the fact that learner
participation has a long and troubled history inutBoAfrica, and that law has only
recently provided for it, research on this cru@spect of education institutions is
scarce. This is especially the case when it comet¢ondary schools, which is the
focus of this research. One of the reasons far state of affairs could be lack of
interest among academics. As Boyd & Jardine (ingkaves & Fullan 1998: 18)
claim, “student voices have been lost voices”, #nd appears to be true in more
ways than one. Learners have also often been setmoable makers’, as this review
will show. Knowing how best to accommodate trould&ers into historically
authoritarian systems is difficult enough: reseenglhthis challenge is perhaps even
more difficult. Nevertheless, the phenomenon ofrlea participation in education
governance is a reality in South Africa, and tlesearch attempts to throw light on

the complexity of the challenges that accomparg phienomenon.

2.2 LEARNER PARTICIPATION IN PRE-DEMOCRATIC SOUTH A FRICA

Building on what has been said in chapter ones riat difficult for one to conclude
that school principals were almost a law unto thedwes during the apartheid years.
According to Mda and Mothata (2000:65):

The system of school management therefore tookpaldavn form,
which gave rise to rigid control mechanisms thatrenoften than not,
alienated the pupils, staff and community from tbemal authority
figure, namely the principal of the school. ...Tearshand students on
the other hand, had no formal powers in school garee.
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This idea is widely supported (see for example dmdy 1986, Hartshorne 1992,
Mckay & Romm 1992, Kallaway 1997, Hartshorne 1988¢d the Natal Education
Policy Unit 1998).

The arguments made by these writers bring a stnoegsage home that schools were
used as some kind of extension of the politicalitunsons used to further foster the
apartheid system. Notably such strategies werdogmeg to produce learners who
were not to question but to obey authority, thertdading to a subservient black
workforce ready to serve their masters (Kallawayd4)9 But because conflict
becomes an inescapable by-product of everydayBitéman and Deal 1988:12), this
type of school management and governance did nourgmhallenged by those
concerned. The communities and learners fought ni@ny years against the
imposition of the unpopular apartheid policies ardployment of its ‘agents’ in
township schools.

Government response was to introduce Parent Teddserciations (PTAS) so as to
be seen to be inclusive. Parents had little s&y substantive educational issues and
their involvement in education was limited to tledt‘an advisory body” by way of
Parent-Teacher Associations (Mda & Mothata 2000:6%arners, on the other hand,
were always putting pressure on the authoritieBaie some form of representation
through which their voices could be heard. Theaill was to be allowed to form
School Representative Councils (SRCs) that wouldeloegnised by all concerned,
including the authorities. For anyone looking &wvé a voice in any organisation it is
not enough to be there just to ‘advise’, hencefititg by learners to have recognised
SRCs in place in the mid 1970s intensified. S&Hd995:94) puts it as follows:

Through the SRCs the students not only challendgeed education
departments and withstood the repressive appasatuskstrategies of
the former apartheid state, but they also quedtidhe prerogatives of
principals and parents to take decisions withoutsatiing them and
challenged their traditional views on schooling.

The Soweto riots of 1976 marked the beginning staatling new development in

school governance: for the first time it becamecidat learners would have to be

considered as active participants in the way schaeke run (Hartshorne 1999: 68).
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That learners fought for recognition as early &y thossibly could showed that they
had become a force to be reckoned with, not onthéogovernment, but to all who

played a role in their schooling process.

The authorities’ response was to put in place amn®sion to investigate the
happenings in education as they were under pressuwle something drastic about
what was happening. The pressure came not onhy fozal but also international
communities concerned about human rights violationence the De Lange
Commission of 1981 (Kallaway 1984) was put in plada Hartshorne’s (1999:55)
words

...In response to a number of pressures on Educatiothe late
seventies, the government commissioned the Humaen&ss
Research Council (HSRC) to set up an investigatitm education in
South Africa...this investigation was conducted ir8a%nd 1981 by
the De Lange Committee.

The commission was never free from interferenceimpering in its work and not all

the contents of its findings were made public &/ dbvernment.

Hartshorne (1999:63) explains:

The government’s initial reaction to the De Langep®t ...was
disappointing, in some ways extremely negative tamdl, clinging to
the status quo and lacking in vision and perceptitinwas as if the
issues that led to the appointment of the De L&lgmamittee had been
forgotten.

The learners therefore continued to fight for treim structures’ recognition and to
have a say in the running of their educationalitusbns. The government then
introduced the concept of Parent-Teacher-Studesbdations (PTSAS) to replace
the largely defunct prefect system (which interagti still functions in historically

white schools). The prefect system had “a meastingrestige attached to them”
(Thompson 2002:1), but perhaps little in the wayroé representation. The PTSAs,
by contrast, were designed to give both parentsleachers the opportunity to be
involved in school governance, through represesratironically the PTSAs in black

schools were allowed a very minimal role and almuste in some very critical
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decision making processes. In Sithole’'s (1994.Mdi@w the PTSAs were not a

solution to political problems experienced by pedpltownships:

The rationale behind the establishment of PTSAs avessire to shift
the balance of power away from the much-despisedadcommittees
to parents, workers, teachers, students and thgingations. PTSAs
were seen as the organisational machinery throulichwpeople’s
education could be implemented, albeit in a limfizun.

The quotation above depicts not only the scenesalbatthe political tone of the time,
by the mere fact thatorkerswere mentioned as possible candidates to be indlude
school governance. This also tells us that thoskkevs were among the oppressed
majority, which had to do everything possible witself of the shackles of apartheid.
On the other hand it could be argued that the werkeere viewed to be more

effective in their fight against apartheid.

In what has been discussed so far, it is becomlagr dhat the management or
governance structures in operation in schools did Imave representation or
participation of the whole schools’ communities. iteachers, parents, learners and
other interested bodies. The structures in pladendt allow participation by other
stakeholders, hence there was no will on their fmatollaborate and cooperate, as
they would be seen as ‘agents’ of the authoritiéthis was especially the case

because according to Evans (2000:280):

Principals were free to lead, without worrying abbeing viewed as
autocratic...they could worry less about whether they using the
right style and less about other process-basedecosic.contrary to
the laws of human relations, which remind us alw&ysinvolve
people...

2.3 PEOPLE’'S EDUCATION?

Along with the learners’ demands, many calls weradenfrom different corners
concerning inclusiveness in the management andrgamnee of secondary schools.
Among the calls was one that yearnedgdeople’s education. The very concept of
people’s education was associated with ‘terroriegnthe authorities as they were of
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the view that the ‘people’ would want to take ewbityg away from the ‘dominant

culture’.

Put into perspective, and in McKay & Romm’s (1992iiews:

...People’s education envisages a connection betwdanation and the
political struggle for ‘liberation’ in society...a otral feature of People’s
Education is that it is process

It is common knowledge that many people calledHeople’s Education to be put in
place, but they could not all come forward withleac definition of what it was. In

discussing people’s education Soobrayan (199018diea that:

There is no model for People’s Education and tlaeeeno blueprints or
seminal texts that can be subjected to analys@éuation or critique. Itis
a process that is currently unfolding in South eédri.aimed at
transforming the shortcomings...by a mass movementteafchers,
students, parents, workers and academics.

By its very nature and stance the government ofithe did not deem it necessary to
compromise its top-down approach, particularly sitiee learners (viewed as ‘trouble
makers’) were the ones who had the loudest of gaditealling for it. Because of the
pressures applied to the authorities the late 1880g9ght about significant changes
where SRCs were recognised and room was beingedréat them to play a role in

governance.

The 1990s saw the emergence of three historicalrdents that laid the foundation
for the educational policies of the government afional unity voted for in 1994.
These documents were the National Education Pdtiggstigation (NEPI) reports
produced through collaboration between the NatioBducational Co-ordinating
Committee (NECC) and some progressive academitwirarly 1990s, the ANCA
policy Framework for Education and Traininglocument of 1994, and the
Implementation Plan for Education and Trainingocument of early 1994
(Ndzimande as cited in Kallaway al. 1987).
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These documents represented the groundswell inngawwards basic democratic
principles and thus laid the foundation for demticrachool management and

governance to take centre stage.

2.4 DEMOCRATIC SCHOOL MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE

In a South African context the 1994 democratic t@@s brought about sweeping
changes that saw the notion of learner participailo school governance both
welcomed and formalised. To that effect the Sdftican Schools Act (SASA) of
1996 states that:

A representative council of learners (RCL, forme8RC) must be
established at every public school enrolling leestie the eighth grade
and higher. A Member of Executive Council (MEC) may notice in
the Provincial Gazette, determine guidelines fog #stablishment,
election and functions of RCLs (Department of Ediwral996a:10).

The documentUnderstanding the South African Schools A97) states that “an
RCL has the duty to elect the learners who mustesen the School Governing
Body” (SGB), (DoE, 1997b:42). This officially gisdearners in secondary schools
stakeholder status.

Christie (2001:56) further endorses this:

...In secondary schools, students are to be repezberithis is in line
with the democratic principles of the new consiitatand with the
international trend of increasing certain powersciiool level.

The concept of learner participation in governativeugh their RCL is in keeping
with democratic management principles i.e. paréitgn, transparency, recognition of
stakeholders and, as Bush (1987:50) puts it “theeree of democracy is

participation in decision making”.

It now becomes appropriate to discuss the presatd of affairs in accordance with

present policy requirements, and the theoretieahéwork on which policy is based.
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2.5 WHAT SCHOOL MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE MEANS IN A
DEMOCRATIC SOUTH AFRICA

By now the reader might have noticed that | havedisiinguished between the terms
‘management’ and ‘governance’ in my argument. | razhimplying that they mean

the same thing. It is now important to differetdidoetween the two in order for
participation at different levels to emerge andvslits true character. In describing
the concept ‘management’ Hoyle (1981 in Bush 199bcfaims that:

Management is a continuous process through whicimbees of an

organisation seek to coordinate their activitiesd autilise their

resources in order to fulfil the various tasks loé torganisation as
efficiently as possible.

Governance, according to Stoker (1999: vii) “...refeto self-organising,

interorganisational networks”.

The distinction between these concepts will becolearer as this chapter unfolds.

2.5.1 SCHOOL MANAGEMENT

As opposed to what used to be a case of one ‘lebt¥idual running a school in the
form of a principal, the concept of a School Mamaget Team (SMT) was adopted
and introduced in secondary schools after 1994e SMT is made up of the school
principal, deputy/ies, and heads of departments8and in some cases co-opted
members who are experienced and understand thelscholture, norms and ethos.
The SMT’s duty is to see to the school’'s day-to-dayning/activities/programmes.

By making schools as inclusive as possible the aaitibs are trying to harmonise
schools as organisations, in a way making indivgldeel part of the organisation.
The present policies in operation encourage traesgs, cooperation, participation
and collaboration (SASA 1996). These policies imfermed mainly by broader
political theories presently in place underpinngdhe concept of democracy. By its
very nature democracy takes into account such iapbattributes as values and
attitudes that give recognition to individuals agmups. Therefore a school as an
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organisation should be managed by a group-SMT, lwhsbould value each

individual’s contribution.

2.5.1.1 VALUES

According to Olson and Zanna in French & Bell@@®211) values are:

General standards or principles that are considentdnsically
desirable ends, such as loyalty, helpfulness, éasn predictability,
reliability, honesty, responsibility, integrity, iegpetence, consistence
and openness.

Values play a vital role in helping individuals agdoups in organisations attach
meaning to whatever they are doing, more so i tb@mtribution is given recognition

not only by their peers but their superiors. Selfitment and intrinsic as well as

extrinsic motivations are just some of the attrdsuadding value to tasks performed.
The attributes associated with values help triggem spirit, thus leading to people in
organisations maximising their potential and skillthe organisation therefore stands
to benefit a great deal if there is unreserved ciiment to the cause of the

organisation by those involved. It is importantréfere to realise that the notion of
having SMTs managing schools was part of addingevéd schools as organisations
and also putting theory (democratic management) pnactice, the essence of which

is democratisation. Dias cited in Higgisal.(2000:280) says of democratisation:

It would mean the process aiming to achieve themaigt and
practically, through a radical process of transftion of all social
aspects, the goals and principles of democracyimfties, among
other things, a fundamental new thinking regardieffective
participation of all...

Also crucial to the attributes of having democratiociples employed in schools as

organisations and more importantly in managemethteigjuality of tolerance.
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2.5.1.2 TOLERANCE

The Macmillan English Dictionary (2002:1513) debestoleranceas “the attitude of
someone who is willing to accept other people’seigl way of life etc. without
criticizing them even if they disagree with themAccording to Vogt (1997: xxiv)

many researchers conclude that:

It is enough to say that tolerance often involvesp®rt for the rights
and liberties of others, others whom one dislikéisapproves of,
disagrees with, finds threatening, or toward whome ¢has some or
other negative attitude.

The writer goes on to claim “the opposite of totera isdiscrimination,that is taking
action against people one dislikes or with whom disagrees” fid.). Such clarity
on the term tolerance explains why supportive wagkand learning environments
need to be created in schools, while lack of toleeathreatens the future of the
learners. My bringing on board tolerance as atpoirdiscussion is an attempt to
explore not only the theory behind managing schélmisugh SMTs, but also the
notion of making the exercise work. We cannot, raiter how much we would like
to, overlook tolerance when we talk of democracytrging to entrench it in South
Africa especially because it is a country thatlmast ‘multi-’ everything. The crux
of the matter here is for the country’s inhabitaotsvork on their attitudes and try to
see good in everyone and shake off the constrairitee past. All this could be made
possible by always trying to tolerate each othet, anly individually but also in

organisations.

As South Africans we cannot argue against the ttaat we are still a country in

transition. If this struggle for change and coagien is to be successful we all have
to be mindful of the fact that something good opgras not always something good
in practice. Dealing with different individualsofn different backgrounds, let alone
different cultures, is by no means an easy featcéeolerance should be the order of
the day. This is especially the case when it caiméise new challenge that principals
are facing — power sharing. It is therefore regpiiof those involved to realise that
“change is a process not a decision, sometimesra leag one” and also that
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“legitimate power is not tied to you as a persons tied to the position you occupy”
(Kayser 1994: xv).

Kayser's comment is of great importance becausecthentry has seen enough
resistance to change to realise that once thetalksof change not everyone feels
comfortable. | am therefore trying to bring to tfere the view that | see the
introduction of SMTs as part of a process aimednaouraging the development of

human potential in a collective.

2.5.1.3 SHOULD TOLERANCE BE TAUGHT?

Vogt (1997: xxv) acknowledges that the issue oértmhce “... is explicitly a values
question” and adds: “yes, we should teach tolerant@agree with this stance, more
so because of South Africa’s history of lack oktaihce. Qualifying his stance Vogt
(ibid) points out that:

Diversity and equality cannot coexist without sotokerance...if an
individual is to be readied to cope with a plunidisand egalitarian
society, she or he will need, from time to timemsofairly well honed
interpersonal skills, including skills of toleranceTolerance stands on
the border between positive and negative relati@taeen people.

With the authorities’ mammoth task of trying to loua country so diverse, it would
be wise to encourage the teaching of tolerancescefy if, as Vogt puts it, it is
aimed at benefiting and fostering correlations tnugures and organisations

including schools.

I am not implying that tolerance is the most impattaspect of democracy and
therefore if taught no problems will be encounterdd agreeing that tolerance is
necessary and should be taught Vogt (1997:44) artha tolerance “.is a lesson so

crucial to democratic society that an educatioriesysn a democratic society should
try to teach it". Such views lay a challenge te #uthorities and educationists to
devise ways and means of making tolerance a caomer®f education. So far the
challenge of making tolerance accessible seemseta I3kill that should first be

achieved by the authorities themselves. It godlsont saying therefore that because
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of the new approach with which almost everythingudtt be dealtnew skillsneed to

be acquired by school managers.

2.5.1.4 NEW SKILLS

One cannot just assume that because SMTs are @e pllh problems concerning

school management will automatically be solved.is lbbvious that SMT members
would need to acquire new skills concerning theies. Of immediate concern here
could be the role of the principal in making sumattby voice or deed the SMT is a
functional structure worthy of handling any burningsues successfully. The
immediate focus falls on the principal because & heed for him or her “...to

unlearn old behaviours and learn new helping, natjon, and conflict resolution

skills” and that “the key is to have people whoidet that they are valued and
empowered” (Zawacki and Norman 2000:231).

The sentiments shared by the above authors isieipewe of (but not exclusive to)
those principals who were there before the SMT siswecture was put in place, those
who were used to exercising ‘absolute power asoepd to power sharing in the
school. Kayser argues that “power sharing thradgjegation means giving up what
you most naturally would like to hold on to — thentrol via formal authority; and
holding on to what you most naturally like to giup, the responsibility” (Kayser
1994:50). | agree with this because adapting singh can never be just accepted
without it being questioned, hence new skills faapting to new working
environments are required. | want to believe thihen they were formulating and
enacting the policies that gave birth to SMTs théharities had in mind aision,
which the above authors are trying to put acrogsintplication, for any organisation
to realise their set dreams there should be arviaaxording to which systems in
place should operate. Hence South Africa’s visioncerning the education system,
which has among its set objectives secondary scheminer participation in

governance, needs to be looked at.
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2.5.1.5 VISION

The previous South African minister of educatiomf@ssor K. Asmal, in outlining
his Call to Action in 1999, put a plan in place tmo as Tirisano, which was
operationalised in January in 2000. Tirisano iSaho word meaning ‘working

together’. It

Calls for a massive social mobilisation of paremsrents, learners,
educators, community leaders, NGOs, the privatdoseand the
international community, motivated by a sharedongiDoE, 2001:6).

A call of this nature is simply the voice behindawlis an envisaged plan of action —

vision.

Jones and George (as cited by French and Bell 2B00) argue “a vision has
attractive power if it challenges and inspires,hvitie prospect of adding value, and
releases obstacles that keep people from beingv@&a These writers make it clear
that it is well and good to have guides on papewhich people map out their routes
towards realising their goals but are quick to wtrat “visions do not guarantee

success” fid.).

The minister’s voice is loud and clear in its mggs#hat it is trying to cultivate a

culture of participation, not only in schools blgaaamong all South Africans. The
minister’s call could be likened to any promineigufe claiming to be employing an
‘open door policy’; however one could be concerabdut how attainable a culture of
participation may be, especially for learners. rBebk and Runkel (1994:6) contend:
“...work is more likely to get done if the people whall do it have a voice in

planning it”. Perhaps these are some of the sentisnshared by the authorities in
letting learners participate in governance, butitiiermation at hand does not clearly
show that they were involved in the planning preessconcerning their participation.

Ngcongo and Chetty’s (2000) views of the currenthaggement and governance
approach are that with the inception of the SASA@86, the traditional definition of
the concept of management has been deconstruaoid,ia no longer limited only to

principals and their control over the schools. iSlla dynamic and inclusive concept
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that incorporates a participative approach andrdsggractitioners at all levels of the
school organisation as ‘managers’ in their own tfighilgcongo & Chetty 2000:67-
68). To that effect Belbin (1981:ix) claims that:

Each team member may carry the designation ‘mahagethe word
has largely lost its original meaning: it no longmplies an authority
figure and may refer merely to someone holding &itpm of

responsibility.

| would argue that it is convenient in this instario refer to it as a position of
responsibility and not of power. Though we cannompletely run away from

addressing such characteristics as power in ansarolgcal structure, the SMTs
included, we can only assume that personal inem@stcerning power are brought

under control.

It is not only the SMTs that have legitimate povirerthe running of schools. The
ultimate structure that wields more power is thdxddt Governing Body (SGB),
which is representative of all the groupings thakenup the community of a school.
These groupings are parents, teachers, learnersteaohing staff and co-opted
members. That such groupings are perceived thleet@ make up structures that are
not only representative of all stakeholders, babaan reach decisions by consensus
does make the prospect of governing in nhumbers teakhable. It is obvious that
with all these groupings involved, no major deaisiocan be reached without

thorough negotiation having taken place.

2.5.1.6 THE SIGNIFICANCE OF NEGOTIATION

One of the main tools employed by managers in asgéions when going about their
functions is negotiation. Negotiation is of lateoying to be a powerful exercise
through which differences are ironed out not ondtween organisations, but also
countries when trying to reach amicable solutioAscording to Fisher and Ury (in

Mampuru and Spoelstra 1994:27):

Negotiation is a basic means of getting what yoatwam others. It
is a back-and-forth communication designed to reachagreement
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when you and the other side have some interestsathashared and
others that are opposed.

The one main characteristic of negotiation as @exly used to foster better working

relations at any level on matters of common intagethat it is a process.

Negotiation is fast proving to be not only a fastable but also a necessary process
through which opposing sides can solve problemgwheijet and Cloete (1991:2)
and Hartshorne (1999:31) acknowledge this viewhak over the past decade been at
the core of South Africa’s quest to be counted agnitve countries to have managed
to avoid armed conflict and found resolution aronegdotiation tables. To that effect
Mampuru and Spoelstra (1994:1) argue that:

The formal change of political power in early 1984s in some ways
the end but in other ways it was the beginning lednges brought
about mainly by negotiation. It is perhaps truesay that negotiation
has become a way of life in South Africa.

The arguments expressed by the two writers bringhf@ clear message that
negotiation was the starting point towards achigvan just society that should
maintain that everyone is equal before the lawe W writers go on to qualify the
recognition and significance of negotiation by refey to former United States of
American president Bill Clinton who stated publidlyat “what happened in South

Africa is an example to the rest of the world amdniany ways ‘a miracle’fid: 27)

It is against that background that | argue thabtiagjon should and must always be at
the back of the minds of people in schools androtinganisations if they want to
succeed in achieving and maintaining good workialgtions. As shown by this
argument on negotiation, the most important aspenegotiation is communication.
In simpler terms we can argue that negotiation evtrcommunication is impossible.
In schools therefore negotiation is the gatewaybédter working, learning and
governing conditions. Communication helps peoplevk why others disagree with
them and also why they may behave in a certain way.
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2.5.1.7 THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATION IN MANAGEMENT AND
GOVERNANCE

Hoy and Miskel (1991:345) agree that there are mdafinitions of the term
‘communication’ but finally settle for: “Communiégah means sharing messages,
ideas, or attitudes that produce a degree of utadelimg between a sender and
receiver’. They further agree that Simon put it tbeghen he wrote that
communication is “any process whereby decisionaiges are transmitted from one

member of an organisation to anothebidi).

The definitions of communication show that it i<rcial piece without which an
organisational puzzle cannot be complete. Testymimnthat is the Task Team
Report’s (DoE, 1996:32) view that:

Resistance to change flourishes where there is powmunication,
little or no active participation and involvementdecisions and where
tensions are allowed to simmer unchecked. To oweec such
resistance, it is necessary that there be opes éiheommunication...

It is obvious that tensions could ‘simmer uncheckieid is not possible for managers
and governors of schools to always be in commuioicatith learners so that ‘fires’
are curbed as early as possible. Decisions aifigcthe whole group should
preferably be made by consensus, and communicatmuld be full and free,
regardless of rank and power. Communication doesrggnas a tested and trusted
form of reaching critical decisions by people igamisations. The non-existence of
clear channels of communication between the learard the authorities, | believe,
contributed immensely to South Africa’s regrettab®y6 happenings. Bringing forth
the view that communication in organisations isigsificant as the existence of the
very organisations and or schools, Gibson, Ivansenand Donnely (in Hoy and
Miskel 1991:346) argue that:

Because communication plays such central rolechods, the key
issue is not whether administrators and teachergagen in
communication or not, but whether they communiczftectively or
poorly. Communication is unavoidable to organwmadi functioning;
only effective communication is avoidable.
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This tells schools that individuals within them dot have much of a choice but to
exchange information so as to come closer to dpugjoshared meanings. Therefore
the role of communication in enhancing sound dematacr management and
governance is undoubtedly one of the strongesthef‘pillars’ that entrench and

sustain democracy in any organisation.

As this chapter has attempted to show so far, fsoerdemocratic to the present South
Africa, communication has proved to be vital to Hystem of governance, not only
when it comes to educational matters, but the wisdaee of governing the country

itself.

Through communication learners were brought ondeahool governance structures
and as proved before, a lack of communication betwearners and the authorities
has been one of the factors resulting in disastommsequences. The bringing on
board of learners as participants in such a powbddy does augur well, | think, for

all involved as it could make it possible for learpower to be positively channelled.
The authorities seized this opportunity and throtlgd concept of ‘governance’ the

learners were then given an official voice.

2.6 SCHOOL GOVERNANCE

Unlike management which, according to Hoyle (1981Bush 1995:40), concerns
itself with coordinating activities and utilisingesources within organisations,
governance refers to the role of stakeholders wigcheyond the organisation, such
as parents, the community and government. In Rhades (cited in Stoker 1999:

vii) among the characteristics of governance amntiouing interactions between
network members, caused by the need to exchangarces and shared purposes”.
In my view any organisation including schools, dddoe characterised by the need

‘to exchange resources and shgvacposes'.
Other writers who contributed to discussing thetdess of governanceinclude

Osborne and Gaebler cited by Leach and Percy-Sg@@01:2) who further claim,

“This process is perceived as inclusive rather t@ifined to office holders”. Claims
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such as this one give the sense that governanaeretatively new concept in the
country and as such employing it cannot be withisubwn problems. Among those
problems could be a debate concerning power restwithin organisations; hence

stressing responsibility rather than power mayheewtay to go about it.

2.6.1 RESPONSIBILITY VERSUS POWER

By virtue of the positions they hold in hierarcHisructures, there is danger that
people in management tend to quickly think of thelress as being powerful and not
so much as being responsible and therefore temhave as such. What is key, |
think, in assuming that those in positions of mamagnt and or governance have
acquired the necessary ‘new skills’ of being memsl#rorganisations and do away
with the notion of ‘running’ them, is the assessmetheir performances by those
above them. This in a way could help schools adtave ‘directors’ but participants

with different roles at different levels becauserftbcracy meant originally the ‘rule’

or ‘power’ of the people” (Parry and Moyser in Besmh 1994:44). The emphasis
here could be put on the fact that it is the peagie have power; therefore everyone
involved is responsible for their roles and so actable to those around him or her

and most importantly to the organisation.

In 1995, the Minister of Education in South Afrisademocratic government
established a committee to Review the Organisati®overnance and funding of
Schools. This committee commissioned Sithole tiewat discussion paper on the
participation of learners in democratic school goaace (Education Policy Unit
(EPU), Natal 1995:93) The National Education Poliggt of 1996 outlawed or
replaced many pre-democratic practices that enldancequalities and non-
participation in formerly black schools. Part mdrisforming the education system is
to make it democratic by way of allowing all sta&kters to have a say in the running

of schools because:

The democratisation of education includes the iidhed stakeholders
like parents, educators, learners, and membersh@f community
should be able to participate in the activitiesolfiools (DoE, 1997b:
5-6).
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It is with this in mind that | am about to elab@&an participation, which has so far
proved to be the core of the very concept of gomece. In secondary schools

participation is made possible by the School GongrBody (SGB).

2.6.2 WHAT IS A SCHOOL GOVERNING BODY?

According to the Department of Education’s SchooV&nance Starter Pack of 1997

A governing body is a group of people who govestlaool. They are
either elected or appointed...the main job of theegowng body is to
help the school principal to organise and managesthool’s activities
in an effective and efficient way (DoE 1997b: 7).

The document further clarifies that this group ebple referred to comprises the
school principal, parents elected by other parescators elected by others, learners
elected by the RCL, non-teaching staff elected l®y non teaching staff, co-opted
members chosen for their experience and skill. dd®ment demonstrates the ways
by which members are elected into the SGB so Egtomise it.

Of course it would be naive to assume that legttmmapresentation guarantees equal
participation. The policy is, in my opinion, vagaa the role of the principal in the
SGB. Perhaps my concern is there because “Demothaidries tend to overlook the
possibility of conflict between internal particips processes and external
accountability” (Bush 1987:59). This warning by Buseeds to be heeded if people
are to be critical of policies that are being pupiace and the aim is for those policies
to sustain the objectives for which they were puytlace.

My view is that the policies need to be scrutinised not implemented as ends in
themselves, but employed in such a way as to tate account local or existing
conditions. This warning may sound political, bbelieve it does apply to schools as
organisations, more so because they have demostateiures in place. It can never
be assumed that a body of this nature could alw@yerate smoothly without

experiencing differences of opinion on issues ohemn interest.
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The politics of difference are acknowledged by atmeveryone in any group
incorporating different personalities, let alonéhiére is a notable age gap between the
participants. This brings me to a point wherentfit necessary to scrutinise the very
participation by secondary school learners in goamce. Although meant to
complement and normalise school climate, the ppdion raises questions
concerning the extent and honesty on the parteoththorities and also the manner in

which they still deal with learner grievances.

A simple question for example would be: Do learreand authorities have the same
definition of participation concerning their roles2an we from the ‘outside’ assume

we know what it means? According to Morrow (19940

Participation by persons in the making of decisianisich affect them
to take up ‘participant attitudes’ towards someoisenecessarily to
recognise his right, and give him the opportuniby garticipate in
decisions, which affect him.

The arguments by Morrow take into considerationféog that:

Democratic models include all those theories whechphasize that
power and decision-making are shared among sora# orembers of
the organization (Bush 1987: 48)

An ideal situation where learners adopt participatitudes is of course one where
there is shared responsibility. Bearing in minat ttne other stakeholders in the SGB
are adults who could look down upon learners amtigps not take them seriously |

want to delve more deeply into their exact roles.

2.6.3 THE GUIDES FOR RCLs

According to the Department of Education’s (DoE 949 12) Guides for

Representative Councils of Learngitse main functions of an RCL are the following:

a) An RCL acts as an important instrument for liaigmel communication.
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b) An RCL meets at fairly regular intervals, as defesd by its constitution, to
consider ideas, suggestions, comments and even la@otsp from its
constituencies.

c) After every meeting an RCL gives feedback to tlaerers.

e If an idea is turned down, an RCL must try to ekplahy approval
was not granted.

« If an idea is approved, it must be conveyed to phnefessional
management and the SGB, where applicable.

» If they also approve the idea, it becomes parhefdchool policy, if
applicable; if they do not approve the idea, thagypal must explain
the reasons for this decision to the council, whturn must inform its

constituency.

2.6.3.1 THE GUIDES EXPLORED

At face value theGuidesappear to be helpful and descriptive of how memioérs
RCLs may/should participate in school governanaavéber, a critical reading of the
Guidesexposes entrenched assumptions and preconceptioich tell a different
story. The aim of this part of the chapter is talgse the discourse of titguidesto
establish how learners are positioned concerniregr texpected roles in school
governance. Here | draw on Janks (1997:329) whplag»s the rationale for

discourse analysis as follows:

All social practices are tied to specific histoticeantexts and are means by
which existing social relations are reproduced ontested and different
interests are served. It is the questions pengiridb interests that relate
discourse to relations of power:

* How is the text positioned or positioning?
* Whose interests are served by this positioning?
* Whose interests are negated?
* What are the consequences of this positioning?
It is in line with this view that | now briefly expre the very document that gives

learners the official status of being co-governorschools.
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2.6.3.1.1 A CRITICAL READING OF THE GUIDES

The Guidesprovide a brief historical perspective on secondarhool learners and
their respective representative structures. Thadmf representation are the prefect
system and the SRCs [now known as the RCLs]. Nathnis said about comparing

the two because, after all, taiidesare about the RCLs.

The document pays tribute to the role learners Iptawged in democratising education
governance in South Africa: “...many schools have raditon of Student
Representative Councils (SRCs) which played a majler in the birth of the new
South Africa” (DoE 1999d: 11). From the point aéw of creating room for learners
to have a say in school governance in secondagotcithe document seems to be a
positive step in the right direction. This sourmsnplimentary and encouraging,
particularly in light of the inspiring cover of trdocument. The outer cover of the
Guidesdocument bears a picture showing an equal numbgradfcipants sitting
around a table, labeled as SMTs, RCLs and SGBsddgig E). The implication is
clear: there are three groups governing the schaad, the RCL seems an equal

partner.

The document gives learners and their representéiibrecognition, which was not
there before. Among the basic recognition accaladehat they have the right to
have their own democratically elected structuresjuding the RCL itself. The
Guidesstate, “An RCL should become the most prestigiofikial representative
structure of learners in the entire school” (DoR9@. 11). This statement clearly
shows that the authorities allow for and suppoet eélistence of learner structures in
schools, in agreement with the ANC’s (1990:53) déston paper on Education
Policy that “Education policies will have to be ééped which have the confidence
of society, in which the young can participate...”eTfhask Team Report’'s (DoE
1996¢: 41) also expresses the view that school gesanust be familiar with and be
able to understand what it means to manage undeopatatic “fully participative
conditions”. TheGuidesfurther maintain that the RCL is to provide leameith an
opportunity to participate in school governance aodparticipate in appropriate

decision making. This sounds positive and appate@riespecially if there is proper
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and constant consultation between them and otlaelsblders within the school
governing structures.

Reading from the point of view of the learner, thesessages are likely to make
learners feel that their long-sought objectiveshaling true representation in the

education system are slowly being realised.

However, it is possible to argue that the pictwenisleading because inside, where
the crux of the participation is discussed, there many loopholes, and the

encouraging appreciative tone is not maintained.

Among the requirements set out in theidgsis that “the principal cannot morally or
legally hand over the management of the schoohyome; he or she cannot give his
or her powers to the learners” (DoE 1999d: 12)arBd that this ‘warning’ is framed
within a context of on-going conflict between lear® and school authorities, the
statement nevertheless sounds defensive and msigarners as potential trouble-
makers, ready to exploit every opportunity to sepmver from the SMTs or

principals. TheGuidesfurther caution that

An RCL must remember that the relationship betwedncators and their
employers (the provincial Department of Educatign)governed by Labour
Law and that they have no direct influence on lalpyacesses and matters.

This point is also open to ‘oppositional’ readinghe document falls back on the
force of the law of the land, leaving little roomr fnegotiation. Again the effect can
be argued to be one of setting learners up as fmtéhreats to order, this in the
absence of clear legislation on learners’ partitgma This cautionary tone is
sustained by points such as “The amount of authoritresponsibility to be assumed
by an RCL must be understood clearly...” and “An RGhould not interfere
unlawfully with the administration of a school.” @ldegree of anxiety (on the part of
the DoE) is tangible, and does little to encouragepirit of cooperation, joint
decision-making and working together; indeed, 1t ba said to do the opposite. One
also senses the uncertainty of the DoE in warngug$ as “the RCLs must normally
act in accordance with the school authorities” (DdP99d: 12). When
can/should/must the RClmt act in accordance with “school authorities”, onighrh

ask? The DoE sense that it is on slippery groumd,rend tries to hedge its bets. In
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light of previous claims, and the powerful imagetioa cover, these statements appear
contradictory. The document sends out mixed message

It seems, therefore, that ti&uideswere perhaps carelessly written, and perhaps not
handed over to a broader readership (such as aaajeas part of a process of
deliberate scrutiny.

One could then argue that, under these circumstanearner participation in
governance will of course be minimal and conditlont is even possible to argue
that a way to ‘monopolise’ power is somehow beirgpptuated, probably in contrast
with the ideals upon which learner participationsw@nceived. The voices of the
learners in thé&uidesare given little room, a move one could see asvamere the
authorities think of themselves as being generoubké learners by allowing them to
participate in governance. Therefore the fact thatners do have a say in matters
concerning their education could be for somebodg’slconvenience rather than the

learners themselves.

The tone of the&suidesthus positions learners as potential opponents avbaot to
be trusted. The educative and democratic potesitidde Guidesis thus threatened by
an apparent lack of trust, and without trust theaa be no partners, which is what

learners are in the new dispensation in South Afric

What the Guides highlights is that the challenge of democratisihg education
system in its entirety is by no means an easy oradkle. It is perhaps too much to
expect school administrators to suddenly see thieesegoverning schools in
partnership with learners, more so if there ar@hmbes in the veryuidesthat give
learners stakeholder status. It can also nothkentéor granted that the learners, who
by law are considered minors, could easily assumeerble of being responsible
partners with the adult school governors and mamsagéich it is probably why their
participation is ‘restricted’. Also, the schoolseastatutory organisations, thereby
implying legal implications in some instances whssrtain duties are performed,
which could well be why they are seemingly ‘progettfrom assuming fully
participant roles on paper, more especially becdlieg are not permanent groups

who would occupy positions for longer periods.
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In summary, thé&uidesas a package do not seem to be addressing timelsaguest
for unquestionable stakeholder status, especitlyei very first function (according
to theGuideg of the RCL is to act as an instrument for liaisord communication.
Its functions are to communicate to learners thesages of school administrators. It
seems like there is not much flexibility on the tpair the professional management
and the SGB as this quotation from tBaidesshows: “...the principal must explain
reasons for decisions taken, to the RCL, who in must inform its constituency”
(DoE 1999d: 14). This suggests that once a detisomade it is going to be
implemented, even without the consent of the R€Is difficult to see how learners
can own deeds committed by their members as at r@éfscilaiming stakeholder status

if the Guidesare not to their satisfaction.

If the Guidesare meant to promote orderliness, a sense of contyrand to establish
conditions conducive to teaching, learning, manggnd governing environments
then they need to be reviewed. Participatory deawycis likely to be undermined if
learner involvement in school governance is limitecthis way. TheGuidesare
generally shallow in their recognition of learngyhts and are not a true reflection of

what it means to educate learners through partioipa

As a general comment therefore, tBeidescould be edited to reflect a more positive
and inclusive attitude, not only for the bettermehpolicies on paper, but also as a
measure of trying to curb the consistent disrugtionschools caused by learners who

want their voices heard by the authorities.

What theGuidesdo manage to convey is a calming sense of ‘notyhaWhich is

perhaps misleading. | return to this point in th&t kchapter.

2.7 LEARNER PARTICIPATION EXPLORED
2.7.1 IMPLICATIONS OF THE PARTICIPATION

What in essence does learner participation in dadmeernance imply?
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As per the recommendations of such significant dwmnits as the Task Team Report
of 1996 and the ANC’#& Policy Framework for Education and Training 1994 the

prevailing conditions were planned in advance.

In order for South Africa to develop systemic cafyato manage schools better,
education departments, the proposed national utestand provincial centres should
take concrete steps to promote understanding apdosuof the new vision of
schooling. This is the baseline for change, amraders at all levels of the system
must assist others to understand the intentioeadnt policy and legislation”. Also,
this understanding “must start with school govegnimodies, school management
teams and district officials” (DoE 1996c¢: 34).

Coupled with that was the notion that:

Governance at all levels of the integrated nati@yatem of education
and training will maximise democratic participatioh stakeholders,
including the broader community, and will be oraetd towards
equity, effectiveness, efficiency, accountabilitpdathe sharing of
responsibility (ANC 1994:22).

Looking at happenings in education over the yeaadgdHorne (1999: 89) contends,
“The education system is not a machine that caovieehauled, but a living organism
which grows out of its earlier incarnations”. Taerould be ways and means of
always keeping in check the strengths and weakaesskworking on of each ‘reborn
organism’ (the education system). The recommeodstby the Task Team and
planning by the ANC illustrate a view that with éawrable conditions prevailing and
good planning, schools as organisations could lessfully governed through
involving more people. That learners should bduished in this involvement is now

beyond question.

However, different people could explore the imgiimas of learner participation from

different angles, as it could mean different thitmslifferent people. The Task Team
report of 1996 seems to imply that other superamrS&SMTs should teach the RCLs
their duties and functions within governance. @eeds to be conscious, though, of
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the tendency of individuals in organisations to ale guard against individuals
‘trampling on protected territory’. In his revigvaper, Sithole (1995:93) claims that:

Although it is the stated policy of the nationalnmsiry of education
that students at secondary level, for the purpdéselmol governance,
constitute one of the main stakeholders, how stisdare going to
participate in school governance and over whichuassis yet
unresolved.

Coming across such sentiments one is again a tptised by the manner in which
things are taken for granted by those who put mdi@and working conditions on
paper. The concerns are raised since “becauskeof tery nature and function,
schools and the education system in general ane topéivisions, dissent and protest
in society” (Hartshorne 1999:8). Although democralicies are now in place and
transparency should be prevailing in organisatimtduding schools, Hartshorne’s

(1999:10) warning is still very relevant:

It is naive to expect that politics can be kept @uéducation: this is true

both for the politician who put it there in thestirplace and who sees
politics in education only when it is not his orrlegvn politics, and for the

educationist who tries to act as though educatiostein some kind of

vacuum, untouched by the realities of the world...

A practical situation is therefore presented betoreryone to see that politics are part
of almost every move that involves more than owvidual. A tricky task thus faces
the authorities in terms of putting vision to antiand in the process avoiding
politicising (as in alienating others) almost evbigyg. Of concern again would be
addressing inherent behaviour of authorities adryt and win over the learners at the
expense of working along acceptable democraticajniels. Again it seems like there

is no easy way of divorcing politics from educatasithe arguments so far illustrate.

2.8 POLITICS IN EDUCATION

As has already been shown, it seems virtually irsipdes to keep politics out of the
education system. The most important questiorefbez concerning this issue is: do
the authorities know how to deal with those pdditia education in terms of their

approach to managing and governing education? '8U4995:73) depiction of
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political management is helpful: “Political modalssume that in organizations policy
and decisions emerge through a process of negotiand bargaining. Interest
groups develop and form alliances in pursuit oftipalar policy objectives”. The
scenario depicted by Bush creates concerns overitmeally means to have politics
playing a role in education. Clearly, for some mgas to be employed, certain
groupings need to be in agreement on policy isswes if some in the organisation
disagree. If policies put in place privilege soatéhe expense of others, some issues
in education will remain open for debate, even mmdrsial for a very long time to

come.

Does more participation mean more democracy incthrgext of secondary school
learners? For now as the roles of learners ararapfly not yet clearly spelt out in
the present documents in operation, the implicatiare that a win-win situation is

being created.

2.8.1 A WIN-WIN SITUATION?

All too often after the 1994 democratic electioiere seems to be a tendency by the
authorities to overlook some of the critical aredsen addressing certain issues. |
mean this in the wider sense of adhering to suchbaties of democracy as
transparency, in letting parties concerned knovthefr exact roles and what at the
end of the day is expected of them. It could pued that by seeming to involve
learners the authorities are trying to placate th€he general perception created is
that learners are not always ready to reason biightbwhoever seems to be standing
between them and their aspired gains, no mattesateet’ they could be trampling

on.

A win-win situation would then be created wherermess feel part of the governing
machine, whilst the authorities on the other hagel that they have the measure of
the learners. The learners’ contribution to tlmegile, we may argue, not only for an
acceptable education system for all but the grestteiggle for liberation, probably
earned them this participation. The theory inforgnilearner participation in
governance in South Africa so far seemingly fadscbnvince me that it was not

36



meant to ‘neutralise’ a force “...whose potential ogiion had to be diverted” (Bush
1987:82).

2.8.2 SO WHO NEEDS A MIRROR?

Why would any of the groups involved (the authestand the learners) need to look
in the mirror concerning learner participation?eTiterature | have been able to peer
into so far paints a picture which shows that samehhe authorities have not
impartially accepted learners and their roles imegnance. It is therefore yet to be
proved that the participation was more than a matteonvenience for the relevant

participants in school administration.

For the learners as well, it remains unclear whretthey could on any day claim that
their present participative status is really winatythad bargained for, but at the same
time it cannot be taken for granted that thereasheed for them to be educated for

democratic participation.

2.9 EDUCATION FOR DEMOCRATIC PARTICIPATION

For now we cannot help but assume that “youth inegal and school children in
particular have been the main actors in initiagityer the process of resistance or the

search for alternatives in education” (Cross 198R:7

If this is the case then there is a need for deatmceducation. Many decades have
seen generations of youth being ‘taught’ how tdfiipr the country and very little or
not at all about how to reason and help build thentry.

Hartshorne (1999:65)) saw this coming and remarked:

As teachers we should ask ourselves, not just whapupils should
know and be able to do, but more importantly whatl lof people they
need to be and become what kind of people SoutitaAfreeds now
and in the future.
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It goes without saying therefore that the youthhe$ country need to be taught to do
away with always thinking about confrontation, wsiforce and even destroying
property in the process of voicing their conceriiiis can never be thought of as an
easy task; hence a great challenge faces not boketin power, but also every
positive thinking adult. Schools should and mustused to empower them with the
necessary ‘armour’ in order to contribute positvie the cause of democratising the
country. To that effect the ANC’s discussion papeEducation policy contends that
democratic education “must advance the ideas ofodeamy, the participation of
society in making decisions about the way in whig$purces are used and the way in
which that society is governed” (ANC 1994:11). fdfere an education system
embedded within a democratic framework and whiclved to produce democrats

could go a long way in building a credible nation.

If “education is seen as a powerful weapon that thaspotential to impact on its
socio-economic and political context” (Soobraya®@33) then | feel vindicated in
agreeing with those who stress education for deatiacparticipation. Entrenching
democracy through education would be building @aasible nation for generations
to come. Soul (in Hargreaves and Fullan 1998:l5)ns that the primary purpose of
education is “to show individuals how they can fimt together in a society”.
Togetherness South Africa can never be overemphasised bedaugeo long the

country has been operating in fragments.

One’s support of such views is however not blind real complexities of bringing
together a nation as diverse as South Africa @ucktion for democratic participation
therefore calls for the learner force to be enogedleto be accustomed to the notion of
participatory democracy as early as possible. &iilmec for democratic participation
also aims “to develop a broader sense of commuamitiindeed in the world at large”,
says Soul (in Hargreaves and Fullan 1998:42). Whth country now part of the
global village it can perhaps not afford to dergyfiiture citizens the only acceptable

language to the international communities — denaycra

Taking into consideration what happened duringapartheid era and what needs to
happen in future, Mda and Mothata (2000: VI) arths:
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The proliferation of education policies, laws, a@sd discussion
documents in South Africa since 1994 mirrors tlaesof hope, desire
and urgency to move away from a painful, divisidestructive and
self-defeating education system.

The arguments by the two writers bring forth a rsraeminder that whatever the
authorities are doing they should and must guarainag reintroducing ‘inherent
contradictions’ in the education system. All inl @ the concept of learner
participation in school governance could be dewedbp would contribute greatly to
educating the youth on how to contribute positiviedydemocracy now and in the

future.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research is not a technical set of specialistsshilit implicit in social
action and close to the ways in which we act inngday life (Shratz
and Walker 1995:2).

The claim by the two writers above is in my viewaneto portray research in such a
way that it be seen as something that is accedsildayone who takes the initiative.
My research investigates the perceptions of the Sk¥d the RCLs on the roles of
the RCLs in the governance of secondary schoolg.rédearch participants involve
SMTs and RCLs from five secondary schools in thah@mstown townships of
Extension Seven, Joza, and Newtown extension, wiberknown as Fingo village.

This research was conducted using the interprefpeoach.

3.1 RATIONALE FOR THE INTERPRETIVE APPROACH

The research is conducted within the interpretiseagigm (Coheret al. 2000:22),
using a qualitative approach, which according tacbin and Guba (in Creswell
1994:4) “is termed the constructivist approach...’rdugh this approach, the world
of participants is left to themselves to descrilighout the researcher imposing any of
his or her views. Such a researcher is aware ofrishand Wamabhiu’s (1995:116)

views that

People possess a unique qualitynsciousnesthat is not possessed by natural
objects including other animals. Consciousnes®leaghumans not only to
transcendtheir natural surroundings, but also to activelynstruct social
reality.
There is more than one definition of what a rede@aradigm is, as shown by Birley
and Moreland (1998:30), who claim that; “A paradigra theoretical model within
which the research is being conducted, and organiee researcher’s view of reality
(though they may not be aware of it)". This idiime with Bassey’s (1999:38) claim

that

A research paradigm is a network of coherent iddasit the nature of
the world and of the functions of researchers, Wwhadhered to by a
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group of researchers, conditions the patterns eir tthinking and
underpins their research actions.

Therefore, going through this research, | took cemme of the fact that those
involved (research participants) are in the bessitpm to describe their own

situation(s). With reference to this approach Bag4999:43) goes on to argue that:

Data collected by interpretive researchers are liysugher, in a
language sense, than positivist data and becauseisofjuality, the
methodology of the interpretive researchers is rmlesd as
‘qualitative’.

In joining this band of like-minded thinkers, | agrwith Basseyil§id) that:

The interpretive researcher cannot accept the alethere being a
reality ‘out there’ which exists irrespective ofgmée, for reality is seen
as a construct of the human mind. People per@ideso construe the
world in ways, which are often similar, but not assarily the same.
So there can be different understandings of whiagak

‘Getting inside’ the two groups, the SMTs and thélLR, helped me to get a better
picture of what was really happening inside schaslorganisations. This is by no
means meant to imply that the researcher comprantise stance of letting them do
the talking, in terms of describing their own swmdings, and then working with
whatever data comes his way. This is informed tajk&s (1995:44) contention that,
“For all their intrusion into habitats and persoa#flairs, qualitative researchers are
non-interventionist. They try to see what wouldrdndappened had they not been
there”. Based on the deliberations of the differqunalitative commentators and
practitioners, this chapter characterises the eméisearch process, the methodology
and the range of approaches used to gather datmédysis and interpretation. This
is done in order to understand and explain the mycg of the governance of
township secondary schools, with particular focuasttee perceptions of the roles of

the RCLs in school governance.

Many writers, among them Lincoln and Guba (1985héh and Manion (1994),
Cohenet al. (1995), Bassey (1999), Berg (1998), Wilkinson (200@ve in my view
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accurately highlighted the appropriateness of adgpan interpretive framework in
research practices that reflect on descriptionsexiianations of people’s problems
and situations. The reasoning behind employing fharadigm and approach is
further propelled by the historical events thatcpoed the present scenario of
democratic practices expected of school governande. line with Mouton’s
(2001:114) definition, that a research design ie th.design and methodology
followed in your study in order to investigate tpeoblem as formulated...” the
background outlined in the previous chapters pesp#re ground for an approach of

this nature.

This research journey is taken with much care amedimg of Walker's (1985:78)
suggestion that “negotiation’ is important at metiges of the research process”.
Obviously whenever one is permitted to join a garggoup or groups as an ‘outsider’
(researcher), it is vitally important to avoid tagianything for granted. For me this
has been the case because of many reasons, amahgisvtine age gap and levels of
operation among my research participants. Theldinfp of the research problem in
chapter one has convinced me that democracy isfamshed revolution and as such
an investigation of this nature is necessary ireorid discover whether there are
people who are committed to embedding it (demogracyll social practices in order

to care for the freedoms, safety, humanity, digaitg so on of others.

By its very conception, my study seeks to undecstmopposed to generalising about
or proving anything. | therefore argue that i$ fitell within this paradigm, which by
its very nature sets out to describe, interpret amglain the manner in which
participants make sense of situations and the wagnmgs are reflected in their
actions. To this end, in trying to project the @gses as against the failures of this
paradigm, Schostak (2002:5) maintains, “...no matt@wr intensively one observes
from a distance or close up, to understand thes Infethe people who dwell in the
houses and walk streets, contact has to be madieérefore as a way of getting
settled and working with the hope that gettingtideli’'under the surface’ in order to
uncover the world of participants, | chose the nmtetive research paradigm. The
fieldwork was done in five schools with SMTs andlRGQvhere the perceptions of the

roles of the RCLs in governance were investiga#&dcording to Mouton (2001:98)
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The term “fieldwork” is also sometimes used to rdfe the “doing”
stage of research, presumably to signify that yawveheft your study
or the library and entered the field, whether & igboratory, a natural
setting, an archive or whatever is dictated byrésearch design.

With both historical and natural human conduct abtarising my research
participants | am bound to agree with Birley andrédand (1998:41) when they say,
“Any method must produce data that is relevanthi tesearch question(s) and be
able to provide answers or illumination on the ¢pi Also on the use of the term
fieldwork, which ordinarily would refer to thinggteer than those that have something
to do with research, Schwandt (1997:54) says time te

. refers to all those activities that one engagewhile in the field;
including watching, listening, conversing, recoglininterpreting,
dealing with logistics, facing ethical and polilicllemmas and so on.

| think it is appropriate that Schwandt goes asamentioning ‘facing ethical and
political dilemmas’, because on many occasions d ba face some of these
challenges. These are discussed later in thigehap

3.2 GATHERING DATA

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, more than me¢hod was used to collect data.
With research, says Creswell (1994:4-6)

Multiple realities exist in any given situation:etlresearcher, those
individuals being investigated, and the readerfnck interpreting the
study...the qualitative researcher needs to repathffdly these
realities and to rely on the voices and interpretat of informants.

Creswell's views help bring forth the realities atved in the research process, i.e.
that it is never a one-dimensional, but a multigiexh exercise meant to reveal
whatever is concealed as far as the researchentemed. | used questionnaires and
open-ended interviews as data collection tools,iargb doing | was basically trying
to answer Guba’s (in Halpin & Troyna 1994:77) thiuthdamental research question;

the other two have been addressed:
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* What is there that can be known — what is knowabDntological
questiam)

* What is knowledge and what is the relationshighef knower to the
known? Epistemological questign

* How do we find things out?ethodological questign

The brief discourse analysis in the previous chaggeves as a third source of data to

illuminate my findings.

3.3 THE RESEARCH TECHNIQUES

3.3.1 QUESTIONNAIRES

According to Walker (1985:91):

Questionnaires may be considered as a formalizedl stylized
interview or interview by proxy. The form is thamse as it would be
in a face-to-face interview, but in order to remakie interviewer the
subject is presented with what essentially is @ctired transcript with
the responses missing.

The SMT questionnaires’ (Appendix A) first sectought their biographical details,
concerning teaching experience, period of theivisgrin the SMTs and so on. The
middle section looked at their involving the RCInsgovernance, working relations
with the RCLs and their schools’ code of conduug fast section looked at the RCL
accountability and how they as SMTs dealt withisrstuations involving learners
and or RCLs.

The number of schools and more significantly thenber of participants in my

research required that | include questionnaires ngmihe techniques, and also,
because “change is viewed differently...and theretals up a range of responses”
(Morrison cited in James and Connolly 2000:19). e Tquestionnaires helped me
decide on whom to choose for the interviews, batmfthe RCLs and SMTs. There
were no a strict criteria for selection exceptdg that with the SMTs, | was looking

to have (out of five) a principal, a deputy priradipand HODs. With RCLs | needed
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to interview (out of five) a president, a deputgcietary, treasurer and an additional
member. The questionnaires also served as argitdge of data collection.

A total of thirty questionnaires were administered to ffezondary school SMTs in
the Grahamstown townships, otherwise known as Rfmom the very onset | could
sense that not all of the questionnaires would dmpteted and returned, mostly
because the very gatekeepers (principals) with wtiay were left, took, on average,
three to four days to distribute them to the retevpeople, the rest of the SMT
members. There were two schools in particular whook about a whole week and a
half to distribute them, and it was never an eask to always enquire after them. In
the first school, the principal always had a péliteonvincing answer pertaining to
the reasons for not handing the questionnairesstadileagues. Fortunately one of
the deputy principals in the school came to my uesand took it upon himself to
distribute them, after hearing about my predicambenat | then had to make a whole

new set of copies available.

The second principal told me that only he and o@®Hvere readily available to fill
in the questionnaires (out of five SMT membersheirt school), as the others were
not interested. Acting on advice by the consentf@D | took it upon myself to
personally hand (after much convincing) the quest&ires to the members
concerned. This was not without its own problerasduse | did not know how the
principal would respond: interestingly he was laterong those who never returned
their completed questionnaires. One HOD also vdasnant that she was ‘too busy’
with schoolwork, and so would not manage to make tio complete it. Ultimately |
managed to collect nineteen completed questiomdi@m the five schools, ten

HODs, six deputy principals, and three principaéaged to complete them.

With the RCL questionnaires (Appendix B) there weoemajor problems concerning
distribution, because | made use of teacher liamficers (TLOS), in schools that
have them, who liaise between the RCLs, SMTs ahdradtaff members. | had to
check the dates and times on which they would b&enaaailable to fill them in, as |
had to be present. Twenty questionnaires wereiltlistd to five RCL executive

committees from different secondary schools, angrté®n completed ones were
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returned. The RCL executive members i.e. the peess] deputies, secretaries and

treasurers filled in the questionnaires.

The questions asked were divided into: period @irtechools, how RCLs are put in
place, how they work, codes of conducts, their edtalder status with reference to
participation in general school governance anddnigion making processes, their
roles, working relations, RCL/SMT meetings, suggest concerning the manner in
which the authorities deal with learners or RClLuess As with any questionnaires
administered with the hope of, firstly, getting rindback on time and possibly the
whole total number given out, | patiently followdte necessary measures of always
enquiring about when | could come and completeptiogess, and in the end it paid
off. This is where | learned to understand thditiea of research and to take into
account Mouton’s (2001:65) suggestion that as eareber “be flexible at all times
and make changes to the project timetable if reguiDon’t become a victim of your

own plan. Remember that a plan is just a tool tp f1eu reach your goal”.

The questionnaires for both sets of respondentattaehed as appendices at the back

of this thesis.

3.3.3 OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEWS

According to Patton cited in Arksey and Knight (2982)

The purpose of interviewing is to find out whairisand on a person’s
mind...to access the perspective of the person bategviewed ...to
find out from them things that we cannot directhserve.

Kvale (1996) cited in Coheret al (2000:267) says that, “an interview is an

interchange of views between two or more peopla topic of mutual interest”.

Because of the nature of the interviewees openeenaierview questions were
employed. Also because, as Hurst (in Powney & 38Véb87:16) claims,
“interviewing is somewhat like catching rain in acket for later display. What you
end up with is water, which is only a little likain”, | had to resort to a structure that

would allow for flexibility. For purposes of conmrfoand a relaxed environment |
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always made sure that with the RCLs there was @&nse@erson with every
interviewee, be it a fellow member or a close fiienThis is because Cohen al.
(2000:270) argue that “for personalised informatadrout how individuals view the

world ... one veers towards qualitative, open-endetructured interviewing.”

| interviewed five SMT members, one principal, oteputy principal, and three
HODs in their respective schools. Eight RCL membesere interviewed: two
presidents, with the third one accompanying hisretary, two secretaries, two
treasurers and one additional member. Only onddcbuly express herself in
English and was therefore interviewed in that laggy all the others spoke Xhosa. It
was agreed beforehand with all the interviewees ttha interviews would be tape-

recorded and transcribed later, and that was tbe wih all of them.

The interview schedules are attached as Appen@iaasl D respectively

3.3.4 INTERVIEWS WITH THE SMTs

The use of open-ended interview questions with Simsluced both expected and
unexpected views. | am saying this because ascadeayself, working in a school

where there is a SMT which is also part of my reded was awakened to the reality
that even something that is sometimes regardesmmsnon sense by others from a

distance, may seem significant for those involved.

In the process of trying to delve more deeply ith® social setting of the SMTs as a
way of gaining access to both the ontological apistemological aspects of their
views | came to agree with many writers concerriimgr views on common sense.
These writers include researchers such as Neun00:23) who claims that the
interactive approach says that common sense idah source of information for
understanding people. Neuman’s views remind meithilly | took it as common
sense that it could not be very difficult for themtalk about SMT/RCL activities
and/or problems. During the interviewing processwever, | discovered that the
SMT members sometimes found it difficult to explaworking relations when
responding to specific questions, and one memben estated, “I do not know
whether they want to be kids or that guidance techeed to be brought in”. Their
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body language was contrary to what | had expecteérims of the seriousness with
which they perceived RCL roles. It is thereforesthdypes of interviews which
revealed their real concerns and views on the vwerokent of learners in school

governance.

3.3.5 INTERVIEWING THE RCLs

From the onset | must admit that interviewing tlggoup posed some unique
challenges, mainly because the majority of themevagtolescents, and according to
Keats (2000:101) “Adolescence is a stage of devedoyp rather than a specific age
range.” Hence | am not about to say anything albimeit ages in trying to make my
point. On many occasions when interviewing thisugr | was almost always caught
in the middle in terms of whether to treat themnaisors’ or stakeholders because of
the manner in which some conducted themselves. Hane referring to, firstly, the
language | had to use or avoid using as a way dingasure that each interview
progressed at an acceptable pace, that of theviemeze. This was the case because
the interviewer must pace the questioning to et pace of the respondent (Keats
2000:63).

My interviewing skills were tested to the limit duy these interviews, because with
some of them some responses were a simple “Ye$l@t or even a simple shaking
or nodding of a head. Keats (2000:105) argues, ‘olemtents do not want to be

treated as children”, but she goes on to say that

It will appear that in some situations they maydsehas children or as
if they would like the security of childhood. Thizehaviour may
manifest itself in the course of the interview hietquestions become
threatening.

It is at this stage that the researcher in me dittleaworried about the validity of data
such an interview was likely to produce. Keats (2Q07) however goes on to
suggest “A change of questioning style will thenneeded to restore their sense of

self—worth and acceptance”, which I did with somecess.
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Though | cannot claim to be an exceptional inter@emy personality, character and
ability to adjust to different situations were $stfeed and hence | managed to obtain
rich data from them. Overall it was an experiertta will stay with me for a long

time, through which | will remember my ‘infant stgj in the field of research.

3.4 DATA ANALYSIS

According to Taylor & Bogdan (1998:141)

Data analysis is a dynamic and creative processoufhout analysis,
researchers attempt to gain a deeper understantliwhat they have
studied and to continually refine their interprigtas. Researchers also
draw on their first hand experience with settinggormants or
documents to interpret data.

It is at this stage that | realised the truth ikgey and Knights’ (1999:49) words that
“data analysis is difficult and can take the novacel the more experienced researcher
as well longer than expected.” This was the caserwlhhad to decide whether to
firstly present the data in one chapter and theatyaa and discuss it later or do all of
it in one chapter. In fact | did start presentibgut could not resist the temptation of
discussing and analysing it, hence | later, in aiagon with my supervisor, decided
to opt for the latter of the two ways. With refece to analysis, Robson (1993:305-6)

claims:

Analysis is necessary because generally speakiig, id their raw
form do not speak for themselves. The messageitden and need
careful teasing out. The process and productalysis provide the
basis for interpretation.

Taking into account the nature and goals of myaretestudy, as well as the methods
used in the collection of data, the data were apalysed and discussed in a

triangulated form. Justifying the use of triangigla, Robson (1993:383) argues:

Triangulation is an indispensable tool in real wodnquiry. It is

particularly valuable in the analysis of qualitatidata where the
trustworthiness of the data is always a worryprtivides a means of
testing one source of information against otheraesl..if two sources
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give the same messages then, to some extent, tbeg-alidate each
other.

Throughout the process of presentation, discussiwhanalysis the different sets of
data were made to ‘talk’ to each other. This wasdaise because qualitative research
“implies a direct concern with experience as it'liged’ or ‘felt’ or undergone”
(Sherman and Webb cited in Merrian 2001:06). Theseers depict the practical
situation | was faced with in terms of asking tidTSand RCL members to describe
their day-to-day activities, how they felt aboutdk and the processes they undergo in
the governance of schools. The responses by botlpgito the questionnaires and the
interviews, coupled with the contents of relevamtuments, necessitated that analysis
be done bearing in mind that “qualitative researah reveal how all the parts work
together to form a whole” (Merrian 2001:6). Thergsain this case are the research
techniques and the ‘whole’ refers to the findingsjustifying my use of triangulation

both in data collection and analysis | presentfdiewing example:

Responding to the questionnaires, the majorityhef RCL respondents claimed to
have their own codes of conduct, but during therinéws, it emerged that only one
out of the five RCLs actually has one. On the ot@nd the RCLGuidesof 1999
(DoE 1999d: 11) state that “an RCL participatesl@weloping a code of conduct for
learners”. Stressing the fact that there was wie @b conduct of theirs in operation in
their school, one respondent during the interviexealled that, having finished filling
in her questionnaire, and failing to understandtvéghaode was, she went to ask her

class teacher what it was.

My contention therefore is that this is a typicalample of a case where “each
approach is regarded as providing its own perspectn the issue” (Keats 2000:63).
The competing perspectives are then brought tdatteeduring analysis, more so if it
is done against the background of having used ri@ne one technique during data

collection.
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3.5 THE INTERPRETIVE PARADIGM CRITIQUED

| may have opted for the interpretive paradigm farious reasons; some of which
have already been brought to the fore and discusskhgth, but that does not mean
that | blindly follow whatever is interpretive awd/qualitative. Adopting and
working within the interpretive paradigm does notany way suggest that | am not
aware of the criticisms levelled at it. Among thas#icising it is Walker (1985:88)
who argues that; “Qualitative methods, it is saate subjective, unreliable,
unsystematic, lack adequate checks on their waliditd are generally speaking,

unscientific”.

This may be a bit strong, but in a way it doesdptmthe fore the view that there is no
one best method for conducting research. Releyapmicability to research sites
and other aspects were taken into consideratioordet was decided that this

research be embedded in this paradigm.

In the following sections | attempt to address th@icisms usually levelled at

qualitative research.

3.6 METHODOLOGICAL TRIANGULATION

Within the mentioned paradigm the “methodologicartgulation” (Mason 1996:25)

in Silverman (2000: 98) was used to collect dataksey and Knight (1999:21) say
“the basic idea of triangulation is that data aptéamed from a single wide range of
different and multiple sources, using a varietynathods, investigators, or theories”.
It is also Coheret al.’s (2000:115) view that “multiple methods are sudéalbhere a

controversial aspect of education needs to be atedufully”, that more than one
method was used in this research. | viewed theeisg hand as controversial for
obvious reasons, many of which are dealt with Hganithe first two chapters, and

more importantly in the analysis and discussiodaié.
With more than one method used to collect dataas awakened to the realities of

secondary school governance. Discussing triangul@t data collection Arksey and
Knight (1999:21) respectively quoting Denzin (197)d Jick (1983) claim that:
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“triangulation is not an end in itself...In effectriangulation serves two main
purposes;confirmation and completeness”. In trying to avoid taking anything for
granted and to let those employing it in their egsk projects exercise flexibility and

open mindedness, Arksey and Knigibid.) go on to clarify that:

When the approach is used for confirmation purpdiesindividual
strengths, weaknesses and biases of the variotmdsemust, first, be
known and, secondly applied in such a way that #mynterbalance
each other.

I would like to think that when deciding to usetrgulation from the very beginning,
it was my aim to try and make the sets of dataagath‘talk’ to each other. Looking
back | have been able to do that through diffeneethods. This was done following
Arksey and Knight's (1999:22) claim that:

Approaching research questions from different amglad bringing
together a range of views has the potential to g@@enew and
alternative explanations, ones that better capgheesocial complexity
that the fieldwork explores.

Citing the two writers’ views on my part is takingto account the fact that my
research participants are SMTs and RCLs, naturabgning that these groups are
from different levels in terms of their operaticgsd constituents. However, true to
the nature of research processes, triangulatiorotisvithout its own difficulties, as
Schostak (2002:79) observes:

Triangulation is not a magic solution to the prohde of assuring
validity, truth, generalization, and objectivity.However, it does
provide a means of exploring what is at stakeridividuals when they
try to coordinate actions in relation to a mateaiadl symbolic world of
others.

The research techniques used in this study ardigoeaires and interviews, and (to a

small extent) discourse analysis. In settlingtha three mentioned techniques, | was
following Berg’s (1998:7) contention that:

52



Qualitative research properly seeks answers totignssby examining
various social settings and the individuals whoalih these settings.
Qualitative researchers, then, are most interegstethiow humans
arrange themselves and their settings and inhabit#fnthese settings
make sense of their surroundings through symbalsals, social

structures, social roles and so forth.

With what has been said by Berg concerning dateeaan, | was convinced that

doing research through these three methods wag glmtice not only to the research
participants but also to the ‘richness’ of the day richness | mean the likelihood of
methods “yielding the most appropriate informati@¢Birley and Moreland 1998:43).

These two writers enhance this argument by poirdginghat:

The central point of triangulation is to examine tiesearch topic or
focus from a number of different vantage pointsutyh this should not
blind the researcher to differences between setglath that such
vantage points provide.

3.7 SOME KEY ISSUES IN INTERPRETIVE RESEARCH

Any form of research carries with it some issueat thre considered to be as
significant as the paradigm itself. The issuesceomed include objectivity, ethical
issues, reliability and validity. With my kind o&search participants these were
bound to play a significant role.

3.7.1 OBJECTIVITY

Scott (2000:16) argues that objectivity “may beduseindicate that a description of
the world about which a claim of validity is madedccurate...the word itself has
become a synonym for ‘truth”. As a matter of miple it is important that, in the

process of conducting research, one enters anwtisitu with an open mind as

opposed to going in with preconceived ideas of vexaictly is happening inside. As
with other issues, there is no guarantee thatdriorbe objective about certain things
in research is without its challenges. SadlerHisner & Peshkin 1990:33) argues
that:
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Qualitative researchers are likely to be undulyueiced by positive
instances, and not so sensitive to the significarficegative instances,
they are likely to be unduly influenced or “anchiliréy experiences
undergone early in research and so on.

For any researcher to continuously purge such ‘hiogkis or her research journey
would require of them to always try to ‘balancektbcales in terms of what the

research at hand reveals. Eisner & Peshkid)(go on to suggest that:

To achieve objectivity within a paradigm, then, tlesearcher has to
ensure that his/her work is free from these problémentioned by
Sadler), and again the presence of a critical ticadiis the best
safeguard.

This research does not claim to follow a ‘crititi@dition’, but | have tried to be as

open and critical of the findings as possible.

3.7.2 ETHICS IN QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Shwandt (1997:4) explains, “The ethics of quaN&iinquiry...are concerned with the
ethical principles and obligations governing cortdirc the field and writing up
accounts of fieldwork”. As with any other reseach was confronted with having
to take almost everything into consideration whenduicting this research, more so
because | was faced with different groups of mif®GLs) and adults (SMTs). Scott
and Usher (1996:69) argue that:

Gathering information bestows certain obligationstiee gatherer and
yet they are motivated by conflicting impulses.eiftaccount needs to
be credible: that is, it must reflect, refer to,imrsome sense illustrate
what is happening or has happened, and yet fiekli®ra social
activity, which demands a level of trust between riassearcher and the
researched.

As one would come to expect, at times these imputeaflict as the argument has

shown this far. Stressing the significance of ¢héssues in research, Schostak
(2002:8) argues that:
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In carrying out a project — interviewing, observimgiting up analysis,
views, argument — there is inevitably some intetieenin the life of
another and with it both an ethics and a politEgiojected having
implications for how subjects and objects are v@juepportunities
framed and resources allocated.

Barbia (in Berg 1998:31) interestingly points oatl ‘0f us consider ourselves ethical,

not perfect perhaps, but more ethical than mokuafanity”.

Concerning the ethics of research therefore andéhnsitivity with which this topic

comes, as illustrated in chapter one, | would cldéimat | did have the ‘consent
contract’ with my research participants. Thoughytldid not sign any forms, we
agreed in principle that | would always try to lemsitive in my approach at all levels,
in terms of anonymity and confidentiality, and thée research was only for

academic purposes and nothing else.

3.7.3 RELIABILITY

Hammersley (in Silverman 2000:175) claims that, li&®lity refers to the degree of
consistency with which instances are assigned ¢ostime category by different
observers or the same observer on different oatsisioAlso Wilkinson (2000:38)
claims that it “refers to matters such as the &iescy of a measure — for example,
the likelihood of the same results being obtairiekdd procedures were repeated”, and
Birley and Moreland (1998:43) “The extent to whiahtest would give consistent

results if applied more than once to the same peaapdler standard conditions”.

As a measure of trying to achieve reliability in mgsearch, | piloted both the
questionnaires and the interviews. The exercisgilofing also helped contribute to
my belief that | surely was on the right track @rms of the questions asked. The
‘right track’ in this instance is the resultant ame consistency with which the
respondents responded to the questions posedno thimcoln and Guba (1985:298)
argue, “The key concepts undergirding the conveatialefinition of reliability are
those of stability, consistency and predictability'Therefore in trying to avoid

following ‘attractive’ trends/views that would lead me falling into the trap of
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developing another research project within my studstuck to always checking the

responses against the research questions and goals.

3.7.4 VALIDITY

According to Shwandt (1997:168) validity refers pbenomena that are “sound,
cogent, well grounded, justifiable or logically oect.” Birley and Moreland
(1998:42) argue that

Ensuring validity can be achieved in a number ojsyane of which is
to carry out an initial investigation (a pilot sygdusing any intended
data collecting instrument to check the authentiamd relevance of
data produced.

What the two writers are saying is in line with whalid with my questionnaires and
interviews concerning piloting. Making their viewkarer the two writers go on to
say that “alternatively a panel of experts can beduto assess that the planned
instrument really does measure what it is supptsdéd measuring”. In Wilkinson’s
(2000:38) words; “validity relates broadly to thdent to which the measure achieves
its aim, i.e. the extent to which an instrument soeas what it claims to measure, or
tests what it is intended to test”. The very cqtiom of involving more than one
school in my research, with a total of fifty questhaires respectively administered to
SMTs and RCLs, and thirty-three having been coredlednd returned and also
conducting interviews with more than twelve respamtd was on its own a kind of
cross validation, because mainly, their responsese valways compared with the
contents of the existing departmental policies. eréfore this was on its own a

measure of trying to ‘validate’ whatever came autlata from the participants.

Having opted for the interpretive paradigm and aede methods, | agree with
Schwandt’s Ipid.) views on the use of triangulation as another méarmut validity

to the test by using two terms, ‘true’ and ‘certaikle says that “true” means that the
findings accurately represent the phenomena tohwthiey refer, and “certain” means
that the findings are backed by evidence or waedhrdand there are no good grounds
for doubting the findings or the evidence, for timelings in question are stronger than

the evidence for alternative findings.
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Perhaps the most significant understanding of iglidomes from Cantrell (1993)

and Guba & Lincoln (1985), who view validity as teent to which findings emerge
from the data, and nowhere else — not whether attsrarchers would produce the
same findings, but whether a reader would agreeotiais findings accurately reflect

the data, which | want to believe is the case withdata.

In chapter four | analyse and discuss the dataecteidl.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter | present the data and discussingyniys. The data are arranged in
themes, which emerged as issues as my familiaiity the data developed through
repeated readings. The data are drawn chiefly fiteeninterviews. Data from the

questionnaires are included where appropriate.reetes to relevant documentation

and literature complete my attempt at triangulafindings.

4.1 LEARNERS: CHILDREN OR PARTNERS?
4.1.1 LEARNER RECOGNITION

A change in understanding, which is of basic imgioce, does not of
itself, however, mean a change in the concretar@-1999:26).

One of the key concerns emerging from the datahe groblem of learners’
recognition by the SMTs when it comes to their sateschool governance. Some of
the responses depict an ambivalent attitude tokihe of recognition given to the
RCLs as the following quote from an SMT member séiow

H1: ...it is difficult to handle working with children, specially
because we could not discuss things on the sarak lev

RCL members are referred to as ‘children’ and asoperating ‘on the same level'.
The respondent clearly regards the idea of invgit@arners in management matters
as problematic. Yet by law they should be recagphisontributors to the
democratisation of schools (SASA 1996), and in ghecess stereotypical views or
attitudes should be done away with. It is cledifficult for adult educators to regard
young adult learners as management partners. He®rf2002:11) contention that
“trust-building and overcoming stereotypical pefo@ps are among the first
important steps” thus becomes a particular chalenyVhen talking democracy,
people just cannot afford to ignore the roles stheoould and should be allowed to
play, as Goodlaet al (1997:22) cautions; “if schools are the neglectagéds of our

future, they are also the abandoned workshopsrod@mocracy.”
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Having gone through the background on learner iéiesvand struggles to have their
representative organs recognised, it is not diffitu see that they have been able to
‘legitimately’ acquire power for themselves. Aftire 1994 democratic elections in
the country, the majority of South Africans inclodi the government generally
welcomed the notion of learner participation in thevernance of educational
institutions. This was acknowledged in the formtlud South African Schools Act

(SASA) of 1996.

The RCL members interviewed are also concernedtad®Gl recognition in school

governance:

SEC.1..The learners’ problems should be addressed inleomed
manner, with student structures given enough retiogn

The concerns raised by this RCL secretary raisestmuns as to whether the SMT
members tell or discuss issues with RCLs. Thevahg responses depict the picture
| am trying to paint, that of them attaining stagdeler status and being doubted by the
people who daily work with them, the SMTs. Thep@slents were responding to

questions pertaining to RCL roles in school govecea

H. 2. ... The only thing | know is that they are represdritethe SGB
(School Governing Body), by two or three studehtd aire expected to
go back and report to the whole students’ forumecdddly, what |
know is that even if they are involved | have neseen them involved
in the employment of teachers. In those meetihgsetare financial
statements, so they know about anything that isigoaliscussed
because they are part and parcel of the SGB.

One deputy principal reiterates:

D.1. ...They are seen by the law as minors, for instanen if we

have got some committees and we want to put umaetehey can’t
come into that subcommittee, because if there egal limplications

there could be problems, and in the appointmerieachers they are
not there but when we report to the SGB they agesth

And one principal responds:

P.L Like... one other thing ...er... even today | thinki# the
responsibility of every school to workshop studeatisut their roles.
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These responses show that the SMTs do not holdaime views pertaining to RCL
roles in school governance, and that may well nthah RCL recognition may be a
mythical issue, especially if one takes into ac¢dhbe fact that these were views from
people who come from different schools. It is al®wy interesting to notice that
others chose not to answer the question directiytha principal’s response shows.
Of the five SMT members interviewed only one seemackihow that the learners are
considered minors by the laws of the country, legdo one questioning whether the
documents in operation make it any easier for danlers to claim their ‘rightful’
place in governance.

The SASA of 1996 does not say much about the extenthich the RCLs must be
involved, which in my view is where some of the wagess starts. The Education
White Paper-2 (DoE 1996e: 13) is a little clearer:

It would not be appropriate for learner represévgatto participate in
discussions concerning the contracts or performaoicecurrently
employed staff members, but they should be encedrag participate
in discussions on policy matters affecting the haag staff and
learners respectively, and relations between siaff the body of
learners.

The participation by learners in the governancesefondary schools has many
unanswered questions pertaining to their roles taedextent thereof. It is doubtful
that such participation is what Mortgetson (in Movr1989:104) views as:

Participation by persons in the making of decisiagch affect them
and the idea that to take up ‘fully participantitattes’ towards
someone is necessarily to recognise his right aive §im the
opportunity to participate in decisions which atfeon.

This quotation probably refers to management gdlgetaut in a way it does set the
framework for learner participation, because altimg way some decisions would
undoubtedly affect them directly.

The RCL members themselves show that they doubtheh¢hey are recognised in

the manner that they would like to be, as the Walhg responses demonstrate. They
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are responding to a question relating to their Ivemment in very important decision

making processes or meetings:

Pres.1Sometimes we are involved...

Pres.2Yes they tell us...

Taking into account the fact that the respondenisteyl are presidents in their
respective RCLs, it is becoming clear that RCL sdle governance are not clearly
understood. With the RCLs having acquired stal@gradtatus, it begs questions as to
why it should be deemed less important always twmlue them bilaterally with

SMTs. The fact they are only ‘sometimes’ involvedicates limited participation.

It is also ironic that the RCLs are sometimes ‘¢dug the middle’ because they are
sometimes seen as leaving the learners they adendean the lurch. The following

views show this:

Pres.2It happens that if a learner does something wrbke jumping
over the gate when it is locked, gets suspendedowitthem being
referred to us (the RCL), and that is where oublenm lies.

This is a clear indication of one who does not krewactly where he fits into the
whole process of having a say in how things shbeldione in the school. Also the
problem of being seen as ‘sell-outs’ by some learmamong the group they lead

bothers them:

P.3... sometimes we are caught in the middle, for exartige issue of
learners smoking at school. They know that itas allowed, and we
address them on that, and all of a sudden theyisees being on the
side of the teachers.

One HOD observes:

H.3 Other learners would have a feeling that the ewusaare
moulding the learners so that they can ‘toe thein bne’
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One of the RCL presidents claims that in his school

P.2 Even the students do not come to lodge their caimigl with us.

So far the manner in which the RCLs were incluaeddhool governance and as such
in decision making, lacks depth and proves Conwi884, in Murphy & Louis
1999:7) correct when he claims that: “The faith pusuch approaches (participative
decision making) was not supported by researchjweshould be] calling for better
research rather than their rejection”. It is tiieme not difficult to see why there will
almost always be ‘problems’ with involving learn@rggovernance. Having said that,
Hemmati’'s (2002:40) suggestion to ‘problems’ likeege is that “all stakeholders as
partners together define the problems, design plessolutions, collaborate to

implement them and monitor and evaluate the outtome

If the RCLs experience such problems as seeingthigdt very constituents are not
very sure of how to go about dealing with theirresgntatives, it now becomes

appropriate to look at the reasons for learnegetanvolved with the RCL.

4.1.2 WHY JOIN THE RCL?

Do those in the RCLs know why they are there? Thisstion is asked in terms of
their duties and functions, their observations podsible knowledge of how RCLs
function. The reasons for joining the RCL varynfrone individual to the other, but
the most prominent of all seems to be the perfoomaand reviewing of previous

RCLs, as the following quotes from respondents destmate:

The first president:

P.1 The RCL from last year...they had a few people theye sure
were going to be chosen for this year...l think whappened is that |
stood up for what | believed in, | was kind of falk a lot. |If

somebody | didn’t believe in was appointed, | méde point that that
person was brought down again. By doing that setudents were
kind of looking at me, seeing that | could stand filee role of the
president of the school, without me knowing it. &nwe students
know each other better than the teachers, we khatvsome of them
wouldn’t make it and | told myself that if this wasbe my last year in
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the school, | was not going to be led by people dbamot know what
they are doing.

The other president claims:

P.2 So that | can make some changes in how things @me th the
school, those that need to be changed...the prevRiis was not
talking enough to the students

And one of the treasurers concurs:

T.1 | noticed that things were not going right for tlearners, and
being the talkative person that | am, | felt thecéor me to help the
learners by representing them, and | feel good tahou

One treasurer though, had an interesting additidret reasons:

T.3 When we got nominated | got more votes than thdegd 1l student
| was competing against, also | wanted to playla o helping other
students address their problems.

It is interesting that the fact that she got mootes than her competitor seems to

count as her first reason to get involved.

A secretary observes:

S.21t’s because in the last few years I've been ankrahere, the past
RCLs were less competent in my view, not that \mg, but | felt that
| can and | wanted to serve.

That they mainly find some ‘little faults’ with tivepredecessors is an indication that
they are observant enough to see how they canfptatheir coming term of office.
Again, the fact that their general contributionnmeetings ‘wins’ them votes shows
that their peers believe that they can be entrustéd the responsibilities of
representing them. Having said that it cannotlaened that those who vote them in
are always satisfied with their performances. s Itifficult to judge from a distance,
but some claims by their electorate show that fiaifahem have confidence in their

representatives.
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A publication from one secondary school (Gcina 3002d some interviews with
learners concerning their views on the roles of Ri@&.. The writer and interviewer
feel that “although the decision of who is in theadership is taken by the learners,
some of them are not pleased by the productivitthefleaders”. She goes on to say
that the interviewees feel that those elected “diokmow what to do and not to do”.
This may sound a bit confusing, when the very elaté would claim that their
representatives are only there [by implication] fieemselves. But having said that
the learner masses are the most relevant to judigeher the RCLs are effective or
not. As to whether they know the exact roles ef RCLs within the governance as
opposed to their expectations [and possible corspario the SRC era] is open for
debate. Also, this may have an impact on the asteon and flow of information

between the representatives and the electorate.

However positively geared the RCLs are for theeduéihead, there is still no denying
that they may be coming in to join school govermawith that inner learner ‘fighting

spirit’, as the following quotes demonstrate:

P.1 The three of us in the SGB normally meet to havwiefing on
what we are going to be talking about, like ways dafending
ourselves.

It is interesting that the respondent sees thendzar role as one of “defending”
themselves, rather than negotiating or discussir§jthole (1995:95), discussing

learner participation, claims that:

Those who are elected to serve in those SRCs (nGlwsRare not
elected on the basis of their leadership credentmlt on whether they
are brave enough to face the onslaught of pargmiscipals and
teachers.

It is difficult to argue against this view becauwsemany occasions the confrontational
nature of learners has prompted many to thinkwlag. In trying to come closer to
reality let us now look at the views of SMT membeosicerning learner involvement

and participation in governance.
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D. 1 ... I think they welcomed it (participation in gowance) ...they

were welcoming it but they were also coming in witlat culture of

opposition and as they were welcoming it they shasithat terrain

where they have to fight for themselves, so theiognon board for

them was still to get what they want. As I've said have had these
forums in the past even before the legalisationsbudlents do change
and so does the leadership and so for those whoaeer | think they

were happy and they welcomed it. They used it iao gaore ground!,

for instance we had something which took us thi@gsdliscussing it
with them, they wanted a trip to PE and we had Istogpped to sleep
over because of problems, so they wanted to sleep they wanted to
leave here on Friday and come back on Sunday, we mat agreeing,

but then it was only the leadership which wantes, tine student body
didn’t want to sleep over.

Taking into consideration the reasons behind the listh by literature and the
research participants of words suchdagending onslaught culture of oppositionit
seems that conflict is among those aspects thabctiesise schools as organisations.
This does not surprise me because of the mannehich schools used to operate in
the past, and in the process created culturesviliat prove difficult to undo. Giving

their own views on school culture Serggeal.(2000:325) argue that:

A school’s culture is its most enduring aspect.. unaltis rooted deeply
in people. It is embodied in their attitudes, esland skill, which in
turn stem from their personal backgrounds, from irthéfe
experiences...

The expressions by the quoted authors does capitarenood in schools and the
possible reasons for the use of such strong wevidgh would otherwise mean that
each group has a marked territory that must bendefi at all costs. Much has been
said to conclude that it is doubtful that organ@a can manage to go about their
business without having to face conflicts at araget and the main issue then would
be the manner in which they positively deal witbgé conflicts as opposed to always
pointing accusing fingers at other stakeholder$iwithe schools. Looking at the
views expressed and the use of the words of ‘adhfjuoted above, it is not difficult
to see why it would be possible for some stakehslt resist some of the measures
put forward by the demands of the schools. Acecwydb Morrow (1996:57) “the
central strategy of resistance is to put forwanchaeds, backed up not by reasons but

by threats and the power of refusal...” This unfoati@hy is characteristic of learner
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behaviour. Whether they are pushed to do so iateemfor debate. Through joining
the governing structures of schools “they come awehfeelings of solidarity and
loyalty to one another, they value their membershithe group and want to protect
it” (Schmuck & Runkel 1994:58hence the eruption of conflicts because the SMTs
are there to defend what is considered valuablé bgt them and the education
authorities. By way of facing the challenges pobgdthe differences of opinion,
Schmuck and Runkel (1994:118) suggest that thegiwaps be brought together “to

explore goals, uncover differences and agree omster

And the principal from one school observes:

P.1... Learners need to be workshopped thoroughly niyt fom their
specific roles in governance, but also be readietet made leaders,
like chairing meetings, standing in powerful politie even if not in
the SGB but in other structures, they must be madenow exactly
what to do. This to avoid having them in strucsupest to listen and
be passive people as if they are watchdogs tofsee are going to
‘chow’ their money. They must be full participantsstructures and
that can only happen when they are empowered amdldesnough to
stand even in community-based structures.

In a way there seems to be a notion that the SMé&kthat the RCLs are coming in
more to fight than to help build. For example sd&MT members interviewed were
vague when asked about the roles of the RCLs iem@ance, but were however sure

of those things which excluded them, as the foll@nHOD notes:

H. 2 ... What | know is that even if they are involvesid’'never seen
them involved in the employment of the teachers.

In chapter two parts of th@uidesfor RCLs (1999d) pertaining to their roles were
guoted directly to stress the vagueness with whlod authorities justify RCL
participation in school governance. The contemthe Guidesshow that the RCLs
have a role to play nowadays in school governaalieit constrained to what the
authorities think. It is known to many that thefficial inclusion in governance is a
relatively new exercise, hence it is hoped (inteéngsy among others by the very
same SMT members) that they could bring in thatdedestability. This is true

among learners as well, as the following views MTSnembers demonstrate. More
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than one SMT interviewee hinted at hoping thatrtirelusion does have a positive
side to it:

P.11 think it has actually helped us a lot in ingtibuns, because things
have improved in terms of governance and alsodiield of protests
by them has slowed down. We are able to have dewear passing
by without having disturbances or protests, asetleitransparency at
all levels.

And one HOD reiterates:

H.2 | think yes, because at least the lines of comoaimn are open; two,
whether schools like it or not they are entitledotain things, and in some
cases they themselves are able to diffuse poteadlicts.

And another HOD claims:

H.3 ... due to the involvement of learners nowadays b&ginning to
learn that learners themselves can also have itdtediscan help in
developing the institution, so | would still sayalving learners is a
good thing even though there is still a lot to beel

Two clear reasons have emerged as to why learmersnet really involved:

unwillingness of SMTs and the vagueness of poli€iie unwillingness on the part of
the SMTs manifests itself not only from what thdigois saying, but their having

problems recognising ‘children’.  On the other ¢hahcannot be taken for granted
that those involved in RCLs are always good leadeasly to cooperate with other
stakeholders. RCL involvement seems to have beemplace as an exercise meant
to contribute to organisation development (OD) weht#re school would serve as a
terrain that, through cooperation between all dtalders, helps all involved realise

their goals.
4.1.3 REBELS WITHIN THE RCLS?

As has been highlighted by Sithole’s (1999:95)rolahere could be rebels within the
RCLs in the eyes of the SMTs. The question oneldvask then would be what
impact such thoughts would have on the workingti@mia between the two groups.
Some responses indicate that such suspicions d¢eattito some harsh realities in

terms of the operations of the RCLs, as the two H®&ow highlight:
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H. 2. ... But this year we had a little problem whereby tieirperson
(president) had some disciplinary problems and @8 iemoved, and for about
four months there was no chairperson.

H.1. I think they did not follow any channels exceptifoituencing students in
other classes and then students followed, and Idcgense by the song they
were singing, “sibanik'umzuzu baphume baphelgg (Qive them a minute to
leave the schoolthat we were seriously being chased away. We lgferfor
the area office.
It can be generally accepted that because of ldatanstances and or confrontations
associated with learner representatives, it wagmguing to be easy for the SMTs
and the RCLs to collaborate from the beginningarmmis of working together as
stakeholders. Through looking at it from differemygles therefore, one can detect a
state of confusion and difficulty in trusting easther. In times like these, Begley

(1999:17) claims:

Confusion sometimes attends efforts to differeatiagtween principles and

ideals, andeal represents a desired state, one that need ekisbfpurpose

other than its own realization, principles guidé@acaimed at realizing ideals.
Not much can be said about the song they werergingxcept to say that it is one of
those learners’ ‘war songs’ which made them highotivated and could then be very

dangerous.

The views expressed by the two HODs indicate tbatesSMT members feel that
there are rebellious members within RCLs that caddetimes have a negative
impact on the contribution of the RCLs to the srhoatnning of the schools. Two
RCL members | interviewed in one school commentted their school's SMT could
not afford to ignore them in any way because theyewso ‘afraid’ of their (RCL)

president.

Sec. 2We are the ones representing the learners, sohthey to start
with us...normally they do, because they are afréith® president.

It is interesting that it matters to them that th@esident is someone ‘feared’ by the
SMT, and perhaps it is an indication that they tbelres consider him to be a rebel.
These are signs therefore, that openness and tmgriesach other with sensitive

issues would prove difficult, as the groups invalbisplay signs of being suspicious

68



of each other, and in the process generally mak&img together difficult. Having
said that, Murphy and Louis (1999:15) argue that:

In a professional field like educational adminigtra relevance is also
a matter of preparing future administrators wittowiedge and skills
that will enable them to become successful pracigis.

The talk of educational administration in the présera does not exclude the RCLSs,
and that calls for acceptable measures to be ppiate to counter the rebelliousness
of learners, instead of those used in the olders dalyere they were viewed as
nonentities. Before going too far with the ‘gamé&pointing fingers between the two
groups, let me look at some of the basic aspectggdnisational life, starting with

communication.

4.2 COMMUNICATION

Communication should be full and free, regardldssank and power
(Lindbom 1996:59).

If there is to be free flow of information in anyovking environment pertaining to

general and specific duties and assignments tcelfermed by different individuals

and groups in organisations, communication is @peet organisations cannot afford
to do without. As organisations schools are nepton to the view that they should
and must keep information flowing if they are tor@manywhere near attaining their
goals, among which is governance with as few probleas possible. This is
especially true in the present scenario where sadma@rnance includes not only staff
members but the RCLs as well.

According to Sizer (1992:89 in Fullan 1993:45):

The real world demands collaboration, the collextisolving of
problems... Learning to get along, to function effealy in groups, is
essential. Evidence and experience also strongfjgest that an
individual’'s personal learning is enhanced by atile effort. The act
of sharing ideas, of having to put one’s own vielesarly to others, of
finding defensible compromises and conclusions itself educative.
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The argument by the two writers states clearly tbatany organisation, including
schools, there needs to be open, clear lines ofreontation. Through this, the
exchange of ideas would help minimise misunderstgsdoetween all involved, and
that through these kinds of interactions those liraa would learn a lot both from
each other and otherwise, individually and in gsuBefore looking at
communication between the RCLs and the SMTs, itlevdoe appropriate to first
examine communication within the RCL and then betwé¢he RCLs and their

constituents.

4.2.1 COMMUNICATION AMONG THE RCL MEMBERS

One would assume that the RCLs, especially theutixeccommittees, because they
should be working as a unit, are constantly excimgngnd working on information in
accordance with their programmes. As it turnstbat is not always the case. This is
shown by the following responses on learner reptasiges in the SGB concerning
the RCLs’ preparations for, attending and reportivack after attending SGB

meetings.

One of the presidents laments:

Pres.2They (RCL members in the SGB) do not even repadkixo
us... They just keep quiet...

Not reporting back to other members is contrartheogoals and objectives of having
RCLs, as theGuidesto learner participation state that having RCLen&to keep
learners abreast of events at school and in theneomty” (DoE, 1999d: 12).
Keeping them abreast of events is of paramount itapoe because some of the
issues discussed in SGB meetings affect them i mvays than one, for example the

manner in which schools should fight drugs inside autside of their yards.

There will undoubtedly be problems if there is Boabugh information gathered by
the RCLs as a result of their not always sharifigrmation among themselves, more
so if it is information from the SGB meetings, a&Bs are the most powerful
structures in schools. They are therefore meandigouss very important issues

affecting everyone in the school community. Shagridiscussing and making
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decisions based on direct first hand informationtlyy RCLs are of great value. If
such opportunities of reporting back to other memledter SGB meetings are not
used, it could easily lead to unnecessary misutetedsigs. The emphasis here is for
them not to miss out on some critical decision mgkprocesses or stages of
implementation, hence putting their own participatin jeopardy. In saying this, one
is however aware of Koslowsky and Sagie’s (200@iz)m that:

Participation in decision making and many othemterare tossed
around very casually; yet what one means by thesest differs from
person to person, from organisation to organisadioth from country
to country.

The SMTs do have their own way of looking at whettiee RCLs are sharing and
exchanging information by way of holding meetingence the following observation
by one of the deputy principals in one of the sd¢$00

D.1 For a short period we have a well functioninglLRd then they
forget themselves, you do not see them holding imggtknocking on
our doors to ask for advice, and they only hondw scheduled
meetings, so | think we have got to do more andstafgeem. Helping
them is a life-building thing; maybe it is time dance teachers helped
them with advice.

An observation like this one is necessary on thé gfathe SMTs so that they know
the kind of people they are dealing with and ashsonake it easier for them by

offering advice freely. By the ‘kind of people’dm specifically referring to the

responses from both the questionnaires and theviewes, that many of the RCLs do
not have their own codes of conduct, as only onebthe five RCLs claimed to have

one in place. Also, | want to believe that not ihngva code of conduct is a
contributing factor to some RCL members not adlgetinmaking reports one of their
priorities, because by not doing so accountabiditgompromised. Having the codes
of conduct for RCLs seems to make a differenceaw lthings are done by those
involved, as it does with knowing or not knowingeithroles in governance. The
participants show this, one of which is this RCegdent from one of the schools:

Pres.1We made a code of conduct at the beginning oy¢ae; we had
a workshop with the principal to discuss the basioshow we are
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going to help him, and how we are going to workifpgey towards
building the school... It is the RCL’s code of contjuzased on some
of the school’s codes of conduct.

This statement by the RCL member seems to be maékanliftle easier for them to go
about their duties and meeting with other stakedrsldn the process of participating
in governance. There are also advantages to hdkiexe codes in schools as this

president elaborates further on the main item(sh®fcode:

Pres.1Firstly, you be the president or the treasuredoésn’'t mean
that you are stuck with that job, everybody hasptd in hundred
percent and again it doesn’t mean that you haveepower the school.
You also have to work with the teachers and do whey say. We
also try to motivate other pupils to do things deit own; we also
formed “youth for work” a group here at school. \Also have our
own security since we have no fences, we do tryneet our own
problems.

As we can see, if there are such documents in ptheeroles and functions of the
RCL are made a little easier and it would also miake lot easier for SMTs when

communicating with them to refer RCLs to the cotgef the codes of conduct.

4.2.2 COMMUNICATION BETWEEN THE RCLS AND THEIR
CONSTITUENTS

As a matter of principle, effective communicatioasvand still remains essential in
terms of keeping in touch with current developmeantschools. The respondents’
views show that maintained communication amonglé¢heners goes a long way in
allaying whatever fears those represented mighte hagarding various issues.
Therefore, cordial working relations in schoolsvietn SMTs, RCLs, teaching staff
and the learner populations at large could be neditu The following president’s

views show that there is lack of continuous inteaacbetween the RCLs and the very

learners they represent:

Pres. 2..The RCL ‘desks’ are just there and not doing aimgth Even

the students don’'t come to lodge their complainih ws, so these
make me say we are not used as much as we woelddik. maybe
they are shy to come to us with their problems.
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This president sounds like someone who is compigiabout not being used enough
by their own constituents, the learners that tlegyresent, and it seems like he is not
sure as to where to direct his concerns. Therelreayore than one reason leading to
this state of affairs, but an obvious question &y ask would relate to the channels
of communication between the RCL and the learndrs may not be at all aware of

those ‘desks’ and why they are there. It is aleryvnteresting to hear his concerns
about them not bringing their complaints to the RQWLis natural for almost everyone

to try and blame mishaps in an organisation anstfoicture on somebody else as the
RCL president does without first making it cleaattlsomething was done to make
sure that the whole learner body knew how the R@lcture functions, not only the

executive council, but also the whole elected counc

It could be suspected that this goes back to tkerohtions of one of the respondents,
a deputy principal, who feels that there is a yduig difference between the SRCs of
yesteryear and the present RCLs. He sees a lacklesired spirit, which was there in
the SRC era, and it may happen that the very leamieo do not bring their concerns
to the RCLs have made that observation of the Rg&isg ‘toothless’ and therefore

think twice before bringing them in, as he says:

D. 1 We have not had the RCL in the forefront as it wathe SRC
era. The RCL is not always in the forefront gividgections but
mainly caught in the middle. That “oomph!” whichasvthere in the
SRCs is not there in the RCL... | am not sure thatRICLs are serious
in looking at themselves in terms of their rolésee them as taking a
back seat and not coming in front and playing thele. The spirit of
the RCL is not similar to that of the SRC.

There is more than one SMT member who feels tleaRI@LS are not operating in the
same manner in which the SRCs were doing. Theviidlg HOD just mentions this

difference in passing, without delving much inte thifferences between the two:

H. 11 would say it is better now because we are haiR@d s instead
of SRCs, so it's good that they are there when pheents are
discussing.

My own observations and conclusions concerning $fCs versus the RCLs’ view
are that the SRCs were not a recognised stakeheixiept that they forced their way
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into being recognised learner representatives.s fieans their activities were not
scheduled in a coordinated manner, known to ottaebkolders in the schools. Their
programmes were mostly kept under wraps and wouwddt rprobably catch other
stakeholders off guard. As a result of that theyenmostly regarded as radicals who
wanted to operate as they wished, hence the viatw/‘timcompromising attitudes on
the part of the learners and misguided militancyreweften interpreted as party
political” (Sithole 1994:43) in the apartheid er®n the other hand the RCLs are
given room to exercise their acquired stakeholdatus, (the restrictions on their
participation are secondary) and as such it is &astheir programmes to be known

by other stakeholders, possibly in advance.

Some of the SMT members’ responses show that ifethe not good enough
communication between the RCLs and their constitu¢imere could be problems
faced by the RCLs. As this SMT respondent showsgnewith the smallest of
interactions between the SMTs and the RCLs, ifather learners are not aware of

what is going on they could easily be mistakerstil-outs:

H. 3 Though the training is informal, it does help @ajrdeal to the
learners; however the very same training also usa@spicions
because it is not formal... Other learners would heveeling that the
educators are moulding the learners [in the RCLijhst they can ‘toe
their own [SMT or teachers’] line’.

The fact that other learners may want to beliewa those in the RCL are being
‘infiltrated’ by the SMT members is a sign that swiere along the way there is a
breakdown in communication between the whole tewchtaff and the learner body.
One would think that the learners in general angpssed to know all about the
functions and duties of the RCLs, including thet that they have to be trained once
they are in the RCL, so as to be readied for flobiin the governance of the schools.
My contention therefore is that the RCLs may eitherlacking in information, not

aware of certain things, or that the lines of comimation between themselves and

those they represent are not always used to thefagdion of all involved.

Another RCL secretary, from another school, wheupposed to be the very first to

know about learners’ activities both in and outsidie¢he RCL, complains that other
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learner formations within her school tend to igntme ‘right’ channels when they
want to go about their activities:

Sec. 2There is this Active Youth group inside the schowehich
decides on things without consulting with us, westjisee them
organising activities.

It may happen that the group members concernedaraware of the said need to
consult, mainly because this was never made ctedtrem. One may see a need to
ask some questions concerning the exchange ofniation between the RCL and

those they represent, especially if they come actbe concerns of the said RCL

secretary, who goes on to say:

Sec. 21 would say we are the chosen ones, the learhmendd respect
us.

It is doubtful that there would be any need for keeremind them of whom their
representatives were if there was enough flow fdfrmation among all the learners
concerning the roles of the RCLs. It is howevecafcern to many to note that the
RCLs do sometimes fail to inform the other learnerseven worse, misinform the
learner population about important things withil@als. To that effect the SMT
members notice that the RCLs are on the other hgmold’ at ‘influencing’ other
learners into going astray and or even disturbictypsl programmes. According to
Harriset al (1997:25) “influence is defined as the attempt tadify others’ behaviour
through either the mobilisation of or referencg@taver recourses”, and if this is what
influence means, then learners can and are easil)enced because by nature they
are readily available to use their energies. @mother hand this observation by SMT
members may be unfair because “assuming peoplera@operative, when in fact
they may have different goals” (ibjdcan sometimes be an oversight on the part of
the SMTs. The SMT members blame those in the RiGhstigating some unsavoury
incidents in schools. This may be unfair but ih@v the SMTs look at it, as these

members indicate:

H.1 One of their representatives in the SGB had shtvem a financial
statement and then according to them they wouldadtaving money for the
farewell, and started to be violent.
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Any learner who represents others in the SGB isenber of the RCL as has been
shown by the views of other respondents beforeadsm the contents of the SASA,
hence the view that (according to this SMT membe)very learner representative in
the SGB had some ‘ulterior’ motives in revealindf lae information to the others.

According to the same SMT respondent, another mgetvhich was rescheduled for

another day, was not attended by the RCL.:

H.1 A meeting was scheduled for an earlier date, hattd unforeseen
circumstances we had a meeting later, they didmtecto the meeting
and ask for clarity after receiving a financialtetaent.

A deputy principal from another school puts it iway that clearly demonstrates that
the learner leaders can sometimes manipulate isitisato their advantage, even

without the full backing of the whole learner body.

D. 1 They used it (involvement in governance) to gaiarenground, for
instance we had something that took us three desggigbing it with them.
They wanted a trip to PE and we had long stoppesleep over because of
problems, so they wanted to sleep over, they wattddave here on Friday
and come back on Sunday, we were not agreeinghleut it was only the
leadership which wanted this, the student body tigdant to sleep over. And
so we pushed for it to go to the student body, saliscovered that the student
body didn’'t want to sleep over, then the matter walsed and yet we were
struggling with them. They were threatening ug thay were going to do this
and that, so they welcomed it with that fightingrisppo gain more in terms of
control and winning more rights.

The pictures painted by the respondents from bioliisssdemonstrate that some kind
of ‘influencing’ could be taking place between RRELs and the whole learner body.
On the other hand, it would be interesting to knelat the SMTs do to address that
situation. According to the SMTs there is not mubby do except to try every
possible means to stop them, even if by unacceptalelans, in a democratic sense,
like a ‘divide and rule’ strategy, as one princigéims to have used to stop angry
grade twelve learners who were demanding more méoretheir farewell function,

which according to him is contrary to the policytioé school:

P. 11 managed to identify two instigators who | mengd by names
in that meeting to say they must not destabiliseppagrammes in the
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school, as they are about to write their trial egaand shortly
thereafter the final exams. | told them they cotdgli-toyi till they
break their legs, so I think | was using that ‘deviand rule’ strategy,
and it worked.

Using the ‘divide and rule’ approach may have wdrkaccording to him) for that
particular moment, but he may not have succeedecbivincing the learners to
always use the available channels of communicatidteep each other in touch with
developments in the school. This sets the stagelolmking at communication
between the SMTs and the RCLs.

4.2.3 CONSULTATION BETWEEN THE RCLS AND THE SMTS

Opening the lines of communication between the R&id the SMTs is as basic as
establishing and having the learners’ structuresgeised. In my view it is in the
interests of everyone involved in the school asoaganisation to have lines of
communication open to all the stakeholders. #nopen secret that one of the causes
of the 1976 tragedies in South African educatioms te non-availability of channels
of communication pertaining to learner grievan¢esce it is vital for the two groups
to keep communicating at all times. My argumemtdpen lines of communication
between the two groups stems from the notion oidavg tensions and making it
possible for both to identify areas where therediiferences of opinions as early as

possible.

The data at hand paint an unsatisfactory pictureaimeng to the RCLs receiving full

information in connection with their roles as staddelers in schools. The department
of education has somehow eased the burden on scbooterning ways and means
of operating in the new dispensation by availingcudoents on roles for every

stakeholder. The stakeholders affected in thie e@e SMTs, SGBs and the RCLs.
Because they are given out to schools and notioheiV structures, the RCLs are by
implication at the mercy of others, most probalblg SMTs, when it comes to them

getting all the relevant information about theilesin governance.

Among the documents for operation is BGeides for Representative Councils of
Learnersof 1999, (South Africa, 1999d), (discussed in caepto) wherein the roles
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of RCLs in school governance are contained. Thurdhgs document and others the
Department of Education has come forth with prongptommunication between the
two groups in more ways than one, this by makingvigion for schools to avail a
teacher liaison officer (TLO), who acts as the ‘diddman’ between the SMT and the
RCL. In stressing the significance of this kindooimmunication th&uides(DoE,
1999d: 16)state that the TLO:

Must create a sincere and trusting relationshigh wiite RCL, the
principal as well as the school management.

He or she must promote communicatiogtween himself or herself,
the principal, staff and the RCL (underlining mymrasis).

By making room for the TLO to help ‘build bridgdsetween the said groups, it could
be made a little easier to avoid unnecessary ciaslitin the schools. It is also
encouraging to find out that the liaison duties laetng observed by the secondary
schools, albeit in a manner that still shows ‘teggtproblems’ as the following quotes

show:
One RCL president claims:

P.1We have our own teacher (Teacher Liaison Offic&Q) Mr X,
whatever we have to do we have to go through hist; fif it is above
him then we meet the principal

An HOD from another school reasons:

H.3. ... But here at school, we have what we call the diais
committee; it's a link between the staff, paremtd ¢he learners. The
members of the liaison committee, of which | am ,oaee usually
asking the RCL for areas in which they would lowe get some
explanation.

And one deputy principal from another school qiedithe presence of a TLO:

D.1 Yes the principal remains that link although thésea teacher
responsible for liaising between the RCL and theTSM
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At least a positive sign emerges from the viewsesged by the quoted respondents
that the documents in place are being given retiogni As | see it, the notion of
making room for having someone playing the rolenwdiating between the two
groups is very noble and is meant to ease thespreson RCLs of always having to
face the SMTs all the time. Questions are raieeddh, about the SMTs’ knowledge
and use of written Department of Education docusémischools. This is more the
case because according to their questionnaire mespsome schools, including mine
(because | happen to be a TLO in my school, and nmea®r shown any written
information on my duties as there was not evenGhelesdocument) they do not
necessarily know the written duties of the TLO eamtd in theGuidesof 1999. It is
not clear how they came to know anything at alliatibe TLO. Some of the schools
do not even have that kind of a teacher doing tediating duty between the SMTs
and the RCLs.

4.2.4 INFORMATION FOR RCLS ON THEIR ROLES/POLICY | SSUES

Schmuck and Runkel (1994:23) argue that:

Roles are norms about how a person in a particoiganizational
position should perform — or more exactly, how teromore persons
should interact on the job.

According to these two writers:

Norms are shared expectations, usually implicitat tilyuide the
thoughts and behaviours of group members. The citgnaof
organizational culture lies in the power of its mer that is, how well
they are adhered to and how resistant they areaoge ipid.).

Seemingly norms have a very significant role toyptaorganisations, hence schools
are expected to make it a point that the ‘grounéiyon terms of letting everyone

know of their responsibilities, is done to the Saittion of the requirements of the
school as an organisation. It is almost unbelievédfind out that many, if not most
of the SMT members know very little or nothing abthe Guides for RCL$1999)

the very document meant to sanction learner ppatiitin in school governance. The
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following respondents demonstrated this as theywesponding to a question asking

about their knowledge of the said document.

The first HOD respondsH.1: No. The second HOD remarks:

H.2 Well | know that there is... there are documentg lEducation
law and Policy but personally | have never had ¢al dvith RCLs, |
never go through those not unless there is a ezal.n

One deputy principal respond3: 1 If they are new then you will need to date them...
And one principal:

P. 1The guides?...Ja, | think also within the documesetst to us that
underpin this whole participation of stakeholdéing, department is not
silent about learner participation. Like for exdeapghey cannot be
involved with hiring of educators and that they imkisow about the

whole question of how school funds are managed usecahat

promotes transparency.

It is clear from all the quoted respondents’ resgsnthat most of the SMTs are not
aware of theGuidesin question. It raises questions therefore asoww they do the
‘groundwork’ (allow for RCL participation in goveance) if they show lack of
knowledge of the very document that sanctions kanparticipation in school
governance. Since the RCL involvement in goveraaaaelatively new in schools,
there is obviously a need to alert the learnenstiat is expected of them as per the
official documents in place, including the very oo their roles. The SMTs are
seemingly just ‘a little too comfortable’ with letyg the RCLs represent the learners in

governance ‘on paper’ and as far as they are coadethat is where it should end.

To that effect one of the HODs interviewed says:

H.1... but the only thing | know is that they are regmed in the SGB
by two or three students that are expected to gk bad report to the
whole students’ forum. In those meetings there #&nmancial
statements, so they know about anything that isigoaliscussed
because they are part and parcel of the SGB.

As does another HOD who interestingly feels that:

H.3 ... It is not a good thing to see a learner conthifguin a meeting
situation, to one who has been trained to be amoaty and now one
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would feel that he is losing his authority, therfeas now take
everything up.

Some may argue that this is a bit confusing, corfiiagh someone who is not only a
member of the SMT, but also of the liaison commaitie his school (as he earlier

indicated), which deals directly with learner afai

And one deputy principal comments:

D.1 | am happy, | think it's a proper thing (having BCin
governance) although at first | thought it wasteeidation tool, | was
not comfortable to have it in the statutory Act doedpart of the whole
education setup, but with time | have learnt toeptc¢hat it's proper to
have them there. They are aware of decisionsg obdconduct, its
adoption and the way it was formulated, missiortest@nt and so
many other things that we do, they will be parttlodse. They can
therefore be able to preach and propagate that é&inehission and
promote responsibility among other learners, saviehearnt to accept
them, I think it would be wrong not to have thenwno

At least there seems to be a positive sign fromviee/s expressed by the quoted
respondents that the documents made available ss#é by the schools, but the
manner in which the SMT members show concern fer ghrticipation cannot be
ignored. All too often they have shown this ‘awsss’ that the RCLs have by law
obtained participatory powers, however there isagbva but...” in how they view

this participation. This leads to one feelingtédianxious and wanting to know more
about the participation of learners in governaticat is, whether it is partial or token
participation. Perhaps this concern is raisederms$ of Bush’s (1995:75) view of

political models and hence their implications foagiice in organisations. He argues:

Political models stress the prevalence coinflict in organizations.
Interest groups pursue their independent objectiwesich may
contrast sharply with the aims of other subunitthimi the institution
and lead to conflict between them.

According to Bush, organisations are generally att@rised by politics, irrespective
of their nature and size, hence the suspicionpblitics may play a role in the manner

in which the two groups communicate.
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In further stressing communication as one of tlagomcontributors to organisation
development and maintenance of clear channels winzmication in schools, the
Guidesof 1999 (DoE 1999: 16) go on to state that:

(@) The principal's general advice, communicatiorgpiration and
assistance are indispensable.

(b) Communication and liaison between the RCL d&dgrincipal are
imperative for the well being of the school.

By putting it this way, th&uidesbring out another dimension to this argument, ithat
Is also the principals’ duty to see to it that commication is not only established but
also maintained and sustained over a long periddra, all in the name of change.

James and Connoly (2000:16) say of change:

Change is an interesting notion. It is all arowsdwithin us, and it is
difficult if not impossible to escape from it. ...Wheight like to think
we have at some time a period of stability, buthgeacarries on none
the less.

It can be argued that if there is any proposecheisaged kind of change, the schools

are bound to feel it first hand, because accortbintames and Connoly (2000:17):

There is a case for arguing that schools are osgaans built for the
management of change. ...To learn is to change,ehdre role of
schools in managing change. ...Since change, legp@amad emotions
are inextricably linked, schools are places whée rhanagement of
emotions is important.

Likewise there is a case for arguing that commuitinashould be at the centre of all
school activities, including informing RCLs of theduties. The case of SMTs
informing RCLs of their duties, through whicheveeans of communication at their
disposal remains a debate so far. This is seelodiing at the responses of the
respondents when asked about the roles of RClisigdvernance of their respective

schools.

One HOD respondsH.2: | don’t really know...
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And another:

H.1 Well, first of all they are the voice of the lears, whatever the
learners’ grievances and problems are, two, these ha take to the
learners what has been communicated by the Depatrtimeough the
School. They play that two-way role and alsoinkithat they start to
gain because in times of conflict once they geknow these they
inform the other learners

And another HOD:

H.3 Well, they play [roles] like any other member inparticular
structure, for example we have the SGB, in whigythre represented
as do parents and educators and their status @ &qthat of the other
parties.

A deputy principal:

D.1 | think they are minimal [the roles]... | think theiole will be

more evident when we look at the student bodyfjttetir component
in terms of their control there, organising. In tegorts forum for
instance, we have got them there with teacherstlamdvhole forum
reports to the management and other societies diuteally big roles
within the SGB as it is where you see those prontimeles besides
being members.

And a principal:

P.1Like... one other thing ... even today | think it letresponsibility
of every school to workshop students about theliesto We have
workshopped them, and as such, they know theisrol@hey are of
help a lot, for example in the school gates fordsti lateness,
uniforms, school fees and so on, involving them esathings much
easier for us as the SMT.

The SMT respondents from different schools intdrgre RCL roles differently. On
the other hand the RCLs show the same signs ohgadifferent views concerning

their roles in governance. Quoted respondents dstraie this:

P.1 We try to keep the peace because some studemtbeing
violated, and we try to make teaching fair for teachers and us. We
also have to raise money for the school, if maydbeething has to be
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fixed. We also raise funds through entering contipes, projects, and
sometimes win prizes for the school... My job (ass pinesident) is not
that difficult because | am bridging the gap betwéee learners and
the teachers, whatever they have to complain abjost take it to the
teachers and whatever the teachers are tryingite \out towards us
and they are experiencing some difficulties, thedl/rhe to talk to the
pupils. This is so because we are at the samédedewe know each
other better, so | always bridge the gap betweenvio groups.

P.2 Raising funds for the school and other things...

Sec.1to represent the learners, as it sometimes hapém teacher is
wrong and you, as the learner must refrain. Se muto stand for their
needs and look at the whole school’s other neddsthe school gate
[the closing thereof to latecomers].

T. 1 Student grievances start with the RCL before gdamg/ard, and
if we feel it is something above us we take itlie S8MT... And some
of the things the learners want, like school tours.

Sec. 2Checking if students are wearing school uniforespecially
males who are always problematic when it comesan, theck late
coming, help with locking the gates at eight o’ akp help with
checking class registers, bunking of classes.

As demonstrated already, with RCLs as well, theseno consistency and or
uniformity in the manner in which they seem to ferming their duties in their
respective schools. Contrary to claims by some SkBEmbers, that they always
make a point of informing the RCLs of their rolegheir schools, and this, as early as
possible, RCL respondents’ views show it to be dtteer way round. A response
from two RCL members of a school where the principaimed they have

workshopped the RCL on their roles goes:

Sec. 2Nobody tells us, we see for ourselves when trereeed for us
to act, and other learners suggest things to uslkdo staff members
on their behalf... There is more we feel we can dat, the staff
members don't always allow us to.

Contradiction and irony seems to be the order ef day with everyday dealings
between the SMTs and the RCLs. There can be rhare dne explanation of that

scenario, among which could easily be attributeldd¢& of communication, hence the
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dangers of facing student resistance. One othew \that kept on coming up,
particularly with the SMT respondents, was that R@Ls either do not know or do
not care much about what is expected of them imgeof their duties or roles, as the

following claims demonstrate:

H.2 Just to comment on their role in management; tleegewhole lot
of potential in them that needs to be developetthmisystem does not
allow for that and somehow you find that they ao¢ aware of what
their exact roles are...Yes but [stresses} sufficiently its not like
they undergo a kind of training, they get it bit iy and only when it
becomes necessary...

Another HOD from another school adds:

H.1 ... They do not contribute positively and in facttd not know
whether they do understand their roles.

What she says next raises some questions becausseshthe word ‘sometimes’...

...Sometimes the principal informs them about thelies in the school
governance and their roles as members electecedgdinners.

Another HOD:

H.3 ... One would say students need to be trained given the tools
so that they could do the job effectively. Like erfithe learners are
to be brought into these particular structures yatdthey do not have
the know-how, then it means they are not goingeteffective in those
very structures.

One principal, in trying to explain the reasonsttharmally lead to RCL/SMT

confrontations says:

P.1 | think it is not because the management is coptial or
intransigent, sometimes it is the lack of insightkaowledge on the
part of the learners, they do not know how to gouabroicing their
grievances, so they do not differentiate betweghtsi and privileges.
Also management sometimes fails to understand afidredhtiate
between the two. Student arrogance sometimes cinmslack of
knowledge and it is for us to clear up their miratsd give them
lectures.
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At least it is positive that self-criticism is sotimees displayed, as this could pave the
way for constructive interaction, as some of thertknawledge that the professional
managers sometimes fail in their duties of dissatmyg information to the learners.

But the SMTs are generally very reluctant to takgon themselves that they may be
responsible for some of the mishaps inside thedshbut consistently point fingers

to the RCLs:

D.11 am not sure that the RCLs are serious in lookinthemselves in
terms of their roles, | see them as taking a baek and not coming in
front and playing their role.

The RCLs’ conduct concerning their roles and dutethin the governance of
schools takes many forms and approaches, with ndeserving’ some negative
labels from the SMTs. To this end one may nevesure whether they alone deserve
to be blamed for their lacklustre performancesamying out their duties. Some of
them admit to not performing their duties to theiséaction of many, including

among others, the non-attendance of SGB meetings:

P.2... mainly they don't even attend those (SGB) mesating

Tres. 1 ...but it's sometimes us who don’t attend such ingoar
meetings

It can be argued that communication is one aspddth can be said to be the ‘life
blood’ of organisations, and this directly affestshools. From different quarters,
many have argued that for stronger, healthier b@wak relations in organisations,
communication should always be kept simple, effectand powerful. If there is
continued communication between the two groups ithe school as a whole that

stands to benefit.

In a school situation therefore, involving RCLsailhgh communication is on the other
hand promoting organisation development (OD) valwdsch help bring about the

spirit of togetherness and ownership of decisiars grogrammes. French and Bell
(1999:62) say of OD values:
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OD values tend to be humanistic, optimistic and aleatic.

Humanistic values proclaim the importance of theéivimual: respect
the whole person, treat people with respect andityigassume that
everyone has intrinsic worth, view all people asimg the potential
for growth and development.

As the quoted writers argue, matters of mutualré@dein organisations need to be
openly discussed, analysed and documented. Beitgistic and democratic, as the
authors put it, is of value to the school situati@cause then the learners, through the
RCLs, stand to develop self-worth and as such thimice before resorting to
unsavoury means in addressing their issues. Téponelents interviewed from both
sides do acknowledge that continuous communicagimes a long way in making
schools better working environments. To that effext of the HODs argue that:

H.1: | think in any relationship of any kind, commuaiion is the best,
because what leads to conflict is lack of propenmmnication and
understanding.

And another HOD reasons:

H.3: ...Here at school the rugby team wanted to go faining to a
school in town, but the school didn’'t have fundsfitmnce that and
seemingly there was a problem regarding commumigatiat to the
rugby players, so they felt that the principal didmant to cooperate
and as a result they toy-toyied, they ruffled thegpal but that was
stopped and educators and parents and RLC werk/@vin trying to
look into the issue and come to a conclusion, assalt of that the
whole thing was sorted out.

And one RCL president comments:

P.1 We are very much satisfied because we do notgastto see
something happening, affecting you, you have aosalgow and why it
is going to happen.

The expressed views on communication further detiiet argument that though
“organizations are made up of multiple individualsjth varying roles and
perspectives...” (Cooper and Rousseau 1994: 99), \lnen have well functioning

operational lines of communication, schools ardided to gain more than they might
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lose. Over and above just involving the RCLs irvegoance, part of the package
involves their being able to attain skills that wbtelp produce future leaders. To
that effect Schmuck and Runkel (1994:118) adviseatlthorities to:

Train students in communication skills, establighiobjectives,
uncovering and working on conflicts, conducting timegs, solving
problems in groups and collecting data.

With their having acquired such expertise it ishoiit doubt a direct opposite of what
used to happen with the apartheid system where tas no need to empower them
in any way. Those lines of communication in sceanlst be opened and used to the

benefit of the school in terms of transparencythadollowing respondents show:

H.3 The major reason, | would say is lack of transpeye which

usually breeds suspicion because most learnerst rdee that

[negatively] because they are not sure as to whetigedecision that
was taken was really fair or not and then when tpetythe facts later
on then they realise the fairness of the decidibthey are involved
from the beginning | don’t think they would reabetsame way they
do when they are not.

It is also encouraging to notice that those in shdo aspire to have transparency in

their respective schools:

H. 2 | think in any relationship of any kind, commurtica is the best,
because what leads to conflict is lack of propanmwnication and
understanding.

H.3: | feel students need to be involved in all theagyoing structures,
so that they can be aware of each and everythiagigshtaking place
within the school situation. If they are involvedther they are
definitely going to be abreast of the things...alé thevelopments
within the institution and therefore they would bappy like all the
other parties.

4.2.6 COMMUNICATION AS NEGOTIATION

Negotiation depends on communication (Mampuru ambelStra
1994: 28).
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Other respondents’ views revealed aspirations topleym communication as
negotiating their way through a mass of issues the#d attention. It is quite
encouraging to notice that even before the 1996 A588me of the schools were
trying their best to avoid confrontational situatoby way of giving learners a voice
in some capacity in the name of negotiation. By whnegotiation, schools show a
positive sign that the stakeholders concerned ocamedogether to discuss issues that
concern them as an organisation, hence these \igwuise respondents, the first one

being an HOD from one of the schools:

H. 11 do not remember what the structure was calletl jtocconsisted
of management, educators and learners, so aleparire involved.

According to the HOD concerned, this happened énrthdst of learners wanting a
say in school governance, hence they ‘opened thidow’ to the learners, and this

was happening before the SASA of 1996 was madaliéyre

Another deputy principal from another school redatbe situation in his school,
before the new policies were put in place, how thegotiated their way through,
among others, the many political ideologies thatrers believed in and wanted to
follow, even inside the schoolyard. With refererioethe length of the following
quote, | honestly could not leave out any part bhimhe interviewee said, because
the contents of the quote seem to have laid thed@ation in his school for, as he says,
‘coping’ under the pressures and influences ofislsees that sometimes led to the
ugly scenes in schools. Within this quote as weetlerges the fact that political
formations do play a role in how learners appraauth address their issues. Through
employing communication in negotiation it seemssjae that differences could be
ironed out without there being unsavoury scenescaBse “participation creates
ownership” (Hemmati 2002:45), when learners areolwed in decision making
processes they could easily take it upon themsetvesake it their responsibility to
own up to their actions and in the process helfuskf possible tensions amongst
themselves. Therefore the views expressed below staw the disadvantages of

having many ‘politicians’ within one school weransformed into advantages.
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D.1 ... For our own way of coping and out of our own exences in
our school, we kind of exposed them, opened a windor we were
consulting them in many issues. Yes we had a PTislwivas running
well, but when it came to some issues ...We had dests’ forum
besides the SRC, and in that forum we had, thahere the political
formations met because you will find that the SRil this year be
AZASM, (student movement, affiliated to AZAPO) COSAaffiliated
to the ANC) that year, you know. To balance thathad a students
forum where say for instance a June 16 will beudised, Steve Biko
day will be discussed and many other historicah&szeMind you these
were not public holidays at the time, so we woulér them there
whilst these were made activist days, we would mahkat an
educational day and we would get speakers fromvaalepolitical
organisations and so in that way we were able tdgado the politics
inside the school. For an example when AZASM chller white
teachers to leave township schools, as much asoutdvbe discussing
that in the PTA and surely taking a position thHattis not going to
happen, we would take it further to the studerdsiim. There Azasm
Is going to interact with COSAS, PASO, SRC as wel, were also
trying to work so as not to have the SRC being sedithat “you are
pro administration” because at the time the adrration as well was
very quick to be seen as being “for governmentssmetimes when
you attacked the government the principal and DK would be
seen as that buffer that disturbs the will of ldiem. But then we
opened all these forums to discuss issues, scatrwtly we did bring
them on board but they were not aware that theyevpart of the
controlling voice and remember at the time thers tt whole cry of
the ‘three legged pot’, students, parents and &Faciso that was used
as a weapon to gain full control of the schoolt@sdave that under
control we had them on these forums and so we neahadWhen this
came up and was legalised and put on statutory age diready
embarked on that exercise as this school so indtdbring so much
shock but now at least we were going to sit wigntrand parents.

The views expressed by this respondent demonshaitén order for schools to avoid
finding themselves in situations where the learrmpngmises would be made political
fields they had to devise means by which to copgeurthose trying times. This
further stresses the importance of continuous metgwt in schools. Some of the
things that warrant negotiation in school are msggous than many would like to

think, as shown by this respondent:

D.1 The group [of students] that we have is not hawangommon
purpose in terms of ‘who we are and how we can gondurselves'.
The big problems of catching a boy with dagga fostance or
negotiating to take a weapon from a boy are thiolypeople who
really do not have a common purpose.
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On the other hand the learners show that theyairalways this group of impossible,
power hungry non-thinkers who would not listen tay@ne but themselves, but
through negotiation can be so positive about maimgs, especially if they were to
negotiate their differences with the SMTs in gowdet Following are the words of
an RCL president who describes her job as involviegotiating important issues
between the RCL and the SMT in her school, therabgrting possible ugly

confrontations.

Pres. 1... | am bridging the gap between the learners haddachers,
whatever they have to complain about | just take the teachers and
whatever the teachers are trying to voice out tdwars and they are
experiencing some difficulties, they tell me toktéd the pupils. This
IS SO because we are at the same level and we &aolw other better,
so | always bridge the gap between the two groups.

True to the character of a leader or one with nesiility, she mentions ‘bridging the

gap’ which is positive by any standard, if goodatieins are to always prevail.

Another RCL member, a treasurer from another scteadons that negotiation leads

to smooth running of schools:

Tres: 11 would say it is very important for all schoots lhave RCLs
for representation so that everything runs smootahd the RCLs as
well should know what they are doing

The views expressed demonstrate that there is dedaadvantage to having RCLs
always ready to sit down and negotiate issues th#hSMTs, especially if they know

their duties within the school.

4.2.6.1 LACK OF NEGOTIATION: DANGER(S) TO THE SCHOO LS

With substantiated claims, | have argued at lergghcerning the advantages of
having healthy communication in schools. In congege there are more gains than
losses to having these kinds of situations. Thare many unforeseen and
unpredictable circumstances that could crop upudhschannels are not open and

maintained. The following HOD relates somethingleasant which happened to
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their principal, just because there were no priegatiations with the learners

concerned.

H.3 ...they felt that the principal did not want to ceogte and as a
result they toyi-toyied, they ruffled the princigadit that was stopped
and educators and parents and the RLC were invatvaging to look
into the issue and come to a conclusion, as atresuhat the whole
thing was sorted out.

That the learners did not continue attacking thecpal after the intervention shows
that had the issue at hand been negotiated with them the beginning they would

never have done the things they did.

Without the use of negotiation, the language ané tf communication could hardly
be understood, and glaring ‘mistakes’ could be cdtamhalong the way if there is no
negotiation going on between the two groups in sthoAmong the other ‘burning’

issues in schools that sometimes lead to contlietareen the RCLs and the SMTs is
the issue of the matric farewell functions, of whadmost all interviewed, especially
the SMT members, cite as among the very commoronsdsr learners to get unruly

and become reckless when ‘demanding’ monies fanthe

The matric farewell functions in schools are me@nte planned, organised and
carried out in very good spirits, however, this sloet always tend to be the case as

many of the respondents’ comments on the matteodstrate.

H.2 ...There were incidents where there was dissatisfactvith
matric farewell. At some point the learners jumpedr the fence, and
there were some incidents. One year, though | daenoember well it
was alleged that one of the learners in grade #izahgun, but | don’t
think anyone [among the staff members] actually gaw..So | think
whatever unruly behaviour experienced was becalise darewell.

On many occasions, as the research participants, siwben wanting a farewell
function, especially if there are any slight indioas that it may not take place or may
be delayed, the matriculants have shown that treprepared to go as far as they can
to make sure it is done on their terms. These gecould include [mainly] the

amounts of money involved, which has proven tohn@elone of contention on many
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occasions between the matriculants and schoolsvioGsly there are worse things
that could happen to anyone in the schoolyardeafdhcould even be talk of some
learners bringing guns to school. This really shtwat learners are more than serious
and are prepared to do whatever it takes to gegshdlone, hence the importance of

not letting things get out of hand from the vergibaing.

Another HOD adds:

H.1 Students were violent; they were demanding a fellejthe
matriculants]. ...According to them they would not leving money
for the farewell, and started to be violent....

There are more questions than answers pertainingpegoreasons contributing to
sometimes making these functions controversiale Vdry first question to ask would
be “do the learners view these functions as rigintgrivileges”? It does not seem
clear whether the schools make it clear from they \meginning whether it is a
privilege or a right. The grade twelve learnersndd seem to make it any easier for
schools to avoid the controversies that mainly att@rise these functions. Through
negotiating with them in advance and adhering fcpono one would be left behind
in terms of understanding the reasons behind makmd@arewell functions an issue to
fight over. According to the following respondenitere are cases however, where
they are made aware of a prevailing status quontué the less continue fighting the

SMTs. This principal relates his school’s story:

P.1...lt is a widespread phenomenon that they demanceynfar their
farewell functions, we also have been victims ddtttbut what has
helped us is that we have managed to put togethémvalved and
formulated a policy concerning the funding of aefaell... it is a
product of students, teachers and parents.

There is a good sign that emerges here, which skimatshere is something good on
paper, by which everyone should abide, in conneatiibh the farewell function in his
school. This sounds positive, but the same praidiyas had some bad experiences

with regard to these functions although therepsl&cy on paper, as he continues:
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P.1... If | may quote a recent example... It happeneds@lout two
weeks ago, we were attacked by students, who warending three
thousand rand for their farewell. | was attendang/orkshop in town
and was phoned by one of my colleagues about tlss.c | promised
to call the police if they were vandalising propeut if they were
listening, | advised teachers to try to addresmtire accordance with
our policy.

Unfortunately the learners were impossible accgrdothe respondent, as they did

not want to listen to the teachers, but instead...

P.1The police came and chased them away locked ties gad were told to
come to school on the following day. | had to &ddrthe whole thing (the
following day) which took me about twenty minutebirstly | talked to the
farewell committee and the grade twelve learnerd,tald them that they were
not going to get that amount, because lower grgo®nts’ money was never
going to subsidise them, they have to fundraiseutfinout the year, through a
committee involving the teachers as well... | gawen options, to cooperate
with the committee, if not, the gates are open fii@m to leave the school], or
all go back to class. | managed to identify twstigmators who | mentioned by
names in that meeting to say they must not desalur programmes in the
school, as they are about to write their trial exetions and shortly thereafter
the final examinations.

The views expressed by this principal are not amligue to his school, but are almost
a norm to many schools, that the learners disregdrdt has been agreed upon
between them and the SMTs and do things their oap, \&s this deputy principal

relates to this state of affairs:

D. 1... We have had few incidents after 1994, which tdmielent, and even
now we think that they were due to misunderstandimg first one was around
matric farewell. As a school we insist that the mocatants have got to be the
first ones to pay school fees and then we haveoour fundraising so we
know that the farewell is guaranteed. But in thastigular year they did not
pay their school fees and we insisted that theyewet going to get a farewell
if they did not pay, but | think we had a differdmand of students in matric in
that year... They were influential, arrogant andtssleadership of the matric
class was more in control of the school than thé RRat leadership hijacked
the whole school just because of the matric farewedmember that we were
kept hostage and they wanted a ‘yes’ to the médriewell and we said ‘no’
the whole teacher body was hostaged and they waegeng their songs until
the riot squad released us and so we reportee a@réa office. They did come
to school and used fire extinguishers to flushftbers of the administration
block, but together with parents we stood our gdotimat there will be no
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farewell. And so we had to reregister everybodyiclv was the agreement of
the SGB so they had to reapply and it then quieted@vn and we started
afresh and we worked our way through.

This respondent makes some very interesting consnémtthe effect that the grade
twelve classes can manage to hijack the whole $chas to why it is possible for
them to do this is open for discussion, but gehethE respondents’ responses show
that there really is a great influence that thedgréwelve classes wield in their
respective schools. Talking of ‘influence’, anatheontroversial aspect of
organisational behaviourpower, has attracted my attention concerning how it

influences school governance.

4.3 POWER

Of all the different aspects of organisational,lff@wer is possibly the
most problematic (James & Connoly 2000: 12).

According to Bush (1995:79) “power may be regardedhe ability to determine the
behaviour of others or to decide the outcome oflimdh

Power is unquestionably a significant dimensionlezfrner participation in school
governance (see page 64). The data contain sestbeal examples of language that
indicates opposition, disagreement, even ‘warfasech asruffled (man-handled),
weapon, fight, gain more ground, seriously beingsgd away, “sibanik’'umzuzu
baphume baphele”, caught in the middle, strugglifighting spirit, keep the peace,
andviolated.According to Talbot (2003:337), management thesrgharacterised by
elements of warfare, and he concludes that “thétanl legacy for organisational
structure and management prior to the Industria¢ Agose because previously the
largest organisations known to society were armiedt comes as no surprise
therefore that schools as organisations are nat shondividuals and groups who are

oppositional in their attitudes, and that they lasguage which reflects this.
Covey (1992:102) discusses principle-centred powhbich he claims has three types

of power, among which istility power, which is characterised by an exchange of

benefits. Covey maintains, “Much of what happensthe normal operation of
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organizations is fuelled by utility power”. Thisthe kind of power that is most likely
to be showing its character in schools. Qualifythgs, Covey (1992:103) claims:
“You only have power over people as long as you'tdaike everything away from
them”. The spirit of opposition can thus be diedrinto some kind of a melting pot
of collective bargaining. This is briefly discudsen page 89 where the respondent
concerned was outlining ways and means by whicin thool tried, with measured

success, to deal with the many political ideologies

Seemingly there is no one best way of referringde power is acquired, which may
mean that in more ways than one, it depends omtheiduals concerned. To that
effect Schmuck and Runkel (1994:58) claim that:

When people identify themselves with others as nesmbf a group,
they come to have feelings of solidarity and loydth one another.
They value their membership in the group and wauptrotect it.

This is characteristic of students, through the@LR, and that is how they obtain
power, whilst with SMTs it has everything to do hvitheir positions and
responsibilities. By their very nature, organisas, because of among others, power,

are characterised by conflicts and negotiationscofding to the NEPI (1992:15):

Conflict and negotiation between individuals ancdoganizations is a
critical variable in the process of change in sedecation systems.
These relationships involve power balances anduggie for control
of the system.

The relations in schools between RCLs and SMTs ldowsthat there may be
struggles for control from both sides. With th#edient stakeholders having acquired
power, there is bound to be conflict because adugrtb Harriset al. (1997:26)
“Whether the attempt to use power in order to erice behaviour succeeds depends
upon the reactions of those over whom it is bex®yted”. Because of that, | want to
believe, some of the things that have happenedngtitutions would not have
happened had it not been for the manner in whiterdnt groupings in schools

pursued their goals.
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4.3.1 “ENTITLEMENT SYNDROME"?

As demonstrated already, communication has a pivota to play in addressing
matters of mutual interest in schools. When om&daoat the manner in which many
schools do things it is not surprising that theress take it for granted that they are
entitled to certain things in their respective slekoThe respondents have different
views on whether some of those things are privdemyenot. Also there seems to be a
set trend with the grade twelve classes from alratbghe schools in terms of taking

many things for granted:

H. 1 ... The problem with them is that usually they ‘tddollow the
correct procedures, | think that is the first psyblwith them. And then
when they are doing grade twelve their behavioanges. | think also
with them they have this ‘entittement syndrome’ exsally when it
comes to farewell issues they feel that they atiédexhto the farewell.

H.2 So | think whatever unruly behaviour experiencexs Wecause of
the farewell.

One may argue that people who feel entitled toilpges will find it difficult to
develop their management and leadership skillsstadtling revelation has been that
of the grade twelve classes making sure that ting eritical positions in the RCLSs,

especially the presidents, would be held by learmdro are their classmates:

H. 2 ...They also take advantage of the fact that the Rf&sident is
usually in grade twelve.

| also made this observation while in the procdssomducting the interviews in all
five schools, that all the presidents and the nitgjof the secretaries were from grade
twelve, hence the very big possibility of their npadating the RCLs.

4.3.2 THE POLITICS OF DIFFERENCE

It is widely acknowledged that differences will a@sh always be there in
organisations, and that being the case, it meatsstthools may not be exceptional.
Christianseret al. (1997:62) claim that among others, “the emergeriggower and
status issues, the failure of one party to apptetie other, and the reference to time,

or rather lack of time, as the reason for failureduld characterise the collaborations
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in schools, in this case between the RCLs and M&sS If that is the case then,
surely that is bound to have an impact on the smoohning of schools. Cyert
(1975:28), in Bush (1995:76) argues that: “withimy aorganisation conflicts tend to
arise between the goals of subunits and the owgoalk of the total organisation”. In
schools therefore this sets the stage for someestieg scenes, because as Bush
(ibid: 77) puts it, “organizational politics arise whegople think differently and want
to act differently”. To put Bush’s view into peesgiive in this regard, the respondents

do come to the fore in terms of the ‘them and tm\ce.

P. 1We try to understand why they say what they ayengeand try to
make them understand our point of view, but norynak can’t decide
in one meeting. We meet again after having gomaehto think the
issue more.

And another president from another school:

Pres .2We had a meeting with them (the SMT), telling usatvwe
must be prepared to do in the school.

And a secretary from a different school:
Sec. 1Sometimes they just do things their own way...

It is unfortunate in this time and age that there still such glaring differences
between the SMTs and the RCLs concerning their ¥iew certain issues. | am
saying this because it could prove detrimentah&swell being of schools, especially
because there is something positive on paper instexf the ‘middle ground’ between
them. Perhaps the issue here relates to the gueadticentralising or decentralising
power, which concerns many in school governanceuding the NEPI (1992:3),

which states that:

One of the central debates of educational govemascthat of

centralisation and decentralisation. In reality..ostnsystems are a
mixture of both. The key issue is rather that powaations are

critical in determining the character of the systefncritical theme is

therefore the optimal distribution of powers andhdiions to the

different levels of the system.
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| am aware of the fact that the NEPI papers andestgons were put forward before
the SASA was passed in 1996. However the conteptsedevant as many of these
suggestions formed the core of the SASA and otimgortant educational policies.
Also | am aware of the fact that the scales maybatdnce when it comes to ‘power
sharing’ between SMTs and RCLs, but that is notreheshould end. The issue of
school governance in the new dispensation has rmadads in the adoption and
employment of democratic principles, but more sideds to be done. The challenges
raised by the quoted writers, coupled with the cemi® of the interviewees, bring to
the fore the fact that many a time attention hasetgaid to detail when dealing with
secondary schools. On organisational matters atehpal conflicts Hoy and Miskel
(1996:198) suggest the employing and adoption @frapromising style, which they
refer to as:

...a balance between the needs of the organisatidnttasse of the
individual. The focus of this style is on negatigt looking for the
middle ground, trade offs, and searching for sohgi that are
satisfactory or acceptable to both parties.

The ‘middle ground’ mentioned by these two authsrsrucial to the maintenance of
continuous contact and positive relations betwéen3MTs and the RCLs. Again,
concerning politics in organisations, Bush (199%mMaintains that; “political models

are concerned witinterestsand interest groups. Individuals are thought to have a
variety of interests which they pursue within thgamization”. It is these differing

views on certain issues and lack of openness @heunt that sometimes bring about
the element of mistrust among the SMTs and the Ri@Lschools, hence looking

deeper into the mistrust that has emerged woultehsul.

4.3.3 MISTRUST

It would be unfortunate for any organisation to ex@nce mistrust among its
members, more so in a school situation where theralifferent levels of operation.
The element of mistrust seems to have charactesisedndary schools for years, in
some cases for obvious reasons, but how does it cabout that after many

‘democratic’ policies have been in existence, thsramistrust? More than once
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during this research | have come across sentintbatsexpress mistrust in different
forms and tones from the respondents. Accordirfgjttmle (1995:97)

There are both negative and positive experiencéiseafole of students
in democratic school governance; therefore policiesist be
formulated on the basis of existing strengths anddaressing some of
the glaring weaknesses.

If what Sithole is saying is anything to go by, nheart of it would explain, though
with less justification, why there is room for muisggit among the stakeholders in

schools, as shown by this respondent’s views:

H.1 | think the best way is to get somebody from @eégio intervene
because sometimes when there is a crisis studentstdrust anyone,
so it is better to call in a neutral somebody.

The speaker was responding to a question of how akethe SMT in their school
handle crisis situations involving learners. Therean element of concern in the
respondent’s views, that calling for the interventof outsiders would under normal

circumstances be secondary, which does not sebmitte case with her.

Below is the response from an HOD from another skthdho relates an incident
involving learners where because of dissatisfactidh a matric farewell function, an
ugly confrontation ensued and then all stakeholtdadsto be called in to try and solve
that.

H.2 The staff, SMT and SGB got involved... because adekewe
couldn’'t handle it by ourselves we let parents coamel observe
thereafter.

Another respondent, a deputy principal from a déifg school argues:

D.1...I have learnt to accept them, | think it would Wweong not to
have them now.

There is an element of not trusting learner involeat in his words, though he

consoles himself towards the end of his statenserd,in the process makes it sound
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as if the school would be held accountable by saaiglelse if they did not abide by

the set rules of involving them.

An RCL member reasons that:

Pres.3 If someone is a student representative, they rbassure of
themselves, not to be sell-outs, and know whabto d

One may sense that the ‘them’ and ‘us’ stancelisrety much alive if the RCLs are

careful not to be seen as being ‘sell-outs’ byrthenstituents. The unfolding picture
gradually reveals the reasons for schools’ ingbiiit attain and sustain successful
SMT/RCL partnerships. In a case like this therefdhe culture of democracy is not
easy to come by. Such ends easily defeat the meamsociety that barely needs
that, because for long enough “in planning, the lesE was on the negative”

(Christie and Warburton 2001:48) when it came &orler issues.

Among the questions to ask about learner involvérnregovernance is the issue of
which parties benefit at the end of the day. yimty to answer this, Sithole (1995:99)

claims that:

The role of students in deepening democracy andrimgsthat the
culture of democracy is nurtured and developedchosl governance
cannot suddenly be marginalised or put in the backyd.

The claim by Sithole goes deeper into looking atrdtionale for including the RCLs
in school governance and also the extent to whiely imust be involved. The data
from both the interviews and the questionnairegjptexd with the Department of
Education documents, reveal that the extent of theolvement could be convenient
to somebody else other than the RCLs or learneraghlves. Again, still on the issue
of whether involving them was a good idea or nathdbe (1995:98) further argues

that some forces:

Suggest that decisions about education are a nfattetderly people
and must be attended to by parents, principals taadhers, whilst
students concentrate on their studies... On cultaral traditional
grounds, elderly people do not discuss importanttere in the
presence of children, and to do so now would thrttie respect which
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children must accord their elders, and bring aldeeay and morass in
the traditional value system.

These could be the beliefs held by adults whenomes to RCL recognition as
stakeholders. Some may argue that the ‘culturaligpis’ that pull back democratic
processes are no more acceptable in a societistiiaty much trying to shake off the
unwanted stereotypical behaviours of the pastvolild also surprise many to notice
that there are still signs that show that somelithg ¢o those olden days’ views when
it comes to facing issues head on, as this HODbhaerved:

H. 2 Unity needs to be instilled in them, but | wortyoat the girls, as
they are not confident enough, | think for cultuedsons...

The ‘cultural reasons’ mentioned by this respondadtiress the ‘cultural and
traditional grounds’ mentioned by Sithole, who Ile tprocess of acknowledging the
difficulty the SMTs as adults have in accepting RGIs young adults or ‘children’
suggests ways and means to overcome that. Thislamas, would be done in the

interests of democracy.

Seemingly the notion of adopting democratic prastisx the governance of schools
was never going to easily erase the belief systehthe adult groups among the
stakeholders.

D. 1 When this came up and was legalised [RCL particphand put on
statutory we had already embarked on that exeasgbe school, so it did not
bring so much shock but now at least we were gtingit with them and
parents, and parents wehe most conservative group which was struggling t
accept the kids presence in a meetinglgriining my emphasis].

True to the character of parents it was always goinbe a bit difficult for them to
accept the ‘kids’ (RCLs) presence and or partiegpain governance, but the data
reveals that it is not only the parents who shaynsiof not trusting the learners, but
also the professional stakeholders as well. THewing response from an HOD, on
the general dealings between the RCLs and the S#fidws attention to conflict
resolution:

H.2 ...We see whether to involve the teacher union mesnbad usually
parents if it is a group of learners that is inwalv..
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Why, one may ask, would there be any need to irvédacher union members in
matters that are clearly meant for the stakeholdéschools if there is enough trust
between the SMT and the RCL? The answer to thigigh it may not end there, may
lie in the political nature of the relations betwmethe SMTs and the RCLs that has
emerged so far in this chapter.

The political elements that emerge between the Safiisthe RCLs are characteristic
of organisations. Whether this augurs well forcha®l situation or not is open for
discussion. Having said that, | am however awdrdghe fact that facing such
situations, schools cannot afford to be idle anddoosomething about it. Responses
to this dilemma from different writers suggest thhere will be bargaining and
negotiation among the groups involved. Among thessters is Bush (1995:85), who
argues that “political models assuorganizational structurevhich emerges from the
process of bargaining and negotiation, and mayubgest to change....” What Bush
is saying here is that for schools as organisatior&lopt ideal organisational features
when facing challenges, they need to employ bamgiand negotiation, and this
should form part of ongoing processes. For banmggiand negotiation to form part of
ongoing processes in schools would help avert Wiaick (1996) calls ‘Fighting
Fires in Educational administration’, and accordioghim, “effective fire fighting
occurs when people know what they do not know anaulganeously trust and

mistrust their past experience. Wise organizatiomsv what they do not know.”

Among the issues that have characterised schookrgamce and conflicts in
secondary schools in this chapter are those thailvie school finances. Hence

looking at how the monies are raised, kept and usadd be of interest.

4.3.3.1 FINANCIAL MATTERS

On many occasions anything that involves moneyaosdary schools, has proved to
be ‘sensitive’, but why, one may ask, when there @ear rules and regulations
governing the generation, keeping, and use of fundschools. The respondents’
responses on money matters reveal that the RCLsinamved in fundraising

activities, in fact, the RCLs take it to be onetlodir main duties within the schools;

let us look at what they say concerning this:
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P.1 We also have to raise money for the schoohafbe something
has to be fixed. We also raise funds through ergecompetitions,
projects, and sometimes win prizes for the school.

P. 2Raising funds for the school and other things...

Tres.1 | have to keep the money after fundraising fumsgjowe all
count it and then | keep it. Even with the schoatieney, | have to
know what's going on with it...

From the very beginning it is interesting to notibat the learners are involved in the
fundraising processes, and seemingly the proceed®tgo to the same coffers after
the different fundraising projects have been coreple The first quoted RCL

treasurer goes on to say:

...No I don’'t bank it, | take it to somebody who wkitep it safe for me
when | need it. As for this year, we did fundragse the RCL and
that's the money I'm keeping.

Tres. I After fundraising we count the money and keeplgo with
school finances | am involved.

It is not very clear what happens with the monasead by the RCLs and kept by their
treasurers, and the answer | got from asking thasiipn was not convincing, that

they were using it for learner affairs and theraft@ewell party.

Educational institutions, like all other organisas work best when there is good
cooperation, which according to Halpin and Troynd994:49) “is an
acknowledgement that lack of conflict is in theerstst of both parties”. As the
research shows so far, if the parties involved abwork very hard to always reach
compromises on issues of mutual interest and ingntleeir concerns in good time,
there could be more unnecessary problems encodntéiee two authors go on to say
that “good relationships depend on trust”. In agrent with this view, | also take
note of their concern that...“trust is also complieith power, for relations of trust
contain obligations to justify their continuationThe sentiments expressed by these

two authors and the development of the argumethighchapter warrants a deeper
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look at the attitudes of the SMTs and the RCLs towasach other, in relation to

school governance.

4.4 ATTITUDES

The choices we face are complex and involve chgdlento deep-
rooted behaviour and attitudes (Christie & Warbur26001:136).

Having observed existing differences and futurespeats of planned policies, Sithole
(1995:97) argued that:

There are both negative and positive experiencethefrole of students in

democratic school governance; therefore policiestrbe formulated on the

basis of existing strengths and by addressing surtiee glaring weaknesses.
Sithole’s stance on learner involvement in thisuargnt seems to be one of
cautioning policy formulators about being complacamd or taking some aspects for
granted. The long held view that learners as ‘mahehould sit back and let the
‘guardians’ or adults decide on their fates hasagwbeen cause for concern. Those
with such attitudes are, according to Sithole gaichave suggested that decisions
about education are a matter for elders and theyha ones who should worry about
it and not the learners. Whichever reasons mayprbeght forward as trying to
counter learner involvement in school governanicey tare now immaterial because
what matters most is that learners are presentlggrésed stakeholders, as per the
policies in operation. It cannot just be wishedagwhat there might be remnants of
those whose attitudes have barely changed congetini.  The implications thereof
could be detrimental to the realisation of set oloyes by schools, more so to the
challenges of democratising school governanceydng reasons learners were roped

in.

Kraak and Young (2001:6) argue that there shoulticbatinuing dialogue between
vision and theory on the other hand, and policy prattice on the other”. The
suggestion is very relevant to prevailing circumst&s in South Africa, with almost
every policy bound to experience ‘teething’ probdemSuch views are a lot more
significant when it comes to the present scenafitrying to cultivate democratic
working relations in school governance. Many \aifjree that democratising school

governance any day anywhere, is a challenge, lmitstitould be more the case in
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South Africa because of past experiences. The teawbntinuously interact with
policies could be helpful to many stakeholders ischool situation because of the
need for some to unlearn old behaviours and begioramodating everyone. To that
effect Bush (1986:52) argues that:

The introduction of democratic approaches in schdas been slower, less
complete...The tradition of all powerful heads, wahthority...has stifled
several attempts to develop participative modegrimary and secondary
schools.
The attitudes of school heads and or SMTs to RGssuming stakeholder status
seem to be questionable, as many respondents gentin demonstrate. Likewise,
RCL/learner attitudes towards the SMTs are notiptable. The following incident,
related by an RCL president occurred in one schebére | want to believe, had it
not been for the display of a combination of negmtttitudes towards each other

from both sides, it would not have happened:

Pres. 30ne year the principal just got angry and he paddhlearner,
and he even had to face the police. That crisiimeed for a whole
week.

Asked who they think was wrong between the twoy tlespond:

Pres. 3.. | think they were both wrong, because the leawss called
to the principal’s office, but would not come aim@ tprincipal went to
beat him in class.

And to top it all, the RCL did not hesitate to ‘@agides’;

Pres.3They [the RCL] were on the learner’s side.

To an ‘outsider’ this is a clear indication of ash of attitudes, and could easily be
associated with a number of aspects, among whieh alseady been discussed in this

chapter, i.e. mistrust, power, and so on.

Also, data from the SMT questionnaires concernimg department of education’s
attitude towards learner participation in goverrargeem to imply that it is

encouraged and that is where it ends, as they wedd it to avoid conflicts with
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learners. Of the three principals (out of a pdssilive) who responded to the
questionnaires, one goes further and claims thatd#partmental attitude “is very
vague and confusing”. Though no immediate conchssican be drawn from that
statement, with the principals being the links kesw schools and the officials of the

department, there is far too much one can readtinto

Both parties can interpret the body of knowledgthatdisposal of both the SMTs and
the RCLs differently leading to them not formulgtithe same attitudes towards each
other. The different levels on which these groapsrate could yield results that are
contrary to Bush’s (1987:62) views that “democratiocesses can be effective only if
participation is maintained at an adequate lev&fy contention therefore is that the
‘adequate level’ cannot be assumed to be suitablevieryone at the same time in the
case of secondary schools. Some RCL questionmagponses, on suggestions
concerning the role played by RCLs in school goaeoe call for ‘more powers’. It
is interesting that they would call for ‘more powelin the sense that the authorities
see nothing wrong with what they have offered thaemce | would argue that the
roles of RCLs would need to be revisited, and tinie include the very RCLs in the

process of formulating them.

A question one would ask therefore, pertainingttituales towards each other, would
relate to whether any of the stakeholders involwedschool governance have
changed. This question stems from the differingwa expressed so far by the
respondents. Any group of individuals involvedsthool governance feels that they
should never be dominated by any other, and as swmilid most probably do

anything to validate their stance. Clearly thepogglents do not hold the same views
when it comes to them analysing the bringing of R@Ls into governance. The

following respondent captures it better when hessay

H.3 Well...in my view | will say things have gone foretlbetter, even though
as educators we might have different views in tlespect...as an educator
who has been schooled in a non-democratic envirohare.... who has been
trained in an environment which looked or whichisaged a situation where
the learner would be the subordinate and the eduwatuld be the authority.

Through trying to solve these on their own, schawadsild on the other hand be well

on the road to adopting a ‘learning organisatictahce.
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4.5 SCHOOLS AS LEARNING ORGANISATIONS

The problem of change is bigger than the school.o@shobviously
cannot solve the problems alone but they mustlsemdelves as part
of the solution (Fullan 1993:42).

As pointed out already, schools are by nature mteané there to help to help initiate
and or facilitate change in a manner that is aed®@tto the majority of a country.

Like any other organisation, it can never be takergranted that schools, in terms of
power sharing, delegation, and stakeholder padi@p could easily assume that role
of being learning organisations. According to S2(©90:1) learning organisations

are:

Organisations where people continually expand ttegpacity to create
the results they truly desire, where new and expanpatterns of

thinking are nurtured, where collective aspirati®set free, and where
people are continually learning how to learn togeth

About a learning organisation, Evans (1998:201ksa%A learning organisation is
one that promotes learning among its employees, rbote importantly, is an
organisation that itself learns from that learningVith schools the ‘employees’ could
be referring to all the stakeholders that makedtganisations that the schools are,

always functional.

There is no doubt that because of the manner ichwéthools were managed in the
apartheid era, where there was no significant shasf management and governance
duties, there is a definite need for those involigetkarn in order to rid themselves of
the stereotypes of the past. Through a varietycobptable measures, among which
is readinessschools do need to be gradually made to be learmiggnisations, so
that new acts and policies do not become ‘strangeep of paper. Put into
perspective, through this kind of learning, schawtgild value every stakeholder, and
by so doing, work positively towards the bettermehtelations between the RCLs
and other stakeholders. Many OD practitioners askedge that becoming learning
organisations and hence accepting change is nofeaty Schmuck and Runkel’s
(1994: 57) argument in connection with this viewhat there are two influences that

can be said to help build an organisationmetivationandperception
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Readiness is without doubt one of the most imporpeces of the big puzzle in
complementing the organisational structures’ wiliess to cooperate and collaborate
in order to positively work towards realising sithgoals. Endorsing my argument of
not taking things for granted, Evarii¢) claims that “many organisations (or parts of
organisations) become learning organisations ncdsee they identify it as a strategy
for organisational development: they do so as altre$ a set of circumstances”. The
responses from both sets of respondents intervieleeshow the need for adopting

that ‘learning organisation’ attitude, as this dgpurincipal argues:

D. 1... | think we have got to do more than that becdbaéis more

of an orientation into the job and it ends thetethink we have got
maybe to have termly outings or team building thirgp that we return
maybe having drawn up aims for that particular termat only to

govern, but also on ‘how to be myself’, peer adyvjeer counselling.
We do not want them to be young police people buttempt to talk
to someone smoking dagga, to someone who is Eietd me as an
educator to get more empowered.

The principal from another school endorses thistanolvs more light on the need for
schools, particularly learners to differentiatevien rights and privileges so as to

avoid having to face conflicts day after day, ardalgues:

P.1 | think its not because the management is contsiale or
intransigent, sometimes it's the lack of insightkorowledge on the
part of the learners, they don’'t know how to go wbwoicing their
grievances, so they don't differentiate betweemtsagand privileges.
Also management sometimes fails to understand afidredhtiate
between the two. Student arrogance sometimes ctnmeslack of
knowledge and it's for us to clear up their mindsd agive them
lectures... | think as | have already alluded to,thedrners need to be
workshopped thoroughly not only for their specifibles in
governance, but also be readied to be made lealilegschairing
meetings, standing in powerful portfolios evenat m the SGB but in
other structures, they be made to know exactly wihab. They must
be full participants in structures and that canydmppen when they
are empowered and be bold enough to stand evesmmanity-based
structures.

What this principal says is relevant, not onlyhe benefit of the learners, but to those
communities from which they come, and this is sbyd someone who is really

concerned about the future of those in his orgéinisand who also is aware that a
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school is not there for academic purposes onlyfbuthe whole development of
young minds, which could grow up to be promineatkrs of our country.

And one of the presidents sees this as an opptrttmiempower others for future

purposes:

Pres. 11t is only that in some areas we could try haraeaybe next year to
empower more people and maybe some students wilhigeested.

Through this learning and continuous interactiaghtlcan be thrown on the view that
“It can often highlight problems at an early stagepoint out issues of detail that
‘strategists’ may miss; it can reduce the time comsg errors” (Evans 1998:202).
Along the route of governing schools may appeapltates that would otherwise
have been overlooked by the authorities (the ‘stiats”). Therefore in adopting a
culture of learning organisations, schools may helipg’ those loopholes missed by
policy formulators. Without rehearsing in detdietdeliberations in chapter two, the
gist of my argument in this part of the chapteittfar confirms that adapting to the
new ways in which schools must be governed wasrrgiag to be easy. | therefore
agree with Senget al.(2000:325), that, “It is clear that creating vibasollaborative
cultures in schools and school systems is a vitategy for individual and school
development”, because after all, “change is a jeyrmot a blueprint” (Fullan1993:
24).
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4.6 SUMMARY

This chapter has looked at RCL participation inosglary school governance from its
very conception, through the themes that have esderfgom the participants’

responses to the questionnaires and the intervieganst the contents of the DoE
documents that concern school governance. Thandsdas found that the SMTs
still have a problem accepting the newly acquiregiers’ status of being partners
(through the RCLSs) in governance. The documemseamed with RCL participation

have been put under the spotlight in this chapted have proved to be among the
main contributors to the SMTSs’ sceptical percepianconsidering learners as equal

partners.

Many aspects that characterise schools as orgamsahave proved difficult to
overcome and as such it is very difficult for thdtere of democracy to exist. These
aspects includeecognition of all stakeholdersommunication, power, attitudes, trust
and the view thatschoolsneed to be learning organisationa order to accept
democratic ways of doing things and to unlearndigeways in which schools were
governed. Of the mentioned organisational aspdatk of communication has
proved to be dominant within the RCLs, the RCLs tr&llarger learner communities
and most significantly between the RCLs and the SMT

This has led to the groups involved being undecatsalit each other’s conduct. As a
result, the politics of difference, mistrust antbelious RCL members have shown
their character in the manner in which schoolsgareerned, and in the process send a
message to the authorities that the vision of kegparticipation in school governance

is far from being realised.
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CHAPTER FIVE

5.1 ISSUES OF CONCERN

In this chapter | summarise the main findings & #tudy emerging from the themes
highlighted in chapter four.

The first theme addresses recognition and sugdleatsonly partial recognition is
given to the RCLs as young adults and their rateschool governance by the SMTs
and the documents from the department of educatidime study revealed that
contrary to what people are made to believe, astperlaws that govern school
governance (SASA 199G,he Guides for RCL Participation in School Govertan
1999, RCL participation in governance is limited tatsfments that are vague when it
comes to the extent of the participation, and @nlittle clearer in terms of forming
part of SGBs and other insignificant structuresheW it comes to critical decision
making, RCLs are presented as minors, even by dpartmental documents that
sanction their very participation. This ambivalerias emerged as one of the main

findings of this research.

The basis on which RCL involvement in school goaece rests has, according to
this research, proved to be practically lackingamms of what one understands by
democratic involvement. What has emerged instaeal,indications, according to

Schmuck & Runkel 1994:117) that:

The gap between the sporadic, generally ineffectinags in which
students currently participate in educational dens and the well
organized procedures available to this end comssita major problem.

Many of the SMT respondents were not forthcomingdiok not know what to say
about the sincerity of RCL participation. This wasre significant during the
interviews, where only one out of the five respartdenentioned that by law they are
considered minors and can therefore not be includedommittees that would
perform duties that have legal implications. Th&TS acknowledge that they (RCLS)
are part of school governance, but are not too aboeit how to involve them except

to represent the RCLs in the SGBs. The learnershenother hand, accept and
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acknowledge their stakeholder status and wankmitaa step further, thus sometimes
creating scenes that get out of hand. The studydund that the RCLs do not know
very much about the restriction of their participat whilst the SMTs accuse them of

wanting to take over proceedings.

Such situations have hardly helped the cause ahgasalm and smoothly running
schools, as was expected to be the case whendihe @f learner involvement was
conceived, hence doing less in terms of develogng enhancing good school
climate. According to Hoy and Miskel (1996:141):

School climate is a relatively enduring quality ¢fie school
environment that is experienced by participantst) #ffects their
behaviour, and is based on their collective peroaptof behaviour in
schools...a personality of the school.

The school climate, as envisaged here has a signtfibbearing on the discussion of
issues, implementation of decisions taken and mong of progress by all
concerned. The unfortunate manner in which the $Mid the RCLs respectively
perceive the role of RCLs in school governance duasconstitute what the two
writers perceive to be an ideal situation in schodlhere are no indications or plans
of coordinated efforts on the part of either graagry to make sense of the middle
ground or framework created by the laws that gowetrools, particularly with RCL
involvement. It seems that they have not yet nsetese of what it means to share
responsibilities in a collegial way, meant to bénttie school as a whole. Talking of
togetherness, Lambegt al. (1995:81) argue that “schools or organisations ghaas
participants make sense of their work and find leinging possibilities together”.
The study has found that the groups involved irostigovernance, instead of facing
challenges together, have the tendency of progdthieir energieat each other.

Among the very important aspects that led to aestdtconfusion on the roles of
RCLs in governance is that schools are charactebgeinadequate communication.
As a result of the manner in which schools handbenraunication, the RCLs

themselves are unable to understand the signifecasfccommunication and are
therefore not able to disseminate information peirg to important issues in good
time within the RCLs and to the learner masses thpyesent. So significant was the

lack of communication between the RCLs and the Skh&s it proved to be among
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the root causes of the sometimes explosive natutkeorelations between the two
groups in schools. Such situations have provekbad to both groups jumping to
conclusions about each other’'s conduct. A typeample is one where the SMTs
blame the RCLs for not knowing their roles, or teking their roles seriously and
neglecting their duties, whilst the RCLs revealaakl of documented information;

information which the SMTs need to supply.
Kraak & Young’s (2001:4) concerns are pertineneher

Implementation of changes in a system with deefotiisl divisions
and low levels of capacity is inevitably a slow gges when compared
to the relatively easy task of designing new pekci It is a process in
which the experience of practice has to be drawroocontinuously
interrogate the original vision, not to reject it.

Looking at how other countries address the issdegast indifferences, Kraak &

Young (bid.) go on to claim that:

International experience, not the least from the, WKiggests that
learning lessons from the failure of past polidgesot easy. Because
such lessons are often uncomfortable (for radiefirmers as well as
for governments), they are easily forgotten.

It cannot be argued that South Africa as a couldoks at and does things any
differently from other countries, hence there ise®d to heed the call by these two

writers on learning lessons from the past.

5.2 POLICY ISSUES — IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE IN SC HOOLS

Policies that appear to ‘deliver’ in measurable svayill always be
attractive to politicians and policy makers undeessure (Kraak &
Young 2001:4).

The study has found that the documented laws tbatrg school management and
governance basically made it possible for learteegsarticipate in school governance
through the RCLs. The positive consequences sfdt@p have, to some extent, been
‘measurable’, in that schools generally appearetoiore stable than were in previous
decades when learners sidelined, because legiticiz@@nels through which to

114



interact with other stakeholders and authoritiesehbeen opened. The acquired
powers (participation) by the RCLs have, howewed, tb their wanting more room to
exercise them. For example, one RCL president tainga that learner offenders are
not brought to them to deal with their cases; thieypunished and later brought to the
RCLs’ attention as complaints. This scenario hesated further confusion in
schools, especially because many SMTs do not concamieneffectively with the
RCLs concerning written information pertaining teetextent of their participation.
Much of what has been discussed so far seems tarpeiement of doubt on the
policies in place, but having examined these padicKraak & Young (2001:4) are
optimistic and argue that, “the problems of implatadon are not necessarily an
indication of the failures of South Africa’s firdemocratic government or even that

the original vision was wrong”.

There is an element of unease on the part of th&sSsls they feel that because the
RCLs feel entitled to things, and because theystieeholders, they want to take over
the running of schools. This feeling is certaiobherent with the tone of thguides,
suggesting that it is en entrenched attitude peopg not even be aware of. This
suggests that the SMTs have not yet been able akesbff the mentality that
“organizational control is a fixed, finite entitiid@t emanates unilaterally from the top
of the organizational hierarchy” (Abdel-Halim, irokwsky & Sagie 2000:21). This
is where the politics of difference show their cwer i.e. that the two groups set
goals differently and in the process of pursuirgnttheir interests clash. The manner
in which the two groups address these issues hasimged to many unsavoury
scenes in schools, manifestations of what Ngcori@®g:44) calls a “lack of a
democratic culture and tolerance of the divergews’. As a measure of
transparency, which is among the cornerstones afhodetic governance,
implementation of the policies in place have provedoe far behind in terms of
reaching their intended aim of letting everyonéhi@ school community feel part of a

democratic community.

Mistrust, a lack of clarity over the managementsohool funds and a display of
negative attitudes towards each other have comédbto tensions and ultimately
energy wasted on fighting rather than positivelyptdbuting to making the schools

teaching and learning environments. The schoals paoved to be doing very little
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when it comes to displaying or adopting learningamisation stances, though some of
the SMT members concede that they have learnt saaheable lessons through

interacting with the RCLs in school governance.rhBps what is emerging here is
what the NEPI (1992:13) cautions about:

However, it is important to note that institutiomsd structures which
allow democratic participation are a necessary bhot sufficient
condition for a democratic system of education goaece.

By implication then, there is much that needs talbee in order for the policies to
cultivate cultures that embrace all the stakehslderd make them feel part of a

‘living’ community. According to Sergiovanni (20001):

Culture provides us with knowledge, beliefs, andm®osystems from
which we derive significance. Community lets uownthat we are
connected to others and are part of a social gtioaipis valuable and
thus we ourselves are valuable.

This may not be specifically referring to the sdhgovernance dealt with in this
study, but there are obvious connections, and aids, which make it relevant, and
the same writer goes on to say, “Schools need a&pkadership because they are
lifeworld-intensive” (bid., 166). It is in this ‘lifeworld’ intensity that is®s such as

communication become such crucial building blocks.

Of the challenges that schools face, pertainingpdbicy implementation and the
general reactions (possible interruptions) by th@mewhich it is meant, Weick

(1996:571) looks at them in two ways, as he argues:

When the interruption is labelled a problem, théwere is the
expectation that people will hit it hard, that@ncbe solved, and once it
is solved it will stay solved. However, when atemuption is labelled
an issue, one expects that it will be managed rakiaa solved, that it
will take different forms over time, and that engluce and persistence
will be needed to keep it under control.

Therefore, it is expected that the SMTs, when afiing issues or crisis situations

involving learners or RCLs, try to explore diffeteavenues and not try to look for
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quick fix solutions that would easily backfire drem and have a negative impact on
the schools. Also the loopholes in the policiegendifficulties for schools to operate,
but the schools, seemingly, have not been abletectithese, so as to do something
about them, even if only to bring them to the dttanof the authorities. It is thus a

guestion of managing issues, rather than solvioglpms.

5.3 A COMBINATION OF FACTORS

A combination of factors seems to be the causehefrévealed state of affairs in

school governance.

As has been argued, one of the principal docunéatssanctions RCL patrticipation
in governance, théuides forRCL Participation in School Governanoé1999seems
to be inadequate for the purpose it was producBlde document is vague and too
general in its reference to RCL roles and as altrésis likely to contribute to the
manner in which the schools handle (or fail to h@ndRCL involvement in
governance. Furthermore, as discussed in chapterthe tone of the document
positions learners as potentially hostile partn@fscourse the fact that the majority of
the SMTs seem to be unaware of this document tobthe power it may have to

bring about change, however small.

As mentioned before, the loopholes in the politieg sanction RCL participation in
school governance have not been identified by tMT<S because of lack of
interaction with these documents. Policy literaegms to be a deficient aspect on the
part of the SMTs. Perhaps it is against this bemkgd that, when discussing

educational reform, Fullan (1993:3) argues:

The answer does not lie in designing better refgtmategies. No
amount of sophistication in strategizing for parké innovations or
policies will ever work. It is simply unrealistito expect that
introducing reforms in a situation, which is ba#icaot organized to
engage in change will do anything but give reforbrad name.

The SASA mentions only that the RCLs should formt ph school governance in
schools that enrol learners from the eighth gratlee White Paper 2 of 1992, which

preceded the SASA, talks only about involving théLR in discussions on policy
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matters affecting the teaching staff and the learaad the relations between the staff
and the body of learners. This is a clear indicathat the participation was vague
from its very conception. Therefore there are ittt specifics referred to by
documents concerning learner involvement, exceptlalp the framework for
participation. One may of course deduce that polidkers believe(d) that schools
have the capacity to make these policies ‘workthair organisations, and left the

details to school managers to work out.

Concerning one of the roles of the RCLs, it isestatan RCL must contribute to the

smooth running of the school and support the gamre of the school” (DoE 1999d:

12. There are many conclusions that can be draam this statement, some of

which could conclude that learner participatiomastial and is there to instil a sense
of responsibility in them and in the process avamdfrontation. One of the highlights

of the findings of this research study is the filiett the schools investigated are by
and large not learning organisations concerningegwance, as they generally would
be expected, because they have repeated the sastekesi on many occasions.
Senge (1990:5) explains that:

What fundamentally will distinguish learning orgzaiions from
traditional authoritarian ‘controlling organizatsinwill be the mastery
of certain basic disciplines. That is why the giBoes of the learning
organization are vital.

My understanding and contextualising of Senge’swsigjo back to the failure of
SMTs to know and understand the contents of relepahcies and in the process
make this one of their basic disciplines.

In conclusion, RCL participation in school goveroars conditional and vague, and
learners are still generally seen as potentiallgtite ‘partners’ set on ensuring that
schools are run on their terms. The research Heefore found that as a result of
these and other factors the schools seem to e ditgruggle — places where power
struggles occur. Schools are characterisegdiifical climates(or cultures) rather
than community culturesthus stakeholders regard each other with hostdiyl
suspicion rather than a need to cooperate.
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In making these claims | do not mean to oversimpdifcomplex issue. Extending
democratic rights to learners may always be proatemmThe SMTs see themselves
as upholding the laws governing schools in the raaimm which they involve them;
on the other hand the RCLs want more say and powees and above their
traditional levels of participation, hence they lwihlways experience their
participation as restricted. The reasons may aaiui of selfishness on the part of the
authorities and schools, but simply an acknowledgenthat learners are still young
adults or ‘children’ in the eyes of the law and gboof the adults with whom they
share stakeholder status. It is these dilemmascaihfor further research on how
best to involve them in school governance in wayd means that would suit all

involved.

The real scenario in schools, then, is seemingbuapowerversuseach other. The
stakeholders concerned struggle [to the point @hting’] to find the common
ground to help them think about contributing to eale becoming powerful
organisations through coordinated efforts and orkimg together. Perhaps schools

need to be managed along the lines suggested lpk\2&€96:570) who argues:

...administrative fire fighting in its simplest formould consist of removing
one or more of the causal conditions. If for exlnjt were the case that
anger (heat) plus docile associates (fuel) plustiag (oxygen) were found to
be common denominators among parents, teachersivisqrs, students and
board members who consumed disproportionate amaifnédtention, then
administrators could develop routines that elimenane or more of the
three... Effective fire fighting occurs when peopleive to manage issues
rather than to solve problems.
Weick argues that the customary negative assongatiba ‘fire-fighting’ approach to
management may be misleading. He argues that sclaoelparticularly vulnerable
“to failure” (Weick 1996:1), and routinising measarthat minimalise or neutralise
causes of conflict may be an effective ‘fire-figigi approach. Perhaps tl&uides
discussed earlier (Chapter Two) are an attempbtexactly that, in other words to
‘normalise’ the role of RCLs in schools. This magvh the effect of counteracting the

‘oppositional’ and encouraging the ‘cooperational’.
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5.4 THE LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY

The size of this study is its most obvious limiati The fact that only five secondary
schools’ SMTs and RCLs were involved is obviouslynatation, firstly in terms of
seeking statistical generalisability, secondlyamts of presenting a picture that may
be true for schools or areas of the province, de@u country, other than the five
schools in Grahamstown. Although generalising wagen one of my intentions, it
would be interesting to be able to compare theirigsl of a larger study with what |
have found. Larger studies also have the potetiattract the attention of the
authorities to the problems experienced in secgnsianools in terms of the nature of

RCL involvement in school governance.

A larger study would also have the potential tooime other stakeholders. Parents’
roles would be particularly interesting to explonce for many parents the
phenomenon of learner ‘power’ would be foreignheit own experience. It would be
interesting to investigate the potential role ofgmas (perhaps via the SGBS) in

managing learner participation.

The chief potential limitation of this study is thlreat that faces all interpretive
research, namely the extent to which findings mayatcepted as valid, trustworthy,
and ‘objective’, as opposed to merely reflecting gre-conceived perceptions of the
researcher. | deliberately refer to this a ‘pothtimitation, since it is my belief that,

although | have taken a strong and critical posita the matter, | have remained true
to the injunction that, in qualitative researcmdings should be shown to emerge
from the data and nowhere else. | certainly disced the truth in Arksey & Knight's

(cited in Van der Mescht 2002: 48) views that “chgaanalysing data obtained from

multiple sources is a far more complex exercise g¢hmply adding all the various sets
of data together.” The question of objectivity iis,any event, a debatable issue in
qualitative research, and | resign myself to tret ¥ehat | have presented, by drawing
on questionnaire, interview and document data,deraplete and believable picture,

rather than an ‘objective’ one. | have come toiseahat:

... gathering more and different sets of perceptifsosn more and different
respondents will result in more and different repreations; i.e. the picture will
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become more complete, but not [therefore] moredVafVan der Mescht
2002:48).

5.5 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.4.1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTICE

Foremost on the recommendation list concerningnkramparticipation in school
governance is an urgent revision of the documehist tsanction the RCL
participation. These documents’ presentation of. R@es displays a lack of public
or academic input. As they stand, they are too aguterms of RCL roles, and
narrow in their positioning of learners as opposeather than partners. The input of
a broader body of consultants (including parents @ademics) may go a long way

towards turning this potentially powerful tool iridiving document.

| also recommend the following:

* Workshops for RCLs on their roles. TBaiidescould be a good starting point
for workshops aimed at clarifying what exactly iseant by learner
involvement in school governance. Facilitation wif course, have to be
tolerant and even encouraging of critical engagémen

* Workshops for RCLs conducted by the SMTs/Schoolss Btep would be
crucial in the sense that generic sets of guidglifsech as are contained in
policy documents) need to be customised to locatitimns before they can
be ‘owned'.

* Report backs to learners by RCLs on their rolesoufh the class
representatives and other means. Clearly RCLs needtrengthen their
communication links with the people they repres&uhools need to find
ways of facilitating on-going contact.

* Organisation development workshops, where wholeactommunities may
be drawn together so that oppositional strategieg Ine gradually replaced by
co-operational ones. There is no doubt that cunpelfity strategies (such as
the Whole School Evaluation programme) have a hragle to play in
strengthening schooling in South Africa. Tivay in which these policies roll
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out will be of crucial importance, as will be thact that learners need to be
included as stakeholders in any development iiigat

5.4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Some related areas were exposed during this réstat! believe need to be looked

at:

The grade twelves’ understanding of the roles efRICLs. This research has
revealed that senior learners do not understandotee of the RCLs or only
report issues when they feel like doing it, anckratll, they almost always
make it a norm that the RCL president is one ofth€&he issue of leadership
in the RCLs also arose in this study. This couldabkuitful area of study,
since there seems to be evidence to suggest #raths look for qualities such
as rebelliousness in leadership. How did this cabeut? Is this trend

reversible? Is it even undesirable?

The role of teacher unions in the governance obalshhas emerged as an
issue in this study. They are not regarded as lstdéters by policy, yet they
do seem to play a role in governance. In some d$shibey are always
involved when disputes crop up. How have they dobuted to the

politicisation of schooling? What role can theyyda

The ‘use’ of RCLs by teachers to further their owterests has emerged as a
worrying issue. A certain principal in this verydy was nearly not employed,
apparently not wanted by teachers, who ‘used’ t6& Bnd the learner masses
to realise their wishes. This has proved to baehehers’ ‘secret weapon’ for
years, and has emerged as yet another symptom liticagdo model
management in the schools | investigated. Inddesl entire question of the
proliferation of political management (rather thaoillegial or cultural) needs

scrutiny.

The problematic nature of matric farewell functipas a separate issue, needs

urgent attention. Almost all the respondents meeiib these functions as
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having contributed in one way or the other to stltsruptions. | also have
first hand experience of what this means as itHzggpened on more than one
occasion in our school. Of course, the functiomsitbelves are only symptoms
of bigger issues, but they do seem to have becoaymets, or focal points of

disruption, disagreement and conflict.

The handling of finances in secondary schools & riew era needs urgent
attention. It is not very clear what the role loé RCL treasurer is and how his
or her role stands to benefit the school and ngach negatively. School
finances have proved to be among the sensitiveesssand causes of
disagreement between the SMTs and the RCLs. Thidyshas revealed

worrying levels of poor (or mis-) management of mpn

The influence of parents in the manner in which iMTs perceive the roles
of the RCLs has also emerged as an issue that atedsion. Parents are the
major stakeholders in the SGBs and some SMT regmasdnentioned on
more than one occasion that parents are the mosepative group among
the stakeholders involved in school governance.what extent does the
prevalent perception of learners as ‘children’ sfieom traditional domestic

factors?

The role of learners in country-wide initiatives@ntly promoted by the DoE
(such as Whole School Evaluation) also needs twhsidered. It seems clear
from this study that programmes aimed at school rovgment (or
normalisation in some cases) cannot afford to ¢emitners from their thinking
and planning. The question is not whether they ravele to play, but what

the nature and scope of that role should be.

Perhaps the biggest challenge of all will be exptpways in which adults and
‘young adults’ can work together towards a commaalg The study has
shown that teachers find it difficult to acceptriesrs as equal partners. While

this is not surprising and perhaps understandésdeners also need to be seen
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as more than ‘mere children’ if the vision of trudgllaborative governance is
to be realised.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SCHOOL MANAGEMENT TEAMS
(SMTs) IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS.

You are humbly thanked for taking your time to ifilithis questionnaire.

This questionnaire is to be filled in by member&ohool Management Teams in
secondary schools. Please take your time andygirehonest opinion of what is
asked.

SectionB requires you to provide¥ES or NO answer.

SectionC requires you to choose among the given alternatives

SECTION A

Name of your SChool...........ooi e,
Teaching exXperience (IN YEArS).......ou it ce it ee e e e e eenes

Your position within the SMT (eg HOD, Principal @eputy)...................

How long has the SMT been in place in your school?

SECTION B

PLEASE TICK AYES ORNO IN EACH CASE

Does your school have an SMT? (yes/no)

Is the SMT involved in putting the Representativaifxcil of learners (RCL) in place?
(yes/no)

Do you have a school code of conduct for learners? (yes/no)
Does the RCL participate in the governance of thesl? (yes/no)
SECTION C

TICK YOUR PREFERRED ANSWER

What sources of information do you normally consilien dealing with learner
affairs?

Department of education policies

Learner code of conduct

School code of conduct
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Any other.................

Is there a linkperson between the SMT and the RE€y&s, who?
RCL member

SMT member

Parents

SGB member

Anyother....................

When does the SMT get to meet the RCL?
In times of conflict

As often as possible

When planning the school activities

Which document governs the participation of leassneithe governance of high
schools?

South African Schools Act

School code of conduct

Any other?

SECTION D

What role does the SMT play in the process of glgadhe RCL?

how?

Do you consult any documents when dealing withrleaissues? If yes which
documents and why?
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How would you describe the Departmental attitudestals learner participation in
high schools?

school?
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR RCL

| sincerely thank you for taking time to fill inithquestionnaire. It is to be filled in by
members of Representative Council of Learnersceorsgary schools. It would be
very much appreciated if you could answer in Eglis

Your answers are confidential. DO NOT write yoame on the questionnaire.

SECTION A

Name of your school..
How long have you been in the school (|n years)'?

Your position within the RCL............ooo i e,
How was the RCL put in place in your school?

How many members make up the RCL in your school?
What are their titles?

HOW THE RCL WORKS
Does the RCL meet the wider parents’ community2#, how often does it happen?

Do you always inform someone of your plan of actisrthe RCL? If yes, explain
who and how

SECTION B

TICK YOUR PREFERRED ANSWER FROM THOSE GIVEN IN BRKETS
Does your school have an SMT? (yes/no)
Does the SMT play any role in the election of RC&miers?  (yes/no)

Is the RCL represented in the school governing {&d3B)? (yes/no)
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Should the RCL patrticipate in the decision makingcpsses in the school?
(yes/no)
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SECTION C

Who is involved in the process of electing the RCL?

Do you have any suggestions concerning the roleasher participation in the
governance of high schools?

What are your suggestions concerning the mannghich the authorities deal with
learner problems?

SECTION D
TICK YOUR PREFERRED ANSWER:
What do individual candidates do in order to betelé into the RCL?

Campaign
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Wait for fellow learners to nominate them
Anyother.................... (Explain)

Who decides on items to be discussed in SMT/RCLtings=?

RCL
SMT
All concerned
The principal

Who chairs RCL/SMT meetings?
SMT member

RCL member

Neutral person

A randomly chosen person

How do you view learner participation in school govance?
Important
Not important
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APPENDIX C

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR SMT
MEMBERS IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS

Can you tell me a little bit about your teachingees, when did you start, how
difficult or easy was it then?

Any significant memories over the years, just afew

When were you first involved with school adminiswa?

Did the learners at that time have a say in scgoeérnance, how, why not?
What are the RCL’s roles in the governance of ti®osl?

How do other SMT members generally feel aboutahiangement?

How do you involve the RCL in the governance ofsbkool?

Did the school experience any violent learner bahann the last few years? (How
did you deal wit that?)

What in your view are the common reasons for laarteeresort to violence when
raising their concerns?

Are the RCL members assigned specific roles irsth@ol?

What in your view is the best way to address csgigtions involving learners?
Does the SMT always tell the RCL of its programnmethe school, why/why not?
Are there any contentious issues between the R@LlEnSMT? (REASONS)
Are you aware of the guides for the RCLs that sangtarticipation in governance?
(.....follow up)

Have things got better or worse since learners a#oeed to form part of school
governance, please elaborate

Personally are you happy with learner involvemestty/why not?

APPENDIX D

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR RCLs IN
SECONDARY SCHOOLS

Please tell me how long have you been a learnteeachool?
Are you happy to be a learner at your school, why/wot?
Is it the first time for you to be in the schodREL?
What made you get involved with the RCL? (Positioow often do you meet, how
many members make up the RCL, your job within ti R
Who do you normally inform of your plan of actios the RCL?
-even if you know they would not approve you deomf them?
What are the RCL'’s roles within the governancehef¢chool?
-who informs you of your duties within the school?
-are you satisfied with the roles assigned to yotha RCL?, please elaborate
Does the RCL have its own code of conduct ?
-what does it mainly stress?
Do you feel that the RCL is involved in criticalai®on making processes in the
school? Please elaborate?
Who normally chairs SMT/RCL meetings?
-Is everyone given a chance to talk?
-Who between the two groups normally dominates?
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-Are decisions always reached with consensus?

Are there any sensitive issues that crop up betwe=RCL and the SMT during
meetings? (Elaborate)

What does the RCL normally do when there is noegent on certain issues
between them and the SMT?

How does the SMT normally deal with crisis situaanvolving learners in the
school?
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