

































































































































































































































































































































































5.6

The Final Conclusion

Having presented the responses of the Partners in relation to the work of others, I

argue:

=  There was collaboration between the Funder, the NGOs and the WCED;

* The relationship was different in some ways to previous relationships between
the State and Civil Society but

the complex social relationship of collaboration within the GET inSET Project

cannot be called a partnership.

It was politically correct at the time to call this form of collaboration, a
partnership. The relationship reflected the willingness of people to work
collaboratively and to put the interest of education first but in the true spirit of
education development, their collaboration fell short of being a genuine
partnership. The actors did not have a common vision, there were no common
géals decided upon by the Funders, the NGOs and the WCED and the relationship
reflected the traditional Funder beneficiary struggle for power and control. There

furthermore was no reflection on the partnership process.

In concluding I use and adapt the words of Mohiddin (1998:3) again. The GET
inSET Partnership cannot be described as the highest stage of a working
relationship between different people brought together by commitment to common
objectives, bonded by long experiences of working together and sustained by
subscription to common visions. Having introduced my ﬁnél conclusion, I will

present my recommendations in the next chapter.
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6.1

CHAPTER 6

RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
At the end of Chapter 5, I concluded that the complex social relationship between
the actors of the State (WCED) and the Civil Society actors (the NGOs and the

Funder) did not constitute a genuine partnership but a form of collaboration.

GET inSET is not the only initiative to be called a partnership. There are many
other examples of collaboration in education within the South African context.
Furthermore, there are very few individuals who honestly believe that it is the sole
responsibility of the State to provide for all the educational needs of the Nation.
As a result different forms of collaboration between the State and actors of Civil

Society will remain in the spotlight for a long time in the future.

Partnership with the State will thus remain the politically and ideologically correct
term to describe these relationships but 1 believe an important legacy of GET
inSET is to promote the idea that every form of collaboration need not be called a

partnership.

Having examined the GET inSET relationship, I now propose an instrument to be
used by NGOs, other Funders and interested parties when either building
relationships with the State or reflecting on their collaboration with others. I

believe that the word partnership should be used correctly and that the instrument
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6.2

could be used to improve the practice in the domains of education and

development.

The instrument is by no means final and complete and [ hope to refine it through
further trials and the feedback which I receive from others. My intention is to offer
the instrument as a service to others in the education sector and thereby hope to
contribute to the debate and policy of how actors of Civil Society and the State
may collaborate effectively as genuine partners. I would also make the references
I have used and my Table 1 available to interested persons to support their use of
the instrument. This instrument would seem to be common sense to most but as I
have learned through this research on the GET inSET initiative, there is often little
time to reflect and consider the relationship itself when one becomes involved in

the partnership activities.

The instrument is grounded in the reality of the South African education context

where change has been and will be the only constant for the next decade or more.

My Instrument for Establishing and/or Assessing Genuine Partnership

YES NO

1. | Have you reviewed and unpacked other kinds of possible
collaboration?

2. | Do you want to establish a genuine partnership?

3. | If your answer to the above is YES and if you are
considering a partnership with the State or any other
organisation/s, have you found out whether there is a
policy outlining the State's or the other organisation/s
approach to collaboration with other parties?

110



Have you found out as much as you can about your
partners e.g. do they have experience of working
collaboratively, what are their governance and
management structures and are they financially viable?

Have you determined the strengths and weaknesses of
your own organisation and that of your partners?

Has each partnering organisation stated its own interests
in the partnership and what needs it believes will be met
through the partnership?

Has each partnering organisation stated their goals,
objectives, purpose and vision for the partnership?

Have you determined the common purpose, goals,
measurable outcomes and a common vision for the
partnership?

Have you defined the time-frame for the operation of the
partnership?

10.

Have you determined what resources each partner will
bring into the partnership? Have you given the resources a
weighting to ensure that there is a balanced provision of
resources from each partner?

11.

Have you designed a contract or agreement which binds
the partners into the partnership and formalises the
relationship?

12.

Have you set up sound governance and management
structures for the partnership?

13.

Are you critically aware of leadership issues within the
partnership? Have you built in processes which enable the
partnership to reflect on and deal with these issues if
necessary?
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14. | Have you determined the roles of each partner within the
governance and management structures in accordance
with their strengths and weaknesses?

15. | Are you critically aware of potential cultural, gender or
power imbalances in the partnership?

16. | Have you created mechanisms for the open resolution of
potential conflict within the partnership?

17. | Have you determined the most suitable means of
communication for the partnership?

18. | Have you set up structures that facilitate regular
communication between the partners?

19. | Have you created regular, scheduled opportunities for
reflection on the purpose, goals and objectives, vision and
outcomes of the partnership?

20. | Are you keeping thorough documentation of the
partnership process as well as the activities of the
partnership?

21. | Have you scheduled regular formative evaluations of the
partnership process and the partnership activities?

22. | Have you allowed sufficient time for setting up the
partnership, building trust between the partners as well as
the proposed partnership activities?

23. | Are you determined to enjoy building the partnership?

24. | Are all the partners committed to building the

partnership?

112




ANNEX 1

Interview 1

Respondent: Ms Marlene Roussean (MR)

Title:

Date:

Project Manager of the GET inSET Project

7 January 2002

Lynn: Marlene the GET inSET Partnership was established as a vehicle to enable the

MR:

stakeholders to achieve their goals. I know there are certain features that are
associated with success in partnerships such as the GET inSET one. I would like

you to comment on the presence or absence of such features in the Partnership.

From your perspective, do you think that all the partners had sufficient common

needs and interest to make the Partnership a success?

OK, I think certainly from my perspective, and I think from the perspective of the
Funders, of the WCED and of the individual NGOs there were numerous needs
that were articulated in 1997 which formed the basis of The Partnership that
steadily emerged. What might be useful just for me is to articulate each of the
partners needs one by one and then perhaps make some more common points later

on. Let me start with the WCED.

If I think back to the starting of GET inSET, the WCED was approached initially
by the DG Murray Trust with the motivation that the Trust would like to engage in

a very big Inservice training project - the biggest they certainly had been involved
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in up to that stage. The DGMT was only prepared to do so with the active
participation of the WCED. Now, as both of us know, certainly in 1997 no active
partnership had pre-ceded the formation of GET inSET. The very big national
Thousand Schools Project had really hardly touched on the engagement of the
WCED. The WCED was certainly not considered a partner in that project. So, if
one puts on the cap of the WCED, I think there were very few people in the
WCED at that time who had an understanding of the benefits that The Partnership
could bring other than the very obvious benefit of ﬁnancing certain aspects of
school improvement. However, if I think of individuals that I have come to know
in WCED, 1 think perhaps there were two that really stand out as having a
theoretical understanding as well as a practical understanding of the GET inSET
Partnership. That was obviously Brian O’Connell and Linda Rose and I know that
both of those were people were part of the initial think tank within WCED. I
would certainly say that other people I have met in the WCED including people
who are very high up in the hierarchy had little, if any, understanding for the first
two to three years of GET inSET of the purpose of a partnership. Your question
really looks at whether there were sufficient common needs and interest and I
recall that within WCED’s camp, it was certainly a minority position within
WCED and I think that really has pointed to the considerable problems we have
had with WCED over the period of time. The problems haven’t certainly been
simply on the level of working for the bureaucracy. I think, the key problem, the
core of the problem has been the very impoverished perspective of the purpose of
partnerships. I think there has been a very, very slow shift. I think that happened
predominantly in 2001. T think it was linked to the battles that were fought in

GET inSET, but more broadly, I think when some of the NGOs started
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participating in WCED's Learning Areas Committee forums. Some of the key
people began to understand the importance of having NGO expertise within the

forum. So that is really my comment from WCED’s perspective.

Certainly from the Funder’s perspective, both Kate Miszewski and Donald
Campbell who were the initial DG Mufray Trust people , said very strongly that
the reason for this larger project was to put all their eggs into one basket rather
than have a number of very small projects operating in the Western Cape. I think
that that really was the initial almost dynamic thrust behind GET inSET and that
was the position that was taken to the NGOs who then responded. I don’t want to
say more about this because I think that is part of GET inSET that you know very

well. Perhaps what I should do is talk a little bit about the NGOs.

If we think back to that period to the partnership thaf NGOs had been involved in,
the Thousand Schools Project. Three of the four NGOs that participated in that
project had all found it a difficult national project to be involved in. If one looks
back at some of the comments that NGO managers made at that time, there was a
hope that the new partnership that was emerging would be able to address many of

the problems that had arisen in TSP.

: Talk about some of the problems that you thought this new partnership would

address.

Well, let me first say that I was not involved in any of the NGOs at that time so I

am speaking from hearsay not from concrete knowledge of understanding. But I
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Lynn:

MR:

Lynn:

think back to comments people have made to me during the three to four years. I
think the one thing was the problem around the conceptualisation of what school
improvement and school development meant. A position I think had emerged
from the TSP national office, which was not seen to be a useful position. There
were also problems around the actual; I think you could call it the implementation,
of the project. NGOs in the Western Cape participating in the TSP thought that
implementation was not co-ordinated. There was a fairly messy arrangement —
that is the word that quite often is used - NGOs being called in to work in schools

and arriving at schools and finding difficulties and problems.

My second question is on planning the common vision, implementation and

management, which is really, what you are referring to in the TSP context.

I'm not going to go into detail, but what I do want to say is that there were
problems around the actual conceptualism of the project, around the fact that there
was very poor administration of the project. There seemed to be poor leadership
as well. I think there were insufficient structures where decisions could be
formulated and problems could be solved. Perhaps also we would say today that
the fact that they did not have WCED participation would also have been a failure

or a weakness of that particular project.

Marlene would you like to comment briefly about the needs and the interest of the

NGOs in The Partnership.
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MR:

Lynn:

MR:

I think there was an interest beginning to emerge to see what the other NGOs were
doing and particularly what their approach to teacher and school development
was. You must remember at that stage even the Inset Providers Coalition did not
exist so there was very little contact other than at a personal level between the
NGOs. There certainly was an interest from MEP, PSP and TIP to understand one
another’s processes and ways of workihg and there were certainly differences at
the start of the project. I think those differences were probably not very clearly
taken note of. I know that the NGOs met over a period of months and sought to
find a common grounding, but there is no documentation of that period and I also
wasn’t around then. I think it is unfortunate that there was no documentation of
that process. The one point that I have made is that there was a sense of being
curious about one another’s practices. There was also the realisation that when
you work in isolation, and if you only work from particular specialised area, for
example mathematics education or natural science education, that you working
with a very small number of people within the school and if you are wanting to
bring about school wide change that you needed to work more broadly with the

bigger critical mass of teachers within a school.

So the NGOs saw The Partnership as an opportunity to do that?

Absolutely and I think there was also was an eagerness to work with the WCED in
a close relationship. Especially as at that stage, MEP had small projects that had
been running with the maths educators within WCED and they were very excited
by the collaboration and there was interest in seeing how their interest could

extend more broadly. There was certainly a great deal of idealism at that
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Lynn:

particular time. If you think back to the context of schooling you realise it was at
that stage were the rationalisation processes was really intense within the Western
Cape Education Department so amongst the teaching core there was definitely a
great deal of disinterest and ai)éthy and anger. So, that was the reality in which we
were beginning to move into and work within. Ok, I think that is all I want to say

about that for the moment.

Perhaps the other comment I would make at this point is that, right from the start
there was an interest in developing new material to put into schools. And,
although that was a part of, I think, each individual NGO’s practise, there was the
realisation that, if one was working across some of the key Learning Areas in the
school, a project that could find the finances to develop new leaming resources at
school level, would compliment OBE. You will recall that the initial budget, the
first year and in fact into the second year of the budget, I think almost a third of
the budget was allocated for materials provision. So that was also a very
important aspect of working with schools, there was the sense that not only were
teachers being invited to participate in courses or could invite Inset providers to
work in the schools, but that materials would go alongside the work that was

happening.
Were they important to The Partnership, the materials?
I think it was very important for The Partnership but again I wasn’t there during

those early discussions. I wasn’t there when the budget was drawn up, but the very

fact that a part of the budget was set aside for materials provision must have meant
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Lynn:

Lynn:

MR:

that there was very careful discussion, and in talking to people who were part of
the 1997 discussions, the plan in fact made this the only project or the first project
that was seriously putting materials into schools. So it was seen to be a key aspect

of the GET inSET pilot project.

I think it is also quite interesting to comment here, especially if you look at some
of the earlier documentation, the word that is used is a pilot project. That in itself
is problematic and was never really picked up during the life of the project but I

won’t go along that point right now.

OK, Marlene let’s move on to the second question then. From your perspective
was a plan and common vision identified by The Partnership. I'm really asking
you was this vehicle, The Partnership, to run a project adequately conceptualised

and formulated.

There are two comments that I would want to make immediately. The first one in
fact refers back to the previous comment. The goals that were identified by The
Parthership were in fact the goals of the NGOs, service providers, and I think that
is one of the weaknesses of GET inSET. I think that each one of the partners

should in fact have identified goals right at the start at the project.
And that was not done?

It was not done and I think had that been done it would have given some

coherence throughout the four-year period of the project. The goals that have been
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set by the NGOs are very specific to their in-service programme provision and
they did not look at The Partnership. They did not look at either a macro or micro
level in how the WCED was interested in understanding in the project, and neither
did the Funders really articulate clearly their vision. So certainly, I think that was
a weakness and one that should be looked at in future projects of this nature.
Then, just to refer to the common vision, I think that you have the copy of a
document that was generated during 1997 where it was the NGOs again that spent
a lot of time discussing what they felt a successful school would be. That certainly
from a perspective of the four NGOs is seen to have been an important process

and an important document that was generated.

Lynn: But are you saying that the WCED wasn’t involved?

MR:

Wasn’t involved, the document would héve been brought to the various forums
that existed at the time and they would have been asked to comment and make
their revisions, but certainly it was generated over a period of probably 2 or 3
months, and as I say it really was a vision of what an ideal school would look like.
I have a problem with that particular form of visioning of a project, particularly I
find it quite a sort of liberal approach to looking at the reality that is written. I'm
more keen to look at what exists on the ground, to look at a multiplicity of
scenarios, and then to identify a vision but as I say this preceded my time and
certainly was a vision that was identified right then. The plans, there was never a
macro plan that was drawn up for a 3 or 4 year period. A plan was drawn up on an
annual basis but that plan spoke very specifically, to what the field staff intended

doing over the course of a year.
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Lynn:

MR:

MR:

That was more of a management plan rather than a macro-plan?

It was definitely. I would say the visioning came when at the end of the preceding
year we would have done a very careful strategic look at what had been achieved
during the year and drawing from that, we would pull out what we felt were the
strategic objectives for the following‘ year. So certainly, it was not just a
management plan. I would call it a strategic plan rather than a management plan.
And that plan would change from year to year and if you had to go back and look
at some of the feedback that we got from the DPPs (the Decentralised
Participatory Planning sessions), it is quite interesting to see the development
within schools because one can see quite clearly what questions are being asked
by the teachers at the time over a four year period and the changes, the shifts, in
the questions. I know that Lydia has often said it is quite a pity that that
particular process was never studied quite formally. I think it was quite a clear

process.

Did that process have a knock on effect in The Partnership itself because that is
essentially, what I want draw you back to. Was the WCED involved in this

process?

They were and they were on the platform there helping at the sessions and I think
initially and maybe for the 1%' or 2™ year DGMT might have been there but
probably less so. Probably less so because the Funder wasn’t seen to be as crucial

as the participation of the WCED at that point.
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Lynn:

MR:

MR:

Were all the partners involved?

I would say that WCED was involved and the NGOs.

: I think you have answered it by saying that the Funder wasn’t as involved in that

specific process as the other partners.

Again, I want to comment on you asking about a common vision. I want to say
that the vision was identified by the field staff and me with the participation of the
NGO directors and lesser participation by WCED. Again, this vision was specific
to the work we were doing in schools and again it did not look at some of the
aspects, which it should perhaps have done. So that links back to what I
commented on in the previous question. The one thing that I am not going to do
now, but I might need to come back to later on is, you asked me about the vision
and the plans and I said it changed from year to year. Now I said it changed in
relation to the strategic analysis of the development in schools. I think that is a
very important point and I do not know whether you would perhaps want some
examples of what I am referring to, because if you do, that is something I will

perhaps come back to.

: And relate it back to The Partnership?

Your question, was the composition of The Partnership sufficiently
representative? Would you perhaps tell me what you are meaning there before I

respond to the question?
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Lynn:

MR:

Lynn:

MR:

Going back to the needs and the interest in The Partnership. I am interested to
know whether the representation satisfied the partners and whether there was ever

a question as to whether other partners should be brought in.

Do you mean other partners or do you mean the representivity from within that
partner? I think it is a very important qfuestion and a question, which is certainly
pertinent for partnership, set up in 1997 with four participating NGOs. At the end
of 2001, we really had a situation where there were three participating NGOs and
one NGO had more or less closed down. I think it is an interesting question and is
one that we didn’t really entertain during the life of the project and perhaps it was
to our detriment, in that a partnership could have fixed members, which stayed in
place for the duration of a project, but on the other hand, one could also draw on
additional partners. So, if I think very practically of our particular partnership, at
the side of the partnership there was a particularly strong person within the ESST
who was going to take responsibility for development of reading in GET inSET

schools and that person soon left the ESST.

So it is really a person?

There was a particular person — a person who had particular skills, which were
then no longer within The Partnership. So what we did within The Partnership, as
you know, 1s that we said there were four participating NGOs and we would draw
on other expertise when it was needed and that happened throughout the four year
period and that included working with READ, working with individual people like

Karen Morrison who was known to be a Human and Social Science textbook
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Lynn:

MR:

writer, so there were a basket of people we drew upon. But in fact, the partnership
itself was a fixed partnership. Certainly from the perspective of WCED, the
representivity in the project was particularly unusual — there is no other — today
there is no other partnership that has the same level of representation from the

WCED in its various forums.

You are almost moving into the second part of the question now Marlene about

people in The Partnership.

Well, the point that 1 want to make and I want to make it is that the WCED
representation within GET inSET was unique. That in fact it grew throughout the
life of the project. Initially, as you know, the people who had been involved were
really the top leadership people within WCED, and as the project progressed,
there was a realisation that one needed to work more carefully with different
levels of WCED head office personnel. You might have forgotten, but I think one
of the very important things that Brian O’Connell did during his period of
participation in the Executive Committee, was that the Steering Committee, on
two occasions he called together a forum in the Paarl office of Subject Advisors
and Circuit Managers to talk about GET inSET which is something that certainly
never happened again. I think he was very cognisant of the importance of

involving that layer of people within the project.

Don’t you want to come back to the WCED having a particularly unusually high

profile in this partnership? Would you like to comment on the other partners as
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MR:

well, the NGOs because initially there was only one NGO represented on the

Steering Committee or do you want to take that up under another question?

I was going to pick it up under the point here about participation in The
Partnership. Let’s come back to it later on. Just to make a general point, which is
the point, that the Leadership of the NGOs played an increasingly important role
in The Partnership at the Steering Committee level during the 3™ and 4™ year of

the project.

Question number four. From your perspective were you happy with how The
Partnership conducted its business and specifically would you comment on the
participatory ethos, communication, administration, leadership and any other

aspects?

I think the first thing I would want to say. It took me a while to think through this
question and it struck me that what I was thinking about was that within The
Partnership there is a partnership within a partnership and I think that talks a little
bit about the different levels at which knowledge is generated, at which questions
are raised, at which strategic decisions and understandings are come to and are
shared. So, I think that when we are talking about partnerships it is quite
important to just hold on to the fact that you are not talking about a static or very
contained structural delineated dimension, but that you are actually referring to a
number of forums where knowledge is generated. So, it is a complex business and
the questions which referred specifically to communication even administration,

really need to be seen within that multi-levelled scenario. Because one might talk
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Lynn:

MR:

at one level with certainly about the Steering Committee as being one forum in
which The Partnership exercises its character but then that was simply one of a

number of forums. That is perhaps the contextual comment I would like to make.

Then I would like to look at the participatory ethos of The Partnership. 1 think
from an operational perspective, the one thing that a partnership needs to allow
over a period, is differing participatory entry points, ins and outs of a partnership.
And T think what I am saying is that it became quite clear that if one looked for
example at The Partnership within the NGOs and those in the partnership of field
workers, there were times during the life of the four year period where one of the
NGOs might have been particularly committed to another project outside of GET
inSET and that its organisational and leadership capacity were to some extent
withdrawn for a period of months from GET inSET. That certainly happened and
The Partnership needed to be able to accommodate that movement. Equally,
there was a period when one of the NGOs was in a particularly difficult position.
At a national level, the NGO was being closed down. So once again, energies

were drawn away from The Partnership.

Marlene you have just spoken about partnership within the NGO grouping. Please
focus your thoughts at the broader level. Was this the same, were there times
where the WCED for instance was in and out of The Partnership and wasn’t

perhaps as committed to participation at all levels?

It is quite a difficult question to talk to because there are so many levels within a

partnership so that even if you take the Education Department, once again, there
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were different departments certainly dipping in and out of the project which
depended very much on what GET inSET had identified as its business for that
particular period of time. There was a time when we tried to work very hard with
Subject Advisory Services. I think back to 1999 and if you go back and look at the
kminutes, that were taken particularly from the Working Committee meetings,
there was a great deal of argumentatiori and debate and anger at the low level of
participation from the Subject Advisory Services.  There was a period of time
when a person like Hennie Mentz, who was designated to represent Brian
Schreuder at the Working Committee level, was particularly involved and then
there were times when he was not involved. So the participation is certainly
something that shifts over time and that I think at the leadership level one has to
be aware at any point of time. Quite often one had to make a decision simply to go
ahead with what one had rather than put things on hold until such time as one had
the kind of participation maybe that one would have liked. T also want to say that
I certainly think there was a great deal of idealism around the Department of
Education’s participation in the project. My personal position was that it was very
unlikely that one would have a high level of commitment from people like Subject
Advisory Services personnel given their particular role in doing OBE training
across the Province, and yet, within The Partnership, within certainly the Steering
Committee and certainly I think the NGOs, there was a belief that there should
have been a far more dedicated response and participation by the Subject

Advisory Services.

Lynn: Do you think this made The Partnership less successful or more successful?
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MR:

MR:

I think a great deal of energy was given to trying to draw the WCED into the

partnership and there were numerous meetings when I went through to WCED’s

~ head office and within the presence of Brian O’Connell or Brian Schreuder, and

they then called in people (Theo Smit) on both occasions and really put him on the
carpet, and those sorts of meetings have ramifications I think at all sorts of levels.
But I think a great deal of energy was speciﬁcaily put into trying to draw Subject
Advisory Services specifically into The Partnership. You know the way we
moved around that was to seek individual participation of members in a very quiet
way. But on those particular occasions we were able to do that because of the
relationships, we had already forged with some of the people in the WCED.
There was, I believe, a fairly official position from the Subject Advisory Services
that they would not engage themselves in the activities of the GET inSET
partnership. So for example, on occasions when we had a Subject Advisor who
had worked in the West Coast region and was due to co-run a course, he ended
that process because he was suddenly needed elsewhere and had to be withdrawn
after we had spent possibly a month working with him. This was particularly

frustrating certainly from our side and no doubt from his side as well.

Can we leave that there and move on to the communications aspect of The

Partnership?

I think that this is possibly one of the key elements of collaboration. When I spoke
to people in the Thousands Schools Project at the end of 1997 and asked what if
anything would, they identify as a key area in the partnership, the issue of

communication was raised as probably one of the most important. It is certainly
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Lymn:

something, which I spent a great of my time trying to bring on board and I think
happened in a range of forums. We had for the first few years a Working
Committee, which was an attempt to bring; in fact, it was the only forum in GET
inSET where anybody who participated in GET inSET could come into the forum.
There was a Steering Committee. There was at some stage, at the end of the
seﬁond year, when [ realised that the communication amongst actual field staff
was not strong enough and as a group needed to forge their own identity. A GET
inSET identity rather than a NGO identity where we created an additional forum

within GET inSET and that we called a field staff forum, which met fortnightly.
And were all the partners involved in that or just the field staff (NGOs)

It was simply the field staff and [. A very small type meeting that proceeded for
2000 and 2001 and was a critical development within The Partnership. You must
remember that when I was employed I was employed to co-ordinate. If you go
back and you look at the documentation around my employment, it was to co-
ordinate the business of The Partnership although it became quite clear into the
second year of The Partnership that one needed to do far more than simply co-
ordinate the activities of the four NGOs and of the forum itself. I think that for
quite a number of years, probably somewhere into 2000 but I would say for the
first two and a half years, I would very frequently send out updates over e-mail to
the various people in The Partnership. I know for example people like Linda Rose
and one or two other people have said that was particularly useful. So that when
people 'dipped' out of GET inSET, as I mentioned earlier there is a lot of dipping

in and dipping out, I was told to keep people up to speed with the developments

129



Lynn:

within The Partnership and quite often these updates would also include reminders
of what they still needed to be doing. Certainly, in the last, as I said year and a
half, I played lessor role and I think perhaps that over the last year and a half
specifically a lot of the leadership within GET inSET in fact has taken place in the
forum of the field staff and me to a large degree. So in a sense we, I think we felt
more comfortable in making decisions and forging ahead that we had before.
There are all sorts of reasons why that might have come into being but I think that

is one of the realities.

Do you want to move onto the leadership question then — seeing that you are

talking about the leadership aspect now?

I think it is a very interesting question and some sense it would be nice to have a
great deal of time to talk around this particular issue. If you look at GET inSET
as a broader forum, there were a range of people who had been working in the
area of education for quite a period of time, for many years, and were seen to be
very experienced leaders. I think who you would recognise as having leadership
qualities and who had leadership positions within the organisation and here I refer
to people within WCED as well as people within the NGOs. So it is quite
interesting to hear what your particular comment would be on this, but I think that
within GET inSET you had a forum of people who were experienced, who had
held leadership positions over a number of years, who were important in
conceptualising the actual GET inSET partnership and giving leadership to The

Partnership over the four year period.

130



Lynn: Can you come back to your 'dipping’ in and 'dipping’ out again, as that is part of

the leadership question?

MR: It certainly is part of the leadership question. If we have a look at each one of the
partners, you would see that there were shifts in leadership positions. If you look
at the D G Murray Trust, there was a total change of leadership between Donald
Campbell and Kate and then when you and Paul took over there was shift in GET
inSET and how that took time to impact on GET inSET. For example, you know
both Kate and Donald had worked in Cape Town for many years and understood, 1
think, to a fair degree the context and the NGOs. Then when you and Paul took
over, I think you still had to build up that understanding of the Cape Town
situation and an understanding of who these people were in GET inSET and what
their strengths were and what their weaknesses were. Certainly, within WCED we
saw different people come in to the Steering Committee. Brian O’Connell
participated for the first two years and that was taken over by Brian Schreuder and
more recently by Jenny, so we seen three people from WCED. Within the NGO
group, we have seen Jane leaving and Gwynne taking over. We have seen the
demise of ESST. We have seen Sue who certainly at times was particularly
caught up in the broader restructuring of the WCED and more recently has taken
sabbatical. So certainly, the comment I made earlier on about partnership
consisting of a range of people who bring different skills to bear at any point in
time is an important point. Certainly, I also alluded early on to my particular role.
I was the sort of the newcomer to the field. I had certainly not worked in an NGO
and neither had I had a leadership role before. My role was to co-ordinate the

work of The Partnership. In itself, I think I have learnt a great deal during the
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four-year period and would probably work in pretty similar ways if I had to do
work like this again and in other ways I would make changes. I think that is true
of anybody ,who has been involved in the project. I also think that probably the
biggest development has happened at the level of the field staff. 1 think that there
are two or three people who have exceptional abilities at that level and 1 think
those abilities and skills have really de{feloped over the last two years. I am very
excited by that because I think that what is has done is bring in people other than
white into a leadership position and I really hope that in the years to come that
some of the people in GET inSET will be given opportunities to grow and develop

at that level. I certainly think they have the capacities to do so.

: You have mentioned the field workers, the NGO side. Has there been the same

kind of growth in the WCED, are we talking about all the partners here now? We

have talked about the Funder; we have talked about the NGOs.

I find the question quite difficult to answer. I think really what has happened
within the WCED, because of the recent setting up of the EMDCs, I think there is
a totally different decentralised participatory form of engagement that had now
been set in place and I think it is going to be particularly interesting to see what
emerges. It is too early now as the EMDCs are in the process of conceptualising
their own work for the next decade or so. So, in a sense what GET inSET saw was
the end-state of a particular phase of WCED and as GET inSET closes down,
WCED is moving into a new phase of operation and I think one that will be

probably significantly different to what has happened before.
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Lynn:

MR:

Lynn:

Marlene would you like to move on to any other aspects of the working of The

Partnership?

I think one of the other pointers quite interesting to speak about is the role of the
schools within The Partnership. Because in a sense, they had been the recipients
of our work and they were clearly never identified as a partner and I think that
certainly was an appropriate decision at the time. We have occasionally over the
four-year period when we have had various strategic forums, invited schools to
participate and I think that has been important. But still somehow, in the back of
my head there is a sense that we perhaps could have given a little bit more
attention to bringing the voice of the schools into some of the more formal GET
inSET forums. Now, I have not got any particular thoughts and there are various
ways in which this could have happened but it is just a comment I would like to

make.

So, perhaps you're going back to the question of maybe The Partnership wasn’t
sufficiently representative enough. Maybe, that is how The Partnership could
have been expanded by hearing the voice of the schools, seeing the schools as

more of a partner.

It is difficult, as I know for example somebody like Sue Davidoff has a very clear
position that the schools are not a partner, they are recipients of a service. I think
that we weren’t really keen to, at a structural level, for example have teachers in
our forums just for the sake of having teachers present. But perhaps one of the

things that, when I was interviewed for the position at GET inSET, I said that I
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Lynn:

MR:

would like to do was to have started what might simply be called a teachers’
magazine. I think that is something that would have been very exciting to have
done had there been the scope to do something like that. Our team was so small it
certainly wasn’t ever a priority or perhaps even feasible, but that might have been
one avenue where we could have gauged the teachers own understanding and
voice to have emerged more strongly within GET inSET. That is just a comment I

wanted to make.

All right, so let’s move onto Question 5 then. Do you feel happy about your
participation in the following aspects of the partnerships: planning of
implementation, management of implementation and evaluation of

implementation?

If I look at those three, I would say that I have been very engaged in 5.1 and 5.2
and to a far lesser extent, 5.3. My role really in 5.2 was simply a consultative role
and to be available to the evaluators, but no more than that. Certainly, a lot of my
time was spent in the planning of the actual project itself and I think that was
appropriate. It was partly, I think I was the one person on the project who had an
overall vision of what each of the NGOs could offer and what their strengths and
weaknesses were. So, it was critical that my engagement, I normally led the
planning sessions at the end of each year and I did that throughout the project, was
here. At an implementation level, I think I spoke earlier of how we realised at the
end, well into the second year, that the management of implementation needed far
more hands on attention and that was when the kind of the fortnightly field

workers forum was instigated and was retained throughout the last few years of
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Lynn:

the project. I have never done a breakdown carefully of how I spent my time in
the project, but probably at least 60% of my time was spent doing planning and
management of implementation of the project. Over the four-year period I ran
language courses and it hadn’t been my intention when I started working at GET
inSET but when Denise left ESST there was a gap and we could not find
somebody to work at the foundation phase level and so other than working at an
implementation level, I also ran courses. We had at some point tried to find a local
person to work alongside me and somebody from the Catholic Institute worked
with me but she wasn’t very effective and so we only did that for a few months

and let go of it.

Relate that answer back to The Partnership. How was this accommodated in The

Partnership?

There was quite a bit of debate at the start as to whether I should take on work
outside of the management of the project. 1 think there were two different
positions. There were some people who felt that it should not happen - that my
role should be simply to work at the level of co-ordination, insuring coherence of
leadership and there were others who felt that it was quite acceptable and perhaps
even appropriate to be able to do some of the work on the ground. I think that
initially I felt very strongly that I would like to retain that role within GET inSET
but I also realised that as time went by that it certainly wasn’t sufficient. That I
wasn’t really doing a service to the teachers or to the project itself because our
experience did show up that course work in and of itself, was limited. It did need

a follow-up service and I certainly wasn’t able to provide that. So, although I
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Lynn:

MR:

Lynn:

might have been able to introduce some innovative ideas, the question really
remains as to what extent those ideas might have been taken up in classrooms. So,
you are saying to me how do we relate it The Partnership itself? It certainly was
nice having to put my attention elsewhere but it was a very small proportion of my

attention. But I think it was a weakness.

Marlene, were you talking about your participation as a possible weakness?

I think there was a weakness. I think that it would have been better all round had
we had an external person or an internal person who could have taken on the role
of providing language awareness workshops for teachers at the Foundation Phase
level. Then, I think you want me to talk about my participation in the evaluation
of implementation. Now I am not too sure as what you are you referring to in this
question. Are you referring to our own internal evaluation of the implementation

of the project as well as the external?

Both internal and external.

I think that because it is the one interesting area that we haven’t really looked at
here in the questions and that is the question of evaluation. I think from certainly
from my perspective there are a great deal of questions around the external
evaluation — the purpose of the external evaluation in the project. And perhaps it is
that position that is more broadly shared by other partners as well. Just perhaps to
be more concrete. During the first two years, we were so, in the sense

unimpressed, with the external evaluation process in GET inSET that we ran an
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internal con-current assessment procedure of our own working. Simply because
we felt that, the larger external evaluation wasn’t really helping us to understand
the work that we were doing in The Partnership. I think that is something that we
are looking at more carefully now. When you set up a project that really has to
discover ways of working, one is not even sure exactly what is on the agenda, how
in fact do you design an evaluation proi:ess that can be of use to the project as it
unfolds? And I think that question was never raised at the start of GET inSET
and again I would like to comment and say that I think that part of this complexity
is that certainly within the four NGO directors there were differences of opinion as
to the purposes of an external evaluation. I think they were never thrashed out in

open.

: You have just mentioned within the NGOs, what about in the broader partnership,

the WCED, the Funder?

Well I mean it is an interesting question because the WCED had almost no
contribution or involvement in the development of the evaluation plan throughout
the four-year period. Again that was probably because there might not have been
a need for them to be involv.ed. After all what was being assessed was the NGO’s
work with schools. I refer to my earlier point. Had we from the start established
some goals that would have been important for WCED to formulate, we then
might have been able to engage them meaningfully an evaluation process. But as
they were in a sense not part of the evaluation procedure, there was not perhaps a
need for involvement. So it is a complex issue and I think it is something that

needs very careful thought in future work.
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Lynn:

MR:

Comments about the Funders and participation in the evaluation.

I should also say that I think what was quite interesting about GET inSET was that
there was right from the very beginning, early days, and I’m thinking
January/February 1998, there was a very clear sense that this project needed to be
evaluated on an annual basis and that we should try and identify the evaluation
team as soon as possible. I think that is somewhat unusual because I think some
times evaluation processes only get put into place when a project has already been
operating for a period of time — perhaps a year. So I think there was certainly an
understanding that evaluation was particularly important. Perhaps what there isn’t
certainly at Cape Town at the moment is enough knowledge around different
forms of evaluations and I think that is the broader context we find ourselves in
and I would certainly say that this position is probably shared by DG Murray
Trust as well as the WCED and the particular NGOs. I think there is obviously
from the DG Murray Trust perspective, there was a need on an annual basis to
have an external source commenting on the validity of this project and whether the

project was in fact achieving any of it’s goals.

But, if there weren’t any goals?

There weren’t goals that were set. There were not goals that were specific to the
actual Trust or specific to the WCED. There were however a series of goals that
were very specific to the NGO work. So you have a very unequal relationship
there — which is I think somewhat of a problem because I think it is a skewed

situation. I think everybody in this project had very clear goals when they started

138



Lynn:

MR:

out and I think the goals shifted but I think that is appropriate. So to a large
extent, the evaluations I think did take place on an annual basis were really
formulated around the need for the D G Murray Trust to have an annual reading
and assessment in fact not an assessment and evaluation of GET inSET but that

was [ think a fairly limited purpose for the evaluation.

I think one has to look at this agenda issue. And I think that when you notice that
all four of the NGO directors areAwomen, I think that also impacts on the way that
business is conducted. So that I was often quite surprised at how unready some
of the directors were to comment critically on problems that they saw in the
project in open forum and I think partly it is related to the way quite often women
do not want to be seen to be obviously stirring the pot and making waves. Their
way of working is often more cautious, more careful and trying to address the
issues outside of the main forum. I think it is a problem because there certainly
were moments that during the life of the project where I felt that issues were not
being brought to the table, but I think there was a double issue here in that the
NGOs themselves were also receiving funding for other projects other than GET
inSET from the DG Murray Trust and I think that also put them in a position
where they felt that they had to be quite cautious about criticisms and particularly

criticisms of the Trust.
So, Marlene this is an issue that in The Partnership was not sufficiently addressed.

I think it is a problem. I think there is in fact no harm at all in talking about

differences of opinion and having differences of opinion because we have been
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very clear right from the start in GET inSET that there are different sectors and
sectors have different interests and if you acknowledge that position as we have
done, it should have been easier to upfront perceived problems. To some extent
that did not take place during the life of this project and I almost think that there is
a need for outside agencies to do some, I do not know what you would call it,
awareness-training work around these issues of leadership. I think they are critical

issues.

Lynn: Yes, because if you look at the context in which many of the NGOs operate most
of the directors are women and so this is not only a problem that has surfaced in

The Partnership but is probably more far reaching than we expect it to be.

Do you want to make any comments or should we move on to the last question?

MR: I think perhaps to further add another layer of complexity to what we have been
talking about. I think there are different styles of leadership and within GET
inSET, I think what we have tried to do, given the range of partners and range of
organisations, is to try and work from the consensus basis and that it certainly how
I would identify the form of leadership that has taken place within The
Partnership. That generally was the way in which the issue played out and only
on occasion would I have to take a very firm position and insist that a different
way of proceeding take place (which did happen on at least two occasions). But

that was just a comment about leadership.

140



Lynn:

About the next question — I think I am going to say a few things and I have
probably said them already so I’ll try not to dwell on the points. But I think that
in many ways this particular partnership was skewed towards only examining the
work, the thoughts, the strategies, the theoretical assumptions of the NGOs who
were working in the field. And, I think through that particular process all sorts of
patterns were put into place. Which inciuded, which then ran through to the ways
in which evaluation processes were implemented. So what I would comment on
in terms of my own learning in this project is that I think an enormous amount of
information has been learnt throughout the life of this project. You know if you
think back to four years ago and to where we are today, I think everybody from
WCED to the NGOs to yourselves, to myself have learnt an enormous amount and

I think that will certainly take that knowledge with us into our future work.

Into future work or into future partnerships?

Well I think into both, but I mean one of my recommendations would be that there
should be more of an acknowledgement of what each of the constituent partners
wants to achieve throughout the particular life of a project and I think that those
goals if you like, should be articulated. I think they should be reassessed on an
annual basis.  So that is the one comment I would like to make around The
Partnership. I think that one has to really scrutinise what one needs and one talks
about involvement from any one of the partners. Rather than make very large
claims which, and I use an example that was used in GET inSET, that this project
must be used to empower officials within WCED. Now, one can understand that

comment but it is a very wide encompassing objective or outcome and if one is

141



Lynn:

MR:

going to put forward something like that, then one really needs to look at quite
carefully what one is actually referring to. What I would say is that, and it links
to what I said earlier on, I think one of the reasons why you put a partnership into
being is that each party should offer different skills or resources and these
resources. It could be human resources, financial resources, whatever physical

resources but the purpose of a partnership is to bring together a grouping of people

- who work in the field. You will have differences, and if they are able to work

together, can make more of a dynamic probably impact on the work that they do.
I can see where there has been very clear shifts in the ways in some of the NGOs
are working and I would say those shifts have come about through there
involvement in The Partnership. But I am quite sure that, in a similar fashion,
WCED has discovered new or different ways of working. It’s a pity these things
are really articulated in separate discreet forums so my comment just kind of
backs the fact that 1 think the partner in a partnership or consortium has specific
skills that they bring to bear in a project and that needs to be given more of an

upfront position and cognisance within a partnership.

Marlene, just another question then. Have these specific skills, maybe strengths,
moved from the position of individual to an organisation or from a person to The
Partnership? These individual strengths or specific skills that individuals or
organisations have brought to The Partnership, have they become common in The

Partnership, shared by The Partnership?

I think that if you look at what has happened in the forum of the field staff. I think

there are practises there that have developed in the course of their working for
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Lynn:

GET InSET that are different to their previous ways of working or understanding
and I think that when these people return back to their organisations for some of
them will dissipate because they will go back into unitary ways of working and I
think that is a pity. I certainly think that there is a knowledge, which is specific to
the GET inSET Partnership, which I am not sure exits elsewhere. I can only talk
about the Western Cape. So I think that there is a body of knowledge, which is
now specific to the GET inSET Partnership. It is not owned by one particular
person or a field worker but it is the composite collection of The Partnership. And
I think we have seen, if we had to be thorough and take a register and look at some
of the teachers and I think especially if you look at the Professional Development
Team, we would see that there are teachers now who are working outside of their
own narrow bands of expertise within their schools. So you will find teachers,
your Foundation Phase teachers who are now running some of the workshops and
seminars in the Intermediate Phase of their school and you might find

Intermediate Phase teachers who are running workshops for High Schools.

Is that a spill over from The Partnership?

I think it is a specific spill over from the way in which The Partnership has
worked in the schools. I think there are teachers now who are working in the
management frame work, a leadership frame work in schools who were four years
ago quiet classroom teachers. I think there have been a lot of people who have
been affected in that way. There are even teachers who are now working outside

of their own Learning Area specialisation.
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Lynn:

MR:

MR:

So Marlene you have made two additional points now. Essentially, that the whole
partnership is skewed because each partner didn’t have an opportunity to articulate
their specific goals. Related to that, that there should be clearly articulated, clear
communication about what each partner is actually bringing in to the partnership
and how that develops. Secondly, there is a definite body of knowledge specific to
The Partnership that has emerged from the merging of the knowledge and the

skills and the strengths that everyone has brought.

Just the other point, which I didn’t come across myself but I think, is quite
obvious, is that a partnership isn’t a defined entity. It is a quite a shifting moving
construct that within itself has its own times of strengths and weaknesses and
different inputs and that sort of thing. One so often is included to look out and
look at the work that is happening in the field and not actually look what is

happening within the mechanism itself.

: Any more thoughts?

I think that T haven’t spoken about this, but it is sort of implicit and maybe I
should point explicitly. I think that the thing The Partnership has not done is that it
has not really forced the WCED to look at the role of partnerships or the role of
NGOs in this period of time. I think that is a major issue and if I was involved
within any other partnership project, I would foreground this question. It would be
one of the leading questions that I would put on the agenda explicitly at the start
and I would run through with it every single year and I would get people to talk to

it.
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MR:

Lynn:

Marlene you say only the WCED. Could I take it wider as the Education

Departments?

I think one actually has to address how partnerships and how NGOs compliment
the work of the State, how they are different and how they are the same. I think it
is absolutely critical. Otherwise one is working in a scenario where, in some
senses, the Get Inset Partnership might just be a hand-out — it is just some
resources made available for the improvement of schooling generally and it is
very wonderful concept an ideal but is does not impact on people’s understanding

of who the participants are.

Thank you particularly for your last point but also for the time you have spent

preparing and talking to me.
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ANNEX 2

Interview 2

Respondent: Mr Paul Norton

Title:

Date:

Lynn:

Panl:

Chief Executive Officer of the DG Murray Trust and Chairman of the
Steering Committee

15 January 2002

Paul, The GET inSET Partnership was established as a vehicle to enable
stakeholders to achieve their goals. I know that there are certain factors that are
associated with the success (or not) of a partnership such as The GET inSET
Partnership. I would like you to comment on the presence or absence of such

features in The Partnership.

Question 1
From your perspective, do you think that all partners had sufficient common needs

and interests to make The Partnership a success?

OK, what I will do is that I will quote from the notes I have made and after that
maybe we could have a general discussion or you could prompt me with some
questions. Undoubtedly, yes. Reasons being a more co-ordinated approach to in-
service training were necessary within the WCED - as borne out by subsequent
policy statements by the past MEC, Helen Zille. In addition, in some areas there

was and still is a distinct lack of in-service training in WCED schools. For the
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Paul:

NGOs, the service providers, similarly, a better co-ordinated approach towards
programmes was needed and I think importantly a greater degree of accountability
for delivery and they had resources available, which needed to be used in the right
way. From the Funder’s perspective, we would like to have felt greater
confidence in what we are funding and that programmes are being co-ordinated,
managed, planned and controlled. I think The Partnership with us being a partner
facilitated ‘input and check’ if I can call it that. I think it is important to note that,
this was the first partnership involving these parties. There hadn’t as far as I
know, been a prior partnership, so the ‘feeling the way’ period and process was
lengthy but at the same time absolutely essential. So, yes, the need was
definitely there. I think the commitment, the interest was there, and from that
point of view, the seeds were there to make The Partnership a success without any

reservation at all.

Paul you said that the needs and the interests were there, but were they common
enough in The Partnership? Do you think people, the different partners, came into
The Partnership with their own needs, own interests that were met by The

Partnership or do you think The Partnership developed these over time?

Undoubtedly, I think the needs became more focussed and more co-ordinated
through the process of time. It is possible that the commonality of needs was not
addressed at the outset. I don’t know, I wasn’t actually there, but yes, one can’t
help feeling that initially anyway, certainly from the NGO’s point of view,
‘supply’ rather than demand probably was the main driver. From the WCED’s

point of view, I believe it was a case of volume rather than focused quality, which
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was the prime motivator - let us get as many schools as possible into this
programme. Whereas from the Funder's point of view and [ wasn’t here at the
time nor were you, we would like to have seen the ‘most for our buck’. So, yes I
would guess that’s not entirely identifying commonality of needs is it? But the
fact is that there was a need, put it another way, I don’t think this project could
have been done without a partnership. I don’t think it would have worked. So the
commonality of needs could have probably have been given a bit more attention

upfront.
I think that perhaps some of the needs were common at the beginning but there
was definitely a process where needs and interests became common to The
Partnership throughout the lifespan of The Partnership.

Lynn: Can we move onto Question 27
From your perspective, once again, was a plan and common vision identified by
The Partnership? Was that plan and common vision adequately conceptualised

and formulated?

Paul: Yes, what I have written here is ‘identified’ yes, conceptualisation and

formulation probably not adequate.

Lynn: Why do you say that?
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Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

The issues that come to mind are first of all objectives/purpose. We mentioned it
earlier. I don’t think the scope or size of the project was given sufficient thought
or attention.  Secondly, I think certain parties might have seen this as a task-
based rather than a goal-based exercise, which is natural. The deliverers in other
words, the service providers think of things in form of a task whereas others
looked at what is delivered in the end (or should have looked at what was to be
delivered at the end as the prime objective). Then I think very importantly, and I
wasn’t quite sure under which question to talk about this, I am not sure that the
roles of the different partners where sufficiently explored and understood. I think
of the management and administration of the project. I think of the interface, the
basis of interface with the WCED head office, if I can call it that, and the schools,
and the way in which it was going to happen was sufficiently attended to. So, I
think the roles of the partners could have been better defined or better thought
about. Probably a lot of time was wasted as a result. The Steering Committee and
the so-called Working Committee, which was to me a large, uncoordinated
grouping of people initially, became rather unwieldy with the change in
population ﬁrorh the WCED. The Working Committee eventually evolved into
various sub-committees, which were probably a lot, more effective. But that was
probably 2 or 3 years down the track and that’s why I say a bit of time was

wasted. A plan formulated? There could have been more regular assessment.

What do you mean by assessment, Paul?

Measurement — discussion of the effectiveness of The Partnership and its working.

We get here to the question of task-based delivery. Where yes, we did this course,
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that course and the next course and we did this school based work. It was all about
tasks that were physically delivered rather than how we were doing as a collective
group. We start moving towards that in the first evaluation I think. But then an
enormous time was spent, I suppose necessarily, in making friends with each other
and dispelling mistrust and but that happened over time and tended to be used as a
yardstick. Well this is a successful parthership because we are not sniping at each
other any more and we are not protecting turf, which initially we probably were.
So, yes obviously there are other factors far more important factors that determine
whether partnerships are successful or not. But, maybe when we do the
assessment that we are talking about, there should have been factors or milestones
if you like, other than we are getting on with each other, we don’t feel intimidated,
etc. Talking about the common vision - the role of the WCED is important here

and the representation of the WCED.

Would you first like to talk about the role of the WCED?

The main arm of the WCED 1 think they are called SAS — Subject Advisory
Services — I think they tended to be intimidated by this project in that they thought
somebody was trying to do their job for them and that myth if you like (which is
too strong a word) could probably have been dispelled earlier on. So the
common visions and needs — the initial contact I had with the WCED was via
Brian O’Connell — at Steering Committee level - enormous enthusiasm, but
looking at it from a macro type perspective, when you got down to the SAS level
(if T could call it that), I don’t think the enthusiasm or the realisation of what this

thing could mean had been cascaded downwards sufficiently. Which tended to
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encumber The Partnership, the delivery from The Partnership? I think it became a
bit laboured in the process as a result. That might have to do with personalities
involved but my guess is it probably also had to do with communication per se. I
think there is another issue khere and I’'m not sure whether 1 have mentioned 1t

before. I think another thing that we must mention upfront is duration. Certainly

from a DGMT, the Funder's point of \fiew, I don’t believe the duration of the

project and the time frame, which goes hand in hand with the financial
commitment, was pre-formulated or pre-agreed. I think it probably took a year
and half before people really started addressing this and saying guys do you know
how long this thing is actually going to be? This is borne out by the fact that we
didn’t really approach other Funders until well into the contract. In fact it was
into the last quarter of the project before the one external funder then came on

board.

: What impact did this have on The Partnership - all the uncertainty about the

duration? Should the partners have taken more responsibility? Should some of
the partners have said how long is this really going to be? What do we need

financially?

When you set goals in a set of ledgers they have to be within time frames. If you
don’t have an agreed time frame, it is fairly difficult to match the goals with the
expectations and [ think the WCED just had that hope at the back of their minds
that this thing would go on and on. I think right now as we sit here, that hope
probably still lies somewhere and obviously from the NGO’s point of view, yes

‘have people want work — the longer it goes on so much the better’. Whereas the
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Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Funder had to provide the brake — I suppose brake is the right word — how far,

when do we stop — where should we be?

Are you saying there wasn’t a conscious decision taken by The Partnership to
actually talk about this — it was left up to the Funder to put on the brakes because

of the financial side.

I don’t think that’s a reason not to have a partnership though. It is something The
Partnership should have grasped and addressed and didn’t. But we were moving
to a situation here where I think the Funder was tending to call the shots more than
it had originally intended or envisaged. For what reason, I am not quite sure, but
the Funder provided the Chairman of the Steering Committee, which was a very
passive grouping of people initially and subsequently that method changed. The
Steering Committee was expanded and it became more of a Steering/Working
Committee if I can call it that. But then again it was the Funder all the time, I felt,

who was playing too much of a role in the delivery process in The Partnership.

Perhaps we can come back to that Paul because we are going to look at roles and
we are going to look at representivity in The Partnership as well.  Are there any

more points on that question?

1 am not sure that T have really addressed your visions issue adequately. I guess
from what I have just said, the vision was not clearly understood or as common as
it could have been.  And, you know some of the reasons why - we have already

spelt out the number of schools and the duration. This evolved subsequently as
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Lynn:

Paul:

Paul:

well when we eventually got to the 12 or 14 schools, I think there was
commonness of vision then, but I really don’t know. When we initially set the
objectives and the goals should we have said yes, we are starting with 75 schools
or whatever it is but we are going to end up with 12 or 14. T don’t actually think
that was thought about and a group of key teachers or PDT’s a Professional
Development Team, which eventually evolved. I guess it was inevitable but it
wasn’t planned. What eventually came up in the GET inSET Story was a major,
probably the major determinant in the success of this partnership. Had there been
another part of the WCED involved, we might have had a very different project -
it might have been worse, I don’t know.  We tended during the course of The
Partnership to relate criticism to a specific WCED person — maybe which was

wrong.

Were you looking for a champion?

Yes.

Paul, I believe we are moving into the next question — the membership of The

Partnership being sufficiently representative.

You are saying the membership and the structure - is that the next question?

Yes. Are you saying (if we are looking initially at The Partnership) there was

WCED representation but the Funder was looking for specific people to play a
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Paul:

Paul:

role? Maybe the composition of the bodies should have been different right from

the beginning?

Let’s just talk about the comment in the GET inSET thing, which I haven’t read
again — GET inSET Story. What you said to me once is that curriculum people
rather than subject people that should have been involved in The Partnership. Are
we saying then that The Partnership was more about curriculum in the end than
about individual subjects? Now, was this a fundamental flaw in the
conceptualisation and setting the objectives? We didn’t say this thing is about
curriculum rather than about subjects or why did this happen? So I guess
objective and goals has to get on the wash line here as not having been sufficiently
well identified. If we agree with that comment that was made in the GET inSET
Story, I am assuming that we do agree, maybe it is going to come up in this
question. The role of the project manager or project leader could also have been
better defined and revisited from time to time and I guess Marlene probably

wondered what exactly was required and what wasn’t required.

She talked about a shift — she was appointed as a co-ordinator and through the
lifespan of the project she realised that it was more than co-ordinating that was
required. She was expected to play more of a management role or a visionary role

— she has commented on that.

You see Lynn if she was the co-ordinator there should have been a lead partner.

Somebody had to manage this thing. You can’t all be co-ordinators. Somebody
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Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

has to drive this thing and she ended up driving it — maybe that wasn’t the original

intention.

Let’s come back to the respresentivity of The Partnership.

Do you mean the nominees — the peoplé appointed by the various partners? At

the outset or what — at what level?

You can tell me about representivity at the outset — you might talk about the

evolution of representivity.

Let’s talk about the NGO’s as service providers if I may. Initially at the Steering
Committee level, we had one person representing the NGOs. But that one person
was in my opinion, very remote from the project. He never attended a so-called
Working Committee meeting so had no feel for what was happening and was not,
I would have imagined, sufficiently briefed as to the goings on. So that to me was
an unqualified failure - the initial representation from the NGOs on the Steering
Committee. We then went totally the other way, which in hind site was also
wrong by giving all four NGOs a voice on the Steering Committee. What we
should have done is had a partnership within The Partnership which had a
spokesman or a lead service provider partner. It wasn’t made easier by the fact
that the person who tended to be the lead NGO partner and whose voice was
respected became ill and actually left The Partnership.  So, I guess the voice of
the NGOs was a bit strong purely because of the numbers involved. There were

four of them on the Steering Committee and of course the task orientation, which I
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Paul:

Lynn:

mentioned earlier, and the goals/objectives tended to have an undue bias from the
NGO side. A champion? I don’t believe The Partnership had a champion
within the ranks of the WCED. What we tended to do was to rely on seniority.
When we got a bit frustrated we would kind of whistle blow in somebody’s office
and make a noise and say please use your boot and it worked to an extent but
nobody championed the GET inSET cause from the WCED’s standpoint. So I
would say their representation tended to be fluid and somewhat inconsistent.

Let’s leave it at that.

. Let’s talk about the Funder’s representation in The Partnership.

We had two representatives at Steering Committee level and very strong
representation, in fact sole representation on the administrative level. We actually
did the administration, which I think was good. The administration I think was
quite well done. As far as the representation is concerned, I think there was a gap
between what our trustees saw the project to be and the way the representatives
saw it. Again, possibly it was communication — I don’t know — I’'m not sure that
there was commonness of understanding. But, having said all that the
representation was at a senior level from the Funder and I have said it earlier I

think the Funder played too dominant a role in The Partnership.

Perhaps that leads us into the next question, really looking at how The Partnership

conducted its business unless you have something else to say about the

representivity.
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Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Paul:

Your question was actually was it sufficiently representative — the notes that I
have made here - there was too strong a bias towards the NGOs and we could
have I guess had a stronger representation from the WCED. Not necessarily in
terms of seniority, but in terms of people on the ground. We tried that later on.
There was a fellow, I can’t remember his name, but I think he only came to one
meeting and as you know the project was already in its closing phases then. So,
their on the ground representation could have been better. You don’t want to talk

about representation or relationships between the NGOs?

That I think is covered in the participatory ethos, the communication — unless you
want to talk about it now, that’s fine too. From your perspective were you happy
about how The Partnership conducted its business, not delivery by the service
providers but really delivery by The Partnership. So let’s start off with the

participatory ethos of The Partnership.

What does that mean - participatory ethos?

. Was there commitment to participate at all levels, was there openness in the way

business was conduced, was participation seen as necessary?

Lynn, it had to grow and it did grow — no doubt about that. I don’t believe there
were hidden agendas or questionable practices or anything like that. It hasn’t
come out yet and I'm not sure if this is the place to say it, but there was a stage
where we asked, do the NGOs think GET inSET or do they think specific NGOs

and I suppose you have got to say for a successful partnership they should have
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been thinking GET inSET all the time — they definitely weren’t. It is something
that had to be deliberately worked on. More so with some NGOs than others and I
guess part of the issue there, was that of materials — where materials were branded
in the name of partners rather than in the name of GET inSET. So, it is quite
difficult to say to an NGO you are actually GET inSET, you are not such and such
an NGO, but then the materials they were delivering were the NGO’s materials
they were not The Partnership’s materials. So, something could have possibly
been done a bit better there. The ethos, I suppose trust comes into this. I think
that towards the end it was pretty good. The breakthrough was the 14 schools no
doubt about it where I guess SAS were to an extent sidelined in that phase of the
project. Not unwillingly — they were quite happy to almost makeover to GET
inSET part of their function and maybe that is something that should have been
thought out at the beginning of The Partnership as well. To what degree do we
overlap, substitute or combine? We didn’t do that in as much detail as we should
have and I guess if there were to be a second partnership that’s one of the issues
we would look at straight away. For a start it would engender trust right up front
— well it would certainly help doing that — that’s your turf, this is my turf, this is

our common turf — let’s get that clear — maybe we could have done that.

Another issue on partnership is question of size in relation to the whole being.
For the Funder this was our biggest project. For the NGOs it was probably if not
their biggest project, certainly one of their biggest projects and there were full
time people — full time people — I stress that from the NGO’s on this project.
From the WCED point of view this was a drop in the ocean plus they were in the

process of major structural change themselves, which again points to the reason
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Lynn:

Paul:

for the need for a champion, which was lacking. You know that drop in the ocean

becomes a droplet without a champion.

Participatory ethos — working together — I think it was reasonable — nobody
withdrew or took a total backbench on this thing. I think initially there were some
queries around one of the NGOs but I think they came through more strongly
when the management of the curriculum and governance issues started coming up

— they in fact took the lead role there. There was buy-in without a doubt.

Do you want to move into the communication aspect — communication between
the partners — you said there wasn’t a hidden agenda — so communication was real,

was open?

I think the intention was open, but whether it was effective or not at all times is
probably another issue. Again, just talking about The Partnership — I don’t know
if I was close enough to be able to comment too strongly on that. I would certainly
see a problem in communication between the schools and the GET inSET office
and work delivery programmes and that I guess is not part of The Partnership.
What we did, we devised a thing called a Finance Committee. This was about
communication when you think about it. We initially had that Steering Committee
which I was very unhappy with and we had a Working Committee. Then we
interposed this thing called a Finance Committee between the Steering Committee
and the Working Committee and in fact the Finance Committee was a
communication forum. It used to talk about goals and objectives and also about

budget. There was probably an undue bias towards budget because it was driven
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Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

by the Funder and then subsequently we restructured the Steering Committee and
did away with the Finance Committee — that is really the way it happened and that
was about communication — there is no doubt it — it was a process of honing the
communication or improving the communication. Physical side, communication
—I’m note sure that having GET inSET sitting in an office in the WCED run down
building was a positive factor — probabiy not, I would like to know what Marlene
thought about that. But you know, the tools of the trade were not denied to GET
inSET, I mean the e-mails and the computers — there was no constraint I don’t
believe, whatsoever, as far as facilitating communication, was concerned. But, yes
again I’m afraid the communication with the WCED was a problem - it could
have been better because of the fact that there was no nucleus — no common
person and no champion. We had a couple of meetings where NGOs were invited
to the Funder’s offices and met one or two of the trustees of the Funder — the

Funding organisation. Maybe there could have been more of those.

Do you want to talk about administration of The Partnership?

Yes, as I said earlier that was done by the Funder, the DGMT. 1 think it was
fairly rigorously controlled — I'm talking about financial administration here of
course — administration doesn’t only mean finance. I think that was adequate.
As far as administration — are we talking between the partners now or of The

Partnership?

Between the partners and of The Partnership.
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Paul:

Paul:

Of The Partnership itself, it also went through phases, and improved greatly when
we employed a part time person or who eventually became a full time person I
think as an administrator. But, we probably underestimated the administration
burden / workload. I can’t really comment on the standard of that administration —

it seemed to be fairly OK to me. We haven’t mentioned costs here yet.

: Did the costs come into any other aspects of the working of The Partnership? Do

you want to talk about them later or do you want to talk about them now?

I’1l talk about them now. The basis of compensation or be it remuneration of the
NGOs was extremely generous from the Funder’s perspective.  This was done
for two reasons: firstly we didn’t want to feel that we were constraining actions
or input by short-changing people and secondly the NGOs had a loud voice, which
probably was the more appropriate answer, and the loudest voice came from the
NGO with a bureaucratic management structure from what I could make out.
This did in fact impact on the conduct of The Partnership. I believe that because
the funder was very conscious of the need to measure delivery and also of the
need to have a fixed duration for the project, it couldn’t just wander on and on.
This probably did impact on the relationship between the Funder and the NGOs.
The third partner, the WCED, took no part in this forum, this discussion at all and
was quite honestly not interested in it.  This is where the question of roles of
partners needs to be very clearly understood. Upfront, if you are the
administrator, you are the budgeter. I guess measurement of delivery is a factor.

You’'re going to come to that at the end.
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Paul:

Paul:

Paul:

Can we leave that to the end then?

All right, can I just look at the notes that T made under this. You are under

leadership now.

We are going to move onto leadership next.

Participatory ethos developed rather than being accepted at the start. The ‘my
turf” syndrome had to be overcome as well as the engendering of trust.  All right

— leadership administration.. Can we talk about leadership?

The Funder assumed the title or the position of leader I believe — that’s my
perception. You know the other partners might not think that we were the leaders

at all — in fact they probably don’t.

- But it was never articulated?

We assumed the mantle. I made a comment here. One of the NGOs should have
been appointed to this role as the lead partner, the managing partner rather than
the Funder and I guess that had an impact on the cost of the project as well. There
was nobody in there watching the costs to the degree that they might have. We
tried to pass off the leadership, if I can call it that, or I did. I’m talking at Steering
Committee level, to the WCED, but for one reason or another that didn’t work.
The reason for doing that was to try and create a bridge for continuation of the

project of picking up the seeds that the project was to sow. I guess we are at
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Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

another objective or goal here now — it wasn’t spelt out, at the end what do we
want and how does the end go into the future? You know we couldn’t have done
it with any certainty but we should have approached it — what do you call it, an

exit strategy.

Leadership, we mentioned it earlier, I ‘m talking about chairmanship of the
Steering Committee, but leadership in the form of Marlene’s role as well is an
issue here. You said earlier she was appointed a co-ordinator, not a leader, but we
expected her to be leader. Again, partners could have very easily sat down and
said, what do we expect? - But didn’t. We just let it happen and it happened fairly
well. I think she developed tremendously during the project — no doubt about it. I
should have said that earlier, much earlier — she did, undoubtedly, so did the

administrator. They developed into a nice little team.

What have you got under 'other', Paul or do we move onto the next question?

'Other’ aspects? I think we have covered them and I can’t think of anything else.

So, let’s move onto Question 5

Do you feel happy about your participation in the following aspects of The

Partnership: planning of implementation...

Yes, you have specifically said your participation....

"Your' meaning Funder ...
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Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

Yes, our role as a partner. By implementation do you mean delivery? I'm not
sure that’s our role or should have been our role to see that the implementation
happened. So, I didn’t really see that our role should have been more positive,

more forceful in setting the goals and the objectives.

So, maybe you are talking about the inanagement of implementation. Yes, the

goals, managing how it should have happened.

So, planning, I don’t believe we played a major role and I don’t think it was our
role to do so. As far as management of the implementation is concerned, let me
refer to my notes. At times the basis seemed to be somewhat ad hoc responding to
requests from schools rather than sitting down and planning with schools, i.e.
supply rather than demand driven at times. That’s an observation, it is not
anything more than that. As far as management of implementation is concerned,
the scope of the project changed significantly over the passage of time and I have
asked the question, did the 14 West Coast schools come about by default or by
intention? Within the 14 schools, I am very happy. I think we probably had a
major role in eventually getting that to happen. Together with the WCED, in the
person of Brian Schreuder. It was Brian Schreuder who actually broke the

previous mindset or changed the previous mind set.
Can I just come back to the Brian Schreuder bit? Do you think that this was one of

the times where the Funder pulled rank and said, 'Right, we want this to happen.

Get it done.'
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Paul:

Paul:

Absolutely no doubt about it, Lynn, I won’t name names but the first whistle blow
was when Brian Schreuder ...Brian Schreuder’s representation or position on the
Steering Committee was the culmination of having stirred the nest a bit. There
was an interim stage where somebody else, who has now retired, came and
actually attended one of our trustees meetings and gave a very good account of
himself and of the project, I believe. He didn’t have the time or the capacity to
devote too much time to the project and that resulted in Brian coming on board.
Brian was able to give us a wider perspective of happenings within the WCED not
only as regards GET inSET that I think definitely helped the ethos, the confidence
within The Partnership. But at the same time he was fairly remote from the grass
roots level as well. Management and implementation I keep tempering that with
the fact that the project went through distinct phases of workshops and school-

based work and culminating in conferences and culminating in the 14 schools.

: What part did The Partnership play in managing that process, or did it just

happen?

It couldn’t have happened without consensus but I think it tended to happen. I'm
talking about the schools again. When there was a more participatory or more
hands on input from the WCED things happened. I don’t think it would have
happened had there not been that intervention, that deliberate intervention from
the WCED which was actually seen as a concession, almost a favour. You do
this, we leave it alone. Am [ happy with the management of implementation? In

the end I think the result was probably fairly satisfactory, but I am not convinced
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Lynn:

Paul:

that there was deliberate management of the progress towards these various goals

or milestones.

So Paul, maybe that moves us into the evaluation aspect. Are you happy about

your participation in The Partnership’s role in evaluation?

Are you talking about the external evaluation? [ think the evaluation process or
appreciation of the evaluation process has been a major weakness in The
Partnership, which need not have been so. It was not well planned or understood
by the different partners — expectations were different and I want to stress that this
does not detract from the need for a partnership. In fact it probably is one of the
reasons for a partnership, for having a partnership in that there must be some
commonness of understanding as to why you need an evaluation and what do you
want to achieve by it. As we leave the project I think there is a sense of
emptiness as far as the evaluation goes. I don’t want to lay blame at the door of
the partners here I think it goes deeper than that. I'm not sure if the Funders/
trustees have a common understanding of what should come out of or what the
purpose is of an evaluation and what it should show. You know it is not just about
figures. There have been major errors if you like, like the base-line data. We have
spoken about that ad nauseum. It was not prepared or compiled at the start of the
project and it should have been. Then secondly the appointment of the evaluator
was a, if I can call it, a somewhat laboured and painful process. I remember the
first evaluator and particularly the WCED. The first evaluator was in fact a

nominee from the WCED and I don’t think that person is actually an evaluator
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Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Paul:

although he is an educator. So, what was the question evaluation of

implementation?.

Did The Partnership manage this well?

No, badly I would say. And, this of course put the evaluator in a difficult position.
The evaluator at that time and I think we had three or four because they weren’t

sure what was expected either.

Do you think this comes back to original common goals and objectives, if we had
common goals and objectives we would know what kind of 'bite' we would have

to measure?

Partially that and also the roles of partners. If the Funder doesn’t have a sufficient
appreciation of what evaluation is about, one of the other partners should have
been tasked with short listing evaluators. So, yes certainly it falls into both camps.
But again, it was left to the 'old funder’, I think, to fix the terms of appointment

and the remuneration of the evaluator.

. Anything more on that one Paul or do you want to move on to the next question?

What would you suggest would have added more value to The Partnership? I
think we have probably been through most of this — better understanding of the
roles and objectives — longer term planning — transition to the 14 schools could

have taken place earlier had the WCED been more forceful at an earlier stage. An
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ability to cut through the bureaucracy of the WCED and align Gl with their
programmes. Better communication from the WCED and commitment to the
project as happened later on (EMDC implementation would have changed this
significantly). The position of the project leader/manager could have been more
clearly defined and understood, i.e. what were the deliverables and expectations.
Participation by the WCED in management should have been at a level closer to
the coalface. = The one person, from the WCED, who was there from start to
finish and I might be wrong, was somebody from their personnel department —
Linda Rose, who I guess is not close to the coal face. Now to me that is
something pretty fundamental, I am not belittling what she did at all but is was
just wrong. I have mentioned it as well a partnership within a partnership as far
as the NGOs are concerned. What I am saying is how many partners where there
actually? There should have been three, a funder, the so-called client or WCED
and the service provider. Not four service providers. I think that could have cut
out a lot of the problems and then flowing from that the earlier definition of who
was to lead and manage the project. What do you mean by value to the

partnership — have I already answered that?

: You have answered that because that is the question is put there to corroborate

your earlier answers. You were saying where things were successful. You have
now talked about the goals and objectives — talked about the commitment at
grassroots levels, you are talking about the inter-relationship, and you are talking
about the NGO’s commitment to the partnership. What else would you like to

talk to me about?
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Paul:

Paul:

Paul:

Lynn:

Wﬁat else would you like to share? The concept of a pilot project was
erroneous. I asked myself what is a pilot project? Is there such a thing? So
maybe our departure point was somewhat optimistic. I think we have learnt both
in this project and in other projects with which we were involved that replicability

is a relative kind of a concept. What has that got to do with a partnership?

1 think my main issue is just kind of confirming or reinforcing what I have said
before. 1 believe defining the roles of partners is absolutely fundamental. When
you put a partnership together it is fundamental to formulate those roles. They can
change ~ but they must be understood and certainly if we were to do another one, I
would actually put that on the table right away. The engagement with the client
or the WCED 1n this case, has to be very clearly spelt out. Next time round wﬁe
would certainly endeavour to do that. The method of engagement and means of

contact.
Does that also not relate to your previous points about the roles?

And, then duration or such extensions. Duration and the hereafter need to be
thought about. Have you learnt more about partnerships from The Partnership?

You personally and have you been surprised?

The groundbreaking stuff has been that the roles were not predetermined and that
the exit strategy wasn’t predetermined. When they started everyone just floated
on and that to me those were absolutely fundamental to a partnership. The power

within The Partnership was never addressed.
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Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

The balance of power and the source of the power?

These were never addressed. And whether it was because the NGOs were afraid
of the DGMT not funding their other activities, whether they didn’t say to us —
look we like you playing a role and the administration etc, but you can’t prescribe
to us about evaluation, about way the préj ect should be done. They never said that

to us — so that is something that I would do differently.

If there had been a lead partner amongst them, they might have thought about
things like that — they might have thought about it, but just didn’t want to say it as

you say, I don’t know.

But we haven’t dealt much on what was good. We have tended to be fairly critical,

fairly negatively critical.

Do you specifically want to tell me what was good? You said that this was the
first time that there was a partnership - this kind of partnership was entertained in

the DGMT.

Yes, I should have said that. I think there were certain, again I wasn’t there at the
time, misgivings or queries as to how successful or whether we should embark on
a project of this nature at all. I think the other thing, the time commitment was
fairly substantial but not out of line. I guess when you think about the money you

should be prepared to devote time to it.
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Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

Paul:

Lynn:

What is the best thing that you have got out of this partnership — what impacted

most on you as the representative from the funder?

Well I was completely raw as far as education was concerned so I have learnt an
enormous amount of firstly how the WCED or I guess any other education
department is a bureaucracy and a ship that moves very slowly and one has to

learn how to deal with frustrations as a result.
Would you have picked this up if you the Trust wasn’t in this partnership?

Yes, but it would have taken much longer. I guess not, I would never have been as
directly involved and I guess you know you have got to look at what the knock on
effects have been. We talk about the WCED Trust and where we are now and we
know all the people and so on. Would that have been the same without GET
inSET?

Well if you compare it to other provinces, no.

And then similarly from an NGO point of view. I have got to know how they think
and how they move or don’t move and the somewhat lack of financial discipline
and accountability. In addition, from our own point of view, the need to have a
manager or leader for a project of this size and not be overly ambitious. I think
that's all I've got to say about these questions now.

Paul, thank you for your participation in my research. Thank you for the time that
went into your preparation of the questions and the time you spent with me this

morning.
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ANNEX 3

Interview 3

Respondents: Dr Lydia Abel and Ms Marlene Rousseau (MR)

Title:

Date:

Lynn:

Lydia:

Project Manager, ESST and later Director Schools
Development Unit, UCT

25 January 2002

Hi Lydia and Marlene, the GET inSET Partnership was established as a vehicle to
enable the stakeholders to achieve their goals. I know that there are certain factors
that are associated with the success or not of such a partnership. I would like you
to comment on, the presence or absence of such features in the GET inSET

Partnership.

Firstly, from your perspective do you think that all partners had sufficient

common needs and interest to make the Partnership a success?

I thought about that one and I scribbled down some answers and my first instinct
was to put yes and certainly for the three NGOs at the beginning. I mean look, the
fourth one was brought in because of the specific need, which was recognised
from the beginning. The Funders at the time initiated the whole process, so there
was a synergy between the Funders and the NGOs. The Department on the other
hand, while I think that they recognised the need for it, was in such a state of flux

at the time. I was thinking of the very first meetings that we had, which was
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before Marlyene came on board. They were at the ESST offices, that was Nicoll
Fasan, Linda Rose, and I think Mackie Kleinschmidt. If I think back to that
meeting, they were very excited about it, especially Linda that it was going to be a
collaborative process — I think we were looking at the backwash from the
Thousand Schools Projeét where they hadn’t really been involved to any great
extent. Nicoll kept raising the question, yes, but how will the Department be
involved and what do you expect the Department to do and I think there was a
little bit of ambivalence and a kind of think well kind of go away and do your
thing and then we will see where and how we can fit into it. I think that because
everybody was in acting positions at the time in the Department that also, I can’t
remember what Linda Rose’s position was at that time, but she wasn’t in the
position that she is in now and she didn’t have the kind of authority then to drive it
and Nicoll, although we thought he was in a high position, was at that time already
negotiating to leave. So perhaps there wasn’t that kind of a commitment and the
other thing, which was sort of a grey area when Brian Schreuder came into the
discussions later, was he kept saying you need to build capacity, but when there
was never an opportunity to sit down and unpack what he meant by build capacity.
So I think there was a sense that GET inSET was going, in fact I think it was
articulated by Ansie du Toit at the time - this is a very good project for those
people and I actually remember using those kind of words. So, we were going to
work with those people that the Department was not really going to pay much
attention to one way or another at that moment in time. So [ think that even from

the start, the Department was not fully engaged.
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At a conceptual level, yes but at a person power level we had an engagement that

we hadn’t seen anywhere else in our history of partnerships.

I think that that came a bit later and that was, I think you are right, that a
conceptual level, they didn’t really get involved with it. They didn’t see that as
being their job or their role. Once we went out to, and I mean it was very much —
well go to the areas and see what you are going to put together. They got involved
very much in the terms of choosing the schools and they really drove that process
quite carefully, but once we got out to the schools and the circuit/area managers
got involved, the whole thing shifted. I mean, Mr Cicero and Boonzaier who was
there from the very beginning, where over the moon, because they hadn’t really
been involved in any way with TSP. They felt really “miffed” about being left out
and I think in general, there were not at that time many NGOs working up on the
West Coast. ESST had been working up there quite a lot but there were very few
and there was a sense that “well we were being neglected” up on the West Coast.

At that level there was a much closer engagement.

I also want to say that I think that part of the reason why the circuit managers
responded because I think if you look at the Department, those people in particular
were actually in contact with schools, where if you looked at the people in Head
Office, they were involved in many committees but they did not have real

experiential relationships with schools.

It was a very at arms length kind of thing. There is one other point that I wanted

to make. Now, Hennie who in the beginning was, I can’t remember where exactly
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he was, but he wasn’t really involved with GET inSET. He became involved
through Nicoll and I think as there was a connection around the Cognition Project,
which was sort of starting at the same time, and Hennie kept trying to get the
conceptual understanding located in the Department around the fact that he saw
GET inSET doing cutting edge research as to what the needs were, how they
should be addressed and that kind of thing which he felt the Department couldn’t
do. Theo Smit on the other hand, was a total nuisance in the beginning, we were
treading on his toes, there was no question about it and I think the Subject
Advisors picked up very strongly that negative attitude that came from him and
that was a really thorny issue. Were you already on board when we had those

meetings at UCT — I think it might have been before you joined.

I think that as I joined, I remember going to one meeting at UCT -~ a Board

Meeting of the WCED personnel.

But was that a very fiery meeting? Well then maybe that was the one that I was
thinking of that it was torturous relationship and what they did at that meeting was
to say, to demarcate, this is what Subject Advisory Services will do, which was
the actual sort of subject specific training. And then they, it was Ansie du Toit,
had a whole list of other things which included things like group work and
methodologies and so on and she said well that’s what you people can do and
there was a very clear division between them and us. The funny thing is that on
an individual level, I think that we had a relationship with many of the Subject
Advisors. There were one or two that toed that sort of party line and that were, the

one woman on the West Coast, extremely difficult at the end. I think it was that
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kind of clash of concepts and demarcation or areas that was a real thorny issue
around and I think it was about this understanding of what were the common

needs and interests.

So you are saying, yes, there were common needs and interests but just elaborate
on the common part. Were they really common because from what you have said

to me now everyone seems to have had their own agenda?

I think there was an understanding that schools needed to be helped to move
forward. I mean this was the very very — it was before Curriculum 2005 even
came into being; morale was desperately low in schools. Nothing was happening;
there was a real feeling of anti-success in schools where nobody wanted to see any
one teacher rise above the others. So, there was a real feeling that you couldn’t
take out these teachers and work nicely — play, play nicely with them — and then
let them go back and do their things in the schools, which I kind of think was what
the Department had in mind when they spoke about capacity building. There was
definitely common interest and common needs with the principals. I mean I don’t
think — I can’t think of one incident actually — not even one, where a principal
turned around and said I don’t want this kind of work in my school. 1 think that
what the TSP had done was to open the eyes of schools to the fact that there are
people out there who can offer services to help the schools and that the schools
needed, help to get even just off the ground. There was a lot of conflict in the
schools in terms of management. Cliques that you know, this one went with that
HOD, there were terrible rivalries in schools, which principals where really for the

most part unable to deal with and I think they didn’t really understand, I don’t
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think, what we were offering by way of school management assistance, but they
knew that they needed something and I think that that was an area and again there

was a division between their school expectations and what we had to offer.

I just want to say I think that was where there has been very significant success
because that particular weakness that you have identified, we saw that very
strongly even up the West Coast. It was marvellous being in schools that were not
really dysfunctional but if one goes into the schools around the Atlantis and
Malmesbury now there have been such shifts in a far more kind of broader based
leadership potential within schools, that has been exercised by teachers and
principals being by and large really supporting that. I think that is really, that is

due to the work of GET inSET.

I think that, there was definitely a common interest in need around that but it took
some time to negotiate what that actually meant in practice and it took the schools
a bit of time to actually buy into the process. I think that everybody recognised
and that I think including the Department and I think that in the early days, the
Circuit Managers were, [ mean they were desperate to see, they could see what
was going on in the schools and they were desperate to see these problems dealt
with. It was a huge issue and I mean I think, that at some point, we discussed the
nature of these schools and I mean there was definitely an identification of schools
that on the surface appeared to be well-managed and well-run and I think that’s
the point that Marlene’s making. But that underneath that were a cauldron of all
kinds of things that nobody wanted to go through and I think that was something

that was really difficult for the Department to actually acknowledge. I think partly
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to blame for the neglect of the West Coast in terms of provision because on the
surface they seemed to be well-managed, well organised, teachers were in
classrooms, I mean the fact that no learning was happening in the classrooms was
another story, but there were those kinds of perceptions that nobody needed help

up there.

: Can we then perhaps move on from the common needs and the interest to what

you have started talking about this common plan and the common vision of this

partnership.

I think when I saw this question I started to laugh because for me this has been the
most difficult part of the whole project and I have written here the visions were
not always aligned between the Department, the Funder, the NGOs and I think let
me take a step back. I think that all the NGOs had been exposed to the work of
Peter Senge, one way or another. There had been a few kind of workshops
through the TSP and various other things that work had just become known and I
think we had all latched on to the idea that emanated from that, that a vision isn’t
something that you draw up, stick on your wall and it is there for life. And that it
was very — we came with the understanding that, yes, we had a vision and I think
at one of the very first meetings that when Tip got involved we were at Sue’s
house and we developed this vision of what we thought was a good primary
school — it was that mind map that you have right from the beginning. So, we had
a very clear vision, but at the same time, the vision didn’t have concrete steps. 1
think in the first evaluation they kept on saying, but yes what is the goal — what do

you want to achieve? The vision was to provide for needs in a responsive way so
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there was no way that you could set out with a concrete goal with steps leading up
to it that were easily defined and that created huge problems. Both with the
Funders and with the Department and with the evaluation ultimately — the first set
of evaluations and I think that in a sense it confounded the problems that were
simmering under the surfaces because when we had a meeting to decide on the
kind of evaluation we would have like to have seen. At the very first meetings,
and Charlotte called it — she wanted it documentalist and I think that word, I
hadn’t seen it or heard it before but now people talk about it and in reality that’s
what we should have had because what we needed was somebody to chart the
course so that we could stop at various points and see where we had come from
and on that basis re-shape the vision and the mission and where we were going.
It was impossible task to get that past DG Murray on the one hand because they
had a very fixed idea of what an evaluation was and then when we did find
somebody that we thought might do that, they nearly fell off their perch, because
the price that she quoted I think was nearly as much as the price that everybody
else was working for, so that and they couldn’t understand the value of it and the
need and that that would have been money really well spent and I am sure I don’t
know, I think in the end they probably spent it anyway with less results because
for me that 1% evaluation was very unsatisfactory. It was because of this
disjunction between the vision and the mission and I think Jane was really the
champion at that time of this and I don’t know, we went to one meeting with the
Trustees and I think they just saw Jane — it was Jane and myself that went and I
think they saw these two women sitting there and they decided that they were not
going to listen to anything that they were saying. We could have been talking to

the wall and I mean Jane I think is quite eloquent and puts her case well and you
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know she really was passionate about it and somehow we just didn’t make a dent
and I think it all stems from an understanding and sort of the accountant’s view of
where this vision should be going and a service provider’s view. In fact, I mean
the notion of being a service provider is still quite a contentious one and so that
whole process and of course the Department was never part. They never came to
those meetings at which we were trying to thrash out the vision. I mean Hennie
was there some of the time, Linda was there some of the time, but they were never

there with any kind of weight.

Lydia, the one point that I made was that in a sense there were two thrusts to GET
inSET. There was the work that we were doing within schools and then there was
understanding partnerships and at no point, because both the Department and the
DG Murray Trust hadn’t put forward particular goals related to their own interests,
we were not in a position ever really to look carefully at The Partnership so that
what we can vision that we have been talking about to date was the work in the
schools and that was really the responsibility of the NGOs. So, I think there was a
skewing immediately in relation to who was responsible, who was learning, who

was having to answer to The Partnership.

I think that it goes even further than that and maybe it is part of the reason for the
Funders and the Department saying well, you have got your vision now go and
play kind of thing, but at no point could we really interrogate the role of the
Department in the light of the vision and I think that was a serious defect and if
that, I mean, I think that the Funders wanted to see The Partnership as part of the

vision, but it never got any teeth and nobody took responsibility in a sense and so
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that one could never interrogate that and I remember one of the what was her
name, the first evaluator, Allison Edmonds, she had one — we put in one of the
questions was how the Funders and the WCED but it never got filled out because

nobody every came to those meetings. It is not a fault but it was a fact.

That is a very interesting fact because if we had to go into a partnership again
today we would probably be housed either clearly within the Curriculum Services
division or within the EMDC. And then there would be a real grouping of people,
part of the problem was the actual, the system within the Department and that
there wasn’t a particular grouping that was particularly interested in this project.
There were leadership people, I think, Linda Rose, Hennie Mentz — people from
different areas of within the Department — but there wasn’t a core group who said

we have a particular input.

I think also that this was the first project of its nature in which the Department had
been involved and they actually didn’t know what to do with it. It was like a hot
potato that kept going from this one to that one and I think in the beginning Brian
Schreuder took a real interest and I mean his capacity building and all that kind of
stuff and then he past it on to Linda — you know what I mean — it never found a
real home and I think now and maybe that is one of the outcomes is that they have
— the whole thing around the EMDC has forced them to examine this role and
where would they put future partnerships. [ think that other partnerships that
came after had a much easier time in the sense of buy-in from the Department at
all levels than we did. Because we were these strange and I mean we had come out

a really adversarial relationship between NGOs and the Department. There was a
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lot of not distrust, but unease with some of the people. You are you, you dress in
sandals, you are not wearing suit and grey shoes, and it is still there today.
Definitely, I find it even at national level and it amazes me that people who come
from an NGO background and land up in the Department suddenly change their
clothes and they have become completely different they are like shed everything
that they had in their past and I would really have thought that they would have
taken some of that ethos and pathos and interest into the Department and changed
the Department but obviously the Department was stronger than them. Well, I
mean we see it with teachers as well. You know when they try and go back into a
school and in the beginning when the tried to change something as one teacher

they couldn’t do it.

I think if we can move into, we are already moving into membership of The

Partnership — was that sufficiently representative?

You know I don’t think the word representative was in people’s discourse at the
time, but clearly looking now, no, it definitely wasn’t. There was no doubt that
the original Steering Committee was, I don’t want to call it “cabal” but it actually
was, it was a cabal. I mean they were all men, certainly from my point of view
having Dries St Clare sit on it who was only there because he was friendly with
DCC. Imean he never ever bothered to find out what was going on or whether it
was going on, I mean only at a superficial level when it involved money. And, I
think that was their real interest. They weren’t really interested in what was being
delivered, only what it was costing. And the communication with that Steering

Committee was very fragile, that comes in later on. So, the NGOs were in a
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sense relegated to a second tier and 1 think that in itself also created an unfortunate
repercussion because the Department kind of sat on that committee unsupported
by the NGOs and I think that when Brian O’Connell sat there he sat there as a
kind of philosophical head which was not the kind of role that we would have
wanted a Departmental representative to play. He was being questioned about
things like, how the Department was géing to take on this project once it had run
its course and those kinds of things and in a sense, it wasn’t really a Steering

Committee because of that.

Can you move into a later phase of the Steering Committee — your comments on

the process that happened in that body?

Well, 1 think that eventually it became quite clear that the so-called “working
group” - Working Committee and the Steering Committee really had no links. It
was, we used to have meetings and we would send them our minutes and never
get responses, we would never see the minutes of their meetings. I used to see
them by default because Dries used to say, here read it and tell me if there is
anything I need to know and I can’t actually remember what was the actual
change when the NGOs became represented on the Steering Committee, what the

actual turning point was.
There was a committee called the “Finance Committee” — which essentially

looked at finances and costings, but it was the four NGO leader representatives

and the feelings that came out then, the questions that were answered.
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So, I mean in answer to the question about representation, no The Partnership was
very peculiarly represented on the various committees and one was isolated from
another.  Once that step happened, I think the whole nature of the Steering
Committee shifted immediate and the discourse became different. I mean, if 1
think about it, we very rarely discussed money issues because that would be
devolved to the Financial Committee anyway but we discussed issues of real
importance and I think that having Brian Schreuder and the NGOs and other
people on that committee, meant that Brian often had to answer questions that he
didn’t really want to answer. I mean there were numerous occasions when he
would say alright T will tell you, but you know and I think that was extremely
helpful for us to have the big picture of where the Department was going, what
their thinking was and it really did help to shape the project in the end. So, that
kind of representation I think was very successful and very helpful. When I saw
that question and you will see here I have gender and colour written down and I

think on the colour we score very badly.

: Was it ever an issue that was openly discussed though?

It was discussed at ESST by our facilitators from the other provinces. They were
all very kind of upset about it. They were also upset at the mix of schools but I
mean that doesn’t really fit in here and they just felt that it hadn’t been discussed,
but I don’t remember us ever really talking about it at any stage. And then so to
from a gender point of view had this complete imbalance, they were all women in
the NGO sector and all men on the other side other than you and Kate, so it was a

bit skewed and I don’t think these issues — there weren’t probably as prominent
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and discussed and the other layer of representation which was missing most
definitely, the schools or the teachers. It was brought up right in the beginning by
PSP, it was part of their model to have a like a school representative, body,
committee, to be part of a working group and I think that at various times we
sought of made little attempts to do it, but it never really got off the ground and I
think the closest we got was when Lennie Davids was allocated to the Steering
Committee. I'm not sure that we could have done it differently, given the
geographical spread and the difficulties with getting people to and from anywhere.
I think that in a sense the professional teachers' team became that sort of a thing. It
became the sounding board in lieu of something that was more effective. But I
really do think that was a missing link and in some way we should tried perhaps
harder to do that, but I think we were doing so many things that that was just one

that we didn’t get to.

. If you are happy with that, we can move on. This is quite a busy question — once

again, we'll take them one by one. From your perspective were you happy about
how The Partnership conducted its business and then specifically could you
comment on the participatory ethos of The Partnership, communication within
The Partnership, administration, the leadership and any other aspects of the

working of The Partnership.

I think the participatory ethos of The Partnership again was different depending on
which partner you were and certainly amongst the NGOs, in the beginning, it took
us, we really had to work at it, and I think that whoever goes into partnerships in

the future needs to understand that as much as you like each other, as much as you
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have many things in common, so what I was saying is that no matter how well you
get on and like each other, the differences can sometimes become very difficult.
At the curriculum meeting the other day somebody said it is like an arranged
marriage — so we are talking about something else, but it struck me that’s what
GET inSET was. It was an arranged marriage. The participants didn’t always
have an exact say in what was going to happen — there were different weights
given to who said what. It took a long time. I would say it took us the first
eighteen months to really, I'm talking from the NGOs now, to feel really
comfortable with each other, with the kind of work that we were doing and not
that there was distrust it was just different and one didn’t always know what the
other one was doing and that kind of, I mean it goes to the communication and I
think that certainly more than in any other project that I have known of, we really
worked at communicating. We had these retreats and we would meet and discuss
things and the issues would come up and I think we really made a huge effort to
break down the barriers and I think that the way in which the field workers are
working today is testimony to that and it is not easy, I think I really dokwant to
raise that flag that you can want it but if you don’t work at it, it is actually not
going to happen and you have to continue to work at it. I think you could see it
very strongly when you people came on board, then it threw into relief what we
had achieved because then new people would come in and kind of be sitting there
thinking, my God, you know, how do I do this sort of this thing and how do I fit in
because there was already such a, the kind of communication you get in a family
where you don’t actually have to say the whole sentence but somebody knows
what you are talking about and there was that kind of discourse and I can’t

remember, but it was either Gary or Gabiba who said, I feel like I'm watching a
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tennis match. She couldn’t find, it may have been Gabiba, the place to kind of
break into the conversation because everybody was like completing each other’s

sentences.

Lynn: Lydia you were talking about within a grouping within The Partnership.

Lydia: That is what 1 am saying that on that level, there was a very strong participatory
ethos, the communication worked really very and I think that in a sense that
worked against us when we were trying to participate with the Department and
with other people because they didn’t share or we weren’t able to communicate
that kind of feeling that we had and so the communication with the other partners

was not always as clear cut and easy.

MR: 1 want to say something about the word communication. I think it is word itself
that needs interrogating. I think that at one level interrogation can mean passing
information from source A to source B. Now, if we take for example the WCED,
there were, I think GET inSET probably more than any other NGO grouping filled
several of WCED'’s filing cabinets. I think there was a great deal of information,

but that isn’t is what communication is about

Lydia: T want to deal with that under admin.

MR: Communication has got something to do with learning. Learning and sharing and

if you are not part of something, if you are not inside and learning, then you miss

out on all sorts of levels.
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Lydia: You miss out, but that is exactly the point that ’'m trying to make. You are

Lynn:

absolutely right and I think with some people in the Department there was very
good participation and communication. With others it just never got off the
ground and they just felt, and I mean now that 1 am just thinking about it, maybe
they felt excluded because this was such a close-knit club and I mean if Gabiba
who was part of it, felt odd, then perhaps some of the Department people just felt
that they couldn’t break into this “magic circle” kind of thing. I mean it is not
something that I had thought of before, but perhaps we were all very busy doing
and kind of confident and going about our work and everybody knew what
everybody was doing. So if you were a Department person who didn’t quite know
what was going on, maybe you just thought well I’m not going to go down that
road and that by the very nature of what we were doing we excluded people. It is

possible.

Would you say it would have been the same with the Funder?

I know that there were times when you would say well I feel that we should be
doing more of we should be having more forums and there were many points
when I thought you know we are almost running at an optimum level in terms of
forums within GET inSET. For me, I had to think a lot about learning and where
learning comes within a partnership and I think I have taken on the view point of
the current thinking around people who work in the field of ethnography, because
I think the learning happened in different sites in The Partnership. It is very
difficult to have access to that learning if you are not in that particular little node,

so for me the word communication is really a word we’ve got to interrogate and
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unpack — it is not an easy concept at all if we are talking about communication in a
way that engages an understanding or the support of a project. So, I think it is a
complex area and we talk a lot about communication being critical. We all know

that it is critical, but we really have to try and use other words in a sense.

This is an issue once again that wasn’t highli ghted in The Partnership.

No, I think we were so busy trying to do communication that we never really
thought about what it meant and I think the point that Marlene makes is very valid
and it ties into what I’m saying about feeling excluded. I don’t know and I have a
sense that maybe there were times when you felt excluded in the very beginning.
You know, comingk on board and not quite being part of the process yet and
wanting to make your mark and maybe feeling excluded by the dialogue of things
that you perhaps weren’t quite aware of and I do think that is an important issue
that one doesn’t notice and I think that just personally, I know that sometimes I do
that because I think people are on board and part of it, but they are not and then I
kind of have to wake myself up and say hang on and go back a few steps. I know
I’m guilty of doing that, but perhaps as a group, we were just doing more of the
same. So where we thought we were being inclusive and communicating, maybe

we weren’t always doing it.

It is a really interesting area of conversation — Linda Rose often says that of all the
NGOs there is no grouping that has done as much as keeping the Department
informed around its work, as GET inSET and she often talked about it — e-mailed

her all kinds of information we felt would update. So she thinks it is quite unique
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and she often commends us on that and that’s true, but it is a complex issue as to

how people create joint venues.

I can only go back to this curriculum thing that I've been sitting in and one of the
women from the management committee said. Although she doesn’t read all the
e-mails that come across, she likes to get them from all the Leaming Areas
because then she has a sense of the dialogues that are going on at any one time so
that when she comes to a meeting she kind of has the background and I think on
that level that Get Inset did really well - I mean that is what Marlene is saying —
we sent letters, we invited, we had different kinds of forums and different
people, different parts of the Department came to the different forums, so there
was in a sense a great dissemination of information around GET inSET. The
different forums that we had for the different levels of Departmental people and I
mean not everybody attended everything and not everybody came all the time,
but I think that there was a sense and certainly in the last year or so, there was
much more of a sense of people coming because they wanted to know what was
going on. They had heard about this or they had heard about that and they
wanted to come and hear first hand. That was a shift from the very beginning
where we kind of had to say — we need you to come, it is compulsory, it is this
and that and I think that was a big shift. I think in a sense that was part of that
process was because we kept everybody informed all along the way. I think
from the schools' point of view they were very — the communication at that level

was excellent.
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The other thing I also said was that partnerships need to allow — there is an ebb
and flow — particularly because organisations have their own intemal priorities or
crisis, whatever and if you look back at GET inSET, there was a time when TIP
was unable to really participate at a kind of leadership level and there were times
when PSP were going through a crisis and then there was a shift from the earlier
ESST to when you came on board. So a partnership somehow has to be able to

hold that capacity — that there is definitely a movement.

Yes, there is a movement of people and which inevitably shifts things, but you
try and hold the centre core that you still keep on delivering and I think that is
actually important. I mean to have held it together for four something years is

actually an achievement.

Could you move on to administration and leadership now?

Who’s administration? Just in general. I think the administration was an
extremely difficult job and the burden of if obviously fell on the GET inSET
office and I know those kinds of conditions. I think the fact that they were able to
set up a data basis and document information to the extent that were able to, was
absolutely amazing. I think, and I would be sure, that the other organisation
would agree that having to communicate with the office forced all of us to jack
up our communication in general and to make our record keeping better and all
those kind of things were forced upon us because of a sudden we had all these
schools and we had to know which teacher was in which classroom in which

workshop and who was getting books and who wasn’t getting books and I mean
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in the beginning there were quite a few blipses. But in general, I think the
administration has been amazing to the extent that we would know which school
had attended workshops, which schools hadn’t and therefore should or shouldn’t
get books. 1 mean that one time I remember sending the van to go and collect
béoks back from some schools because they hadn’t attended workshops so I
think the fine degree of information gathering was amazing. I would wonder
whether the Department has the extensive information about schools that we
have accumulated over the period of time and how the schools have changed. I
think it is just incredible and that we moved from sort of typical NGO recording
of information on newsprint and pieces of paper to archiving it on computer and

really sophisticated record keeping. I think it is admirable.

Even at the level of the resources that accompanies course work, there was
nothing shoddy or quick, slapdash, it was really well delivered and very carefully

planned. I think that has also been remarkable.

Then I want to say on the other side, the issue of the administration by Funder,
keeping track of whose hours, which hours, when, who, what — that people
actually did get paid what they were supposed to be paid, when they were
supposed to be paid, it really ran very smoothly. I mean, I have been part of
numerous projects — you get paid six months after the date, then they lose your
invoices or they dispute the fact that you were actually at a workshop or
whatever; we never had those kinds of conflicts. I don’t think I can think of a
single incident, where there was a conflict over payments or admin or

furnishings of receipts or anything of that nature. I think that, I certainly for
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mysélf have learnt an enormous amount about budgeting, which I didn’t know
before and I mean, that was directly as a result of working closely with the
Funder around the finances. I think all of us just kind of had a wake-up call about
what budgeting really was and meant and how it should be affected. I think the
administration has been exemplary — I really do. Even to the extent of booking
cars and venues, the booking of venues has been a nightmare throughout the
project and keeping schools informed of changes in venues, and changes in
workshops. I mean there were one or two occasions where either the presenter
didn’t turn up or the school didn’t turn up, but I think they were really few and
far between if you take the big picture into consideration and the difficulty. The
venue story was a nightmare especially here in the Mitchells Plain area where
people from Guguletu didn’t want to go to Mitchells Plain and from Mitchells
Plain didn’t want to Guguletu and Bontehewel wanted there own and we really
tried to accommodate that as far as we could. I think, the one thing that I just
want to mention, and I have said it before, because I actually feel sad that his role
has been kind of lost in the crag mine, that a lot of that, the administration, the
communication between the schools and the offices was done by Ajam and
because of who he is and rather than because of what he is, he was able to effect
a lot of these things. I know several occasions where he would be running around
the day before a workshop, running to every school to ensure that they were
coming, that the right teachers were on board and where principles hadn’t been
coming, he would go and see them and say — now what is going on here and 1
think in that way he was able to pick up a lot of problems that might otherwise
have become problems and resolve them. I think that really in the scheme of

things, his role has not been really recognised. I know sometimes he is a
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Lynn:

difficult person to deal with, but on that level I think that what he was able to do
has often been the downfall of other projects where you don’t have somebody
who can be literally in the schools at the level of the principal making sure that
what is supposed to happen actually does happen. I think it is key role that that
communication because principals don’t always read their pamphlets and they lie
on their desk or they don’t give them to the right person. 1 think somebody there
to ensure, if you are not in the school regularly, 1 think that is the issue and then
it broadened out because now we have lots of people who are in the schools. I
think that is the issue and it may it goes back to what you were saying where the
learning happened, is that the school can’t learn if the person who is helping the
school to learn, isn’t actually in the school. I think it is really crucial, because
when a teacher, it is much like a child in a class asking a question and the teacher
says we will deal with that tomorrow. When the teacher or the principal has a
question, you say we will deal with it tomorrow, and then they forget it and you
never deal with it — it becomes and issue. [ think it is the same kind of thing that
having the presence in the school, and I think we were one of the first projects,
there are several others that are doing it now, but at that time I don’t think there

were any that were so heavily into school based work.

Comments about leadership?

Lydia: The leadership question for me was a very interesting one and if I go back to the

very beginning I remember sitting with Jane and Kate and saying who is going to
be in charge and she said, I am, Kate. She in the beginning I think bullied DG

Murray Trust on the one hand and liased with quite nicely on the other hand and
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we were quite happy with that kind of relationship, we had a very good
relationship with her. At some point DG Murray suddenly, I don’t know whether
they decided that that Kate was spending too much time on this or whatever the
reason was, they then decided that they needed a project manager. I think that
created at the time a little bit of tension between the NGOs, because certainly [
know that ESST would have liked to have seen me as the project leader, I think
PSP would have liked that job because they were going through their own traumas
at the time and it was a very difficult period. they said submit names, and then this
one didn’t like that person and that one didn’t like this one, and eventually they
advertised it and I think before Marlene, there was another round of people and
they chose somebody that nobody really liked. It was very difficult because — we
kept saying but the project is on the roll already ~ is the project manager going to
come in and tell us all what to do and shift our goals and there was a lot of
sensitivity around that. I think, I can’t remember who it was, but maybe somebody
from TIP said then, well maybe what we’ve got to do is put our heads together and
come up with names of people. I can’t remember I think Marlene’s name was
probably one of those at the time and she was like suggested by two of the
organisations. I didn’t know her at the time. But it must have been very difficult
for her coming in, in the beginning although she knew some of the people, I think
there was still a little bit of strain around coming in as a new person as project

manager,

Lynn: Was there an expectation that this new person would tell you what to do?
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Lydia:

I think when he Trust, not Kate, the trustees and it could have been at a trustees
meeting kind of put their view of what this project manager was going to do, and
I think the NGOs original understanding was that that could be a financial kind
of position. Then it kind of shifted, and they said well you know you are all
doing different things and we want somebody that can pull you all together and
make sure that you all do what you say you are doing and they have got to check
up that you delivering the goods and that you are not asking for money — claims
that were fictitious claims and so on. I think there was a real uneasiness around
that kind of thing that this person was going to come now and stand behind us
and check — it was kind of a bit of slur on our integrity I think. I think it was
really only after there was that sort of first round and then after that somebody
came up with Marlene’s name and I think there were one or two other names, but
they were people that were known to the various NGOs that they felt that they
would be comfortable with and those names were submitted saying to the extent
— well if it is not these people, then we don’t want anybody kind of thing,
because we wouldn’t be comfortable with it. That goes back to that
representation because we were not represented on the Steering Committee
where those kinds of decisions were taken and that was kind of presented to us as
fait accompli. This is the job description — I think what happened after that is
that they asked us to write a job description for what we saw as a project
manager and I think that was kind of more or less then accepted, which was a bit
different to what had originally happened. It was a bit different to what had

originally come from the Steering Committee.
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MR:

Lydia:

Lynn:

If T go back I have a piece of paper that has my about seven points on it as to
what I was meant to be doing — they worked and they were co-ordinating the
activities ensuring that the communications that took place — ensuring that the

financial statements and they were accurate. That was the level at which my role.

That as the original job description which was a very far cry from what you
landed up doing — I think that what you landed up doing, sat well with the NGOs
because we realised and I don’t know if we ever voiced it, but certainly that we
needed you to represent us and our views on the Steering Committee when you
made your reports. I mean it was obvious very soon, that Marlene was far more
in sink with our thinking than you were in sink with that other sort of admin type
role of the job. I think it has worked really well — I think we have had an
amazing relationship — I keep saying that I mean there are twelve of us, that have
worked together over the years — I can’t think of one occasion where there has
been heated words — we have certainly argued, but I don’t think that it has ever
blown into a fight or a whatever and I think that Marlene’s leadership was
largely to take the credit for that because you were able to recognise situations
that were difficult and I think that was really important. You created forums to
talk about them and I think your leadership was very much around the
participatory kind of ethos where it was never imposed and I think the whole

idea of forums and the way they were structured, was really important.

Thanks for that. Can we move on to the next question?
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MR:

Lydia:

I want to say something about leadership — for me it is quite important and
something I have learnt through the processes. Leadership is also exercised in a
multi-levelled way and that various people have very particular strengths and I
think that has been incredible with GET inSET so that you I think even when we
talk about the word leadership it is quite important to try and unpack what we
mean by that. I think if you look at the people who have been involved in GET
inSET, I think it is not often that you will say well there are not clones of people
around — people have got very particular strengths they bring to a specific project

and [ think it has been fantastic to work and to acknowledge that.

And I think there has been a real synergy. If I can just pick up on that — I think
actually it is very important that even amongst the four NGO managers and then
amongst the field staff and I don’t think it was ever explicitly discussed, that
different people took responsibility for different things and took leadership at
different points to actually raise issues and deal with them. Nobody ever just
came and put an issue on the table and then said, it is not my problem. People
did take responsibility for doing aspects and its almost as if their identities were
crafted in such a way to fill the gap and I think that amongst the field staff
certainly most of them took leadership in their role of what they were doing in
the schools, they became models for the people that they were working with and
I think that has been a really important role — the fact that and it has been
commented on several times and it is maybe a silly thing, but the extend to
which the field workers work hard, has been a model and created some

amazement amongst teachers.
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Lynn:

Lydia:

Lynn:

Lydia:

Can I bring it back to The Partnership. Lydia, are you saying that The

Partnership was successful in that it accommodated all these various strengths?

At least behind that, certainly from perspective, and I think it is something that I
bring to a project because it is something I believe in is that when you can harness
that, which is when you get synergy. So the bigger the product you actually have

— 1t is a far stronger product because there are just so many components to it.

I think that within The Partnership to keep those balls in contact without banging

and hitting each other was an amazing thing.

Do you feel happy about your participation representing your organisation
(partner) in the following aspects of the partnership:  planning of
implementation, not talking about real implementation, the planning, the
management of the implementation and then evaluation. We are now slightly

digressing to the three principles of mediation in support of the question.

The first one is intentionality and reciprocity, which is gefting your point across
and engaging your audience. The next one is meaning that you need to make
your meaniﬁg clear and if people don’t understand you, it is your fault and not
their fault. The other one is transcendence, which is taking what you do out of
its immediate context and environment and trying to apply it somewhere else.
In reality that is what we are trying to engage with here and to unpack The
Partnership in terms of those things so, we are trying to transcend GET inSET in

terms of The Partnership and say, what are the principles that need to be
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Lydia:

Lydia:

unpacked so that you can inform other partnerships. I think that is a very
important thing, because South Africa is high on partnerships and they don’t

always understand what it means.

I think that any partnership and we haven’t really spoken about there are power
relationships — we have spoken about obliquely. It is very important to understand
what those power relationships are because they go across things like gender that
was a very strong issue ig GET inSET in the beginning that there were the women
on the one side and the men on the other. 1 don’t know if the men noticed it, they

probably didn’t but certain we were very aware of it.

Unfortunately that is also puts The Partnership into a different perspective
because the women were from the NGOs and the men were from the Funders
side. Can we move back now onto Question 5 — planning, management and

evaluation of implementation.

I think the short answer is yes to the first two and the evaluation has been a
contentious issue since the beginning. I explained some of that earlier so I don’t
need to go back over that. Again, I think there is a lot of power relationships in
those evaluations about whose evaluation it is and the purpose of evaluation and
now towards the end we are getting close to the kinds of evaluation we would
have liked to have had in the beginning. Maybe it wasn’t possible, perhaps we
weren’t clear enough either and therefore not able to articulate our needs well

enough to get those needs met.
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Lynn:

Lydia:

MR:

So once again the learning comes into The Partnership?

I think there has been a huge learning around evaluation for all of us. It has been
remarkable we started off with that computerised point-based questionnaire. Oh,
it was a nightmare — sitting there and trying to answer those questions
intelligently — it was like sheer torture and I don’t think that is what evaluations
are meant to be and I think there needs to be a lot of learning around evaluations
for people who are in partnerships. I would imagine that it is something that
needs to be popularised because if you look at Curriculum 2005 and OBE
implicit in all of that is self-monitoring and self-evaluation. It is a really hard
concept that I would defy almost the majority of people in the DoE nationally, to
really explain what that means in actual terms. It is a thread that runs right
through because there is self-evaluation and self-management for teachers, for
the Department. They are doing the systemic evaluation, they have got the
appraisal thing, but if you don’t ask the right questions you don’t get the right
answers and if you can’t read the answers you still are not going to be able to do
anything with the evaluations that you get. That is something that one needs to

learn and it is really important.

Why at the beginning, first of all, we spent so much time talking about what we
were doing with schools and our work and our approach and our understandings.
Why do you think as a grouping we didn’t sit down and actually thrash out what

we believed evaluation should be?
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Lydia:

Lydia:

I think we did try but it just, I would actually go as far as to say it defeated us. I
think that the very first evaluation that I participated in with ESST was
conducted by an American outfit called, Improving Educational Quality. It was
the same kind of evaluation and what the problem is that they tried to capture
what you say and do into one sentence. It is kind of like trying to put on shoes
that don’t quite fit you — they are either a half a size to big or half a size to small
— the question doesn’t really fit the answer and what you do doesn’t fit into the
counter and it is very uncomfortable. All evaluations were like that in the
beginning and ESST was funded by US Aid for a long time so we had been
subject to these things year after year and I found all of them a nightmare
because of the same kind of feeling. I don’t know what the answer is to that
because I suppose you do need some quantitative questions to justify the kind of

money that you spend.

But we did have answers to quantitative questions in the daily running of the

programme.
It was even things like how many workshops were there, how many teachers
attended the workshops. Those were the easy ones, but when they tried to extend

that further to what did they think and how did they think, it became really

difficult.

How do you measure take-up?
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Lydia:

MR:

Lydia:

Lydia:

That was a really important issue. How do you measure take-up, how do you
value success? It is a crucial issue and I think that there were a number of
national conferences held around evaluation in the mid 1990 and I think one of
them was held by JET in Johannesburg that I went to and the man from Standard
Bank said there is only one bottom line — we want to see an improvement in the
children’s marks. And that was all he was interested in. All the research showed
that when you change and you have innovations and you do things differently
marks can actually go down because you are not measuring the things that are
changing, it is not impacting on actual studying, I don’t even want to use

learning, in the short term and that wasn’t recognised.

Just the fact that we weren’t evaluating The Partnership because that we never
set clear goals. So the people whose work was actually being evaluated was in
fact the NGOs and the fieldworkers. That certainly was a huge part of the

project, but it certainly wasn’t everything in the project.
We also weren’t able to evaluate the relationships and that was a difficulty
because had we those, the difficulties would have been thrown into relief at a far

earlier stage and maybe something would have been done about them earlier.

What would you suggest would have added more value to The Partnership?

Marlene, this is a new one for you. I added this question after your interview.

I thought about this along time because I actually thought it was a very difficult

question to answer. I was trying to think, yes. I think there are all those things
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MR:

Lydia:

MR:

Lydia:

about the engagement of the Department and if the Department had not been
itself in such a state of flux, maybe if we had had a teacher committee on board,

it might have made things a little easier from the beginning.

Then, I think that the one thing that would have added value would have been, if

from the beginning we had had longer term funding. I think that was always a
problem for us. From the beginning it was year to year and it is really to
conceive of a developmental project focusing on change that can happen in a
one-year period. It was a terrible constraint, because we didn’t know from one

year to the next whether we were going to run the next year.

Any documentation, Lynn this was before your time, when I would write reports
and I would put any comment that alluded to something we were thinking of for
the next year, I was actually told to take that out of my report and that happened

on several occasions. It is really to the detriment of the project.

It hamstrung us.

You have to have that kind of four year vision and then you have your kind of

year by year vision.

In fact when Mr Rockefeller came to speak to us, and he stood up and he said he
can’t understand how a project like this isn’t running for ten years. He is
absolutely right, if we had another six years to run, there would be no bounds to

what you could have achieved.
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Lydia:

Lydia:

The only other thing and it sounds a bit funny because we have written up and
documented absolutely every syllable that was done, but it hasn’t been written up

academically.

Absolutely, research component. That's what's missing

I think had there been an imperative from the start, it would have been better

than the evaluations that we could have done.

Could I come back to your ~ the question of the longer term funding — talk about

it in relation to The Partnership — what would that mean to The Partnership?

It was extremely difficult in terms of @) from the Department’s point of view — it
was a constant worry for them — I think that possibly the Department saw value
in GET inSET but couldn’t really put much store by it because it could be gone

tomorrow. I think that coloured a lot of their thinking.

MR: They talked frequently about fly by nights. There is a deep seated fear of that.

Lydia:

Having engaged and got involved and then tomorrow you are not kind of there.
The irony is that now four years down the line where the Department could be
giving another life, they seem to be strangling it at the source, but that is
probably another issue. From the NGO’s point of view, it was very difficult
because there was no possibility for long term budgeting and in a sense, certainly

I know from ESST it probably MEP as well, I don’t know about the others. We
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Lynn:

Lydia:

Lydia:

were at times using other people’s funding to keep GET inSET kind of going. I

don’t think that was a healthy kind of situation to be in.

What would have added value - can you think of ways in which this could have

been resolved within The Partnership?

I think it was also around the goals, because I think there was, had we sat down
and discussed the implications of a one year or a two year or athree3 year
project, we would have perhaps raised those kinds of issues and then that would
have spoken to the goal. The goal was very clearly from the Trustee’s point of
view, that this project was given legs to make an impact, to show the Department
what it should be doing and then the Department must take it over. There was

never thought given to it being a long-term intervention.

Marlene, do you want to add anything on that? Let’s go back to the research

component now.

I think the research component has always been a thorny issue for me. I have
always wanted to do it but somehow and it ties back to the money as well
because nobody pays you to do the writing and the research and I used to say to
ESST when I get time to sit down and write. If I have got to work out my eight
hour day and account for every hour in terms of money, who is paying me to do
the writing and the research and at the end of the day one just doesn’t have the
time and the mental capacity at the end of a day to sit down and write up what

you do. So, the writing would be reports. There was never really time to sit
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Lydia:

Lydia:

down and reflect on the reports in a very meaningful way. There would be a
phone call that your reports are due yesterday kind of thing and so you would put
them together and as reports they would be fine, but from a research point of
view, I think we missed a lot and you raised the issue of ethnographic research
just now and for me that is a crucial element that is missing. I know from my
own point of view, it just was not something you can do, it is time consuming
and I think we tried to get people to keep the fieldworkers to keep diaries; we
went through that sort of process. But, if you don’t do anything with the diaries

at the end of the day it doesn’t go anywhere.

I think it is a very important question, because I think that in partnerships, I think
all of us have learnt through this, that whatever comes from 2002 onwards that
one has to build in a research component especially in a partnership.

You can take it even further, I think that South Africa as a country has a very bad

research track level. There is no emphasis on research — it is not valued.

We have spoken about talking to various academics and have tried to get them
engaged and tried to get people on board to do bits of research, but it never
materialised. I almost think from a central position, when one draws up a new
budget for whatever, it has got to be built in and we find somebody, it is either

part of fieldworker’s jobs or there is an official researcher.
In terms of the ethnographic research the fieldworker should be doing there own

research and to focus it and put it together, but the other issue is that had we put

a budget for research at the beginning of this project, I can tell you now there is
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no way in heaven or hell that we would have got money to do that. Because it
wasn’t part of the climate at the time — the whole emphasis was on that deficit
model — there is something wrong with the schools — go out and fix it and
nobody really was interested to know what the teachers thought or what the
children thought or whatever. It was very difficult for me, coming out of my
doctoral thesis, which was completely ethnographic and not being able to do
that. That is why I kept, it was only now that I threw out all the newsprint from
all the workshops that we did at the very beginning when we moved out of ESST
because I just couldn’t keep them any more. I always intended to back and write

it up and do it and so on.
Relate it back to The Partnership for me?

I think it, what I have said before, but my sense of going forward, we have learnt
so much and I think we have done some cutting edge work into development in
education. And yet we can only talk at the level of generalisations, we can’t

contribute to some of the current academic work that is happening and debate.

Lydia: You can only talk from your own sense of what is an issue.

Lynn:

Lydia:

I want you to bring it back to The Partnership issue ......

I’'m not sure what you mean?

209



Lynn: Do you think it was the role of the NGO partners to be more emphatic about this?

Lydia:

Lynn:

Lydia:

Do you think that maybe the Funder should have been more sympathetic?

I don’t think it was part of our discourse at that time — I just don’t think it entered
— that is what I am trying to say is that the whole focus was going into schools
and getting the schools right. There was not focus on recording the information
— even to the extent that we didn’t get what Charlotte called a documentalist,
which would have been that sort of research role. I think that at some point, Jane
actually did try to get somebody to come and research something. There were
issues around it and you see the other thing is that, and that is what I picked up
overseas, is that both in America and in the UK and in Australia, there is an
imperative on universities to do the research and to publish which doesn’t exist
in South Africa. It is not part of our discourse and I think that we have a

responsibility to actually make it there upfront.

Let’s move onto the last question — anything else you would like to share with

me about The Partnership?

Well, T think the downside and it is around this research — is that we have done
so much and that I am very conscious of reading the GET inSET Story and
thinking that not what is missing are the little things, the fine grain changes, the
whole climate that has changed in schools that we are not picking up strongly
enough. The discourse amongst teachers, the kinds of conversations that they
are having, that have changed, that we have missed out on that and I am sure that

even the children and the parents have changed their thinking and their attitudes.
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Lydia:

We don’t know that because it wasn’t of interest to collect it and I think the
whole thing was driven by whose interests and what people wanted to know, so

that was the kind of work that we did.

The NGOs, I think until quite recently have been so focused on getting out there
and doing the work and I think that has to be challenged that kind of perception

as well.

I think the thing is that in GET inSET we’ve been very industrious and I think
the other issue is that we have worked hard, we have worked extremely quickly
and that things have moved quickly so that you have gone from one thing to the
next almost in the blink of an eye without actually capturing the success that you
had. In a sense that was driven by the Department because we were not pushed
but pulled to cajoled into participating the training for OBE which wasn’t
necessarily a bad thing but it wasn’t part of our agenda. That was a decision that
we had to take — are we going to be part of the training, are we not and we
actually took a decision not to be part of the training and then went into the
training because nobody else was going to do it. And it was kind of; well
nobody else is going to do it the way we would do it, so we had better do it. That
is really how the twelve schools project came about because we didn’t just want
to leave them floundering in that morass out there. There were all those kind of
issues. And on the other side it has been an absolutely incredible experience and
I think because ESST had projects running in the different provinces and so I
was able to compare — this was far in a way — the ESST facilitators from the

other provinces it would the first thing on the agenda when ever we would have
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Lynn:

our work seminars — what is happening in GET inSET, what materials have you
got for us and because of the sharing that had happened in Get Inset, we were
able to share things that weren’t necessarily part of ESST, things around the
management, around the signs, around working methodology, around ways of

dealing with issues that really rubbed off a lot on how things were done in ESST.

Thank you both for your time.

212



ANNEX 4

Interview 4

Respondent: Mis Linda Rose

Title:

Date:

Lynn:

Linda:

Director, Human Resource Development, WCED

15 March 2002

Linda the GET inSET partnership was established as a vehicle to enable the
stakeholders to achieve their goals. I know that there are certain factors that are
associated with the success or not of a partnership such as this, and I would like
you to comment on the presence or absence of such features in the GET inSET
partnership. From your perspective, do you think that all the partners had

sufficient common needs and interest to make this partnership a success?

At the point where The Partnership came into being, or was being set up, I don’t
think all the partners had a sense of common needs, because if you take the
Education Department’s people, they were still grappling with the issue of outside
service providers treading, coming into, their terrain. They had gone through a
difficult time where schools accepted outside service providers and chased them
away. I think there was still a little bit of hurt and soreness about that and in a
sense the Education Department officials, remembering that they were grappling
with the whole business of coming together, the ex departments having different
understandings of what officials should be doing in supporting, that aside, they
were still in a mode of trying to re-capture the space that they felt to be their

space. So, I imagine in the heads of many officials there was these ideas that in
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Lynn:

Linda:

Lynn:

Linda:

actual fact those other people don’t really understand what the needs of the
schools really are. Nobody had ever said it in the way I am saying it, I am getting
behind what I think was demonstrated in people’s behaviours and so on. I am

drawing conclusions that may not be there at all.
Oh no, it has been said before.

The whole idea of common needs was not a clear enough concept. I think in the
head of Brian O’Connell and maybe one or two other people, there was an
acknowledgement that, you know deep down if you actually go to the root of it,
there are common goals, common objectives, but there isn’t a common
understanding of how that is going to be achieved. Bearing in mind the historical
bit that I have just mentioned and the interpretation of what those needs would

have been.

So, partners have come into this partnership with different understandings of the
needs out there and not a common need across the partners, NGOs, WCED and

Funder.

Brian's need would have then that and he said it many times that the system
wouldn't be able to do it on its own. Let’s take that one as an example, and then
there would have been officials who would have said, ja sure, the system can’t do
it on its own. But then there would have been people who would have said well

even if we can’t do it on our own, it is our job to do it on our own.
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Lynn:

Linda:

Linda:

Lynn:

Linda:

So, from the WCED perspective then, yes there is also a varying interpretation?

It depended on the levels of peoples understanding of what needed to be achieved.
A visionary like Brian saw that we had entered this whole new era where it would
never be the same again and we needed to undo all the wrongs of the past, we
needed to get people to catch up where.they needed to catch up, and therefore the
partnership was a critical vehicle for that. We needed to begin to impact on each

other so that we would find the common ground to attend to the needs out there.
That is absolutely fabulous, so that we could find the common grounds?

This was my understanding of what The Partnership was about and why I from a
personal perspective, through my weight behind it, because at the point when I
arrived from England, the amalgamation had taken place, but I could see that this

was a way of dealing with what needed to be done.

Absolutely, 1 think that is probably one of the clearest descriptions of this
partnership vehicle of using it to find the common road. OK, so now we have got
the needs, we have talked about the needs now, now we move onto the plan and
the vision, identified by The Partnership. Now, was this adequately, to your mind,
conceptualised and formatted. Once again, we are looking at the common part of

this.

Yes, I think the people who originally sat around the table had a common vision.

All be it a simplistic one — because the vision was that yes, there is all of this to be
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Linda:

done, here are people willing to do it, they are willing and eager to work with
other people with whom they have never worked before, isn’t that wonderful. In
the process of doing that let’s learn to work with each other. Let’s find out what’s
going on each other’s heads, let’s use the opportunity to refine this common
vision. I don’t think we ever said that we have a common vision — vwala. I think
there was understanding that we would be going through a process to develop our
understanding of what that common vision is. So as the meetings were scheduled
and run, that process of establishing the common vision was unpacked and
unpacked is actually the right word because in trying to that very often questions
were raised, lots of questions were raised and suddenly problematic issues were
put on the table, such as well how do we as the Departmental officials even fit
meeting with you into our very busy schedules. Or, you people aren’t talking to
the National Department, the National Department and the Provinces are
conceptualising Curriculum 2005, you people don’t know that, so how do we even
speak to each other on common terms, on terms of mutual understanding. So, as
those questions where raised, they were actually questions about, do we have a
common vision, what are the things that are needed for us to have a common

vision.
That is absolutely fine, because you followed through from using The Partnership
as a vehicle to understand each other, now you saying The Partnership has moved

into a role of a vehicle to discover these common visions?

Of course, an important element of a partnership is to have a common vision, but

that that common vision is understood in the same way by all the people and I
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don’t think that that was always the case. We would go through, Marlene
facilitated some of the most amazing growth-type experiences in those kinds of
conversation and then we would go away thinking, OK we all understand it in the
same way, low and behold fwo weeks later, we would have some quéstions which
demonstrated, OK, there were people there who didn’t understand it. Or maybe
there were people there who chose not fo understand it; I think I must put that on

the table as well.

A very important aspect of partnership and of achieving this common vision is
trusting the other person — that they are coming with integrity and so on. Trust is
something which I think is located at different levels. So you have trust at the
level of individuals, do I actually trust Marlene to do something in the best interest
of the project or in The Partnership or do I think that at a personal level XYZ are
actually doing this for their own interest. Now, as long as that kind of debate is
going on inside of people, the trust or mistrust shifts to the level of the
professional and The Partnership itself. And I do believe that there were people
whose personal doubts impacted on, their and of course even there personal
doubts were on all sides, were rooted in their perceptions and their assumptions.
For example, the service provides generally had an assumption that the people in
the education system don’t really understand education and that their
understanding of how education works and aught to work is the only way that you
can think of an education system and what it needs to do for society. That comes

out of their background that comes out of where they have come from.

Lynn: The context of education and before the mergers?
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Lynn:

Linda:

Linda:

In the beginning, they often said things that made, that rubbed the officials up the
wrong way because it was condescending. I think over time, they began to realise
that wow, there are people in the education system who can think, and who have a
deeper understanding of education, and there are people who genuinely want to

see this country succeed and are not only there for their own interests.

And sort of not only putting bureaucratic stumping blocks in the way.

And at a systemic level which many of the people had not worked at before, there
are big picture things that people are working towards. For example, everything I
do I see in terms how this must make South Africa the kind of society in which I

would like to live and stay and work and so on.

OK, so that has given me an answer about the process once again that The

Partnership went through to achieve the common needs, common visions

The interesting thing is that as we got to the end of the project, I think and like we
were even sitting in the Baxter, I was still getting these insights of and it was
almost as though I was saying to myself, really to have reached this level of
consciousness about what we were doing, and to realise now that we were doing
things and some of them were the right things but we didn’t realise the impact of it

at that time in itself is a wonderful almost point to have reached.

Yes, it is a milestone. OK, that answers that one quite nicely, now do you think

that the membership of this partnership was sufficiently representative?
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Linda: Well, I mean those were the three main role players, right. But it is clear that

quite early on we realised that we actually needed to bring in the actual
beneficiaries that we were targeting, OK. Then so, quite soon we brought the
EMDOC, the area officer staff in and then even the teachers in on the participatory
planning and other meetings where teachers were involved. So, I think that and
one doesn’t have to be apologetic aﬁout that because when you are at the
conceptualisation phase and when you are at the phase of getting the various
major stake holders to just agree to the concept, then it is difficult to bring in
people like teachers and so on. Maybe at that point we - it is also an insight that
we gained as the project went that the best people to tell you what their needs are,
are the target group. But you see that was also part of our history, this whole idea
that people who are going to deliver whatever, are the people who take these
decisions disregarding the other. So, this project actually early on began to
demonstrate the benefits of bringing in the really important people. From a
managerial perspective, 1 think it was sufficiently representative. I mean in the
early days the Head of the education himself was there, the managers of the
relevant service providers were there, Paul and before Paul, Donald Campbell,
they were there and it was always good for us to have that when at this managerial
level because it always made us as the WCED realise how serious the other
partners were about the concept and the process. I think Brian, that in itself was
responsible for the fact that he took played the role that he did because he saw it as

being a really serious effort and with integrity.

: Just looking at the composition of the Steering Committee initially where you

only had Dries from ESST representing the NGOs?
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Lynn:

Linda:

No, I think soon we got all of the NGOs on, no definitely, from that [ would say,
because Dries often spoke from an ESST perspective and not — definitely and so
that is why I say, initially OK but from there on Dries on his own could not speak
for all of them, and bringing the leaders of all the NGOs in was a very good idea.
Although at that point, each of them still continued to speak from their own
organisations and that in itself was a ﬁrocess that they had to go through where
they had to realise while I’m thinking about funding for my organisation and what
we are doing, we actually need to be talking as a collective. Then from the
perspective of the Funders, well it was Donald and Paul and so on, and once in a
while, we met Jeremy, when there was a meeting of the Trust and so on, and
essentially only Brian really got to meet the Trustees. So we only heard second
hand what the Trustees views were and generally they were from a Funder
perspective. Perhaps it would have been nice for the members themselves to have
met the trustees because there is no doubt in my mind that Paul himself has
undergone a huge change as a person and as professional. I don’t hope that you
are going to quote me, but because for me it was wonderful to see how over the

last two and half year that he has been three years.

He has been with the Trust for over 4 years ...

No, but with GET inSET, when Donald left, that whereas at the beginning he was
only interested in the financial statement. How he became interested in the
educational perspective and I think the fact that both his children are now going
education is a kind of cherry on the top for me.  Because if his children had to

take these decisions four years ago, he would have said, not on your life are you
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Linda:

going to go into education, it is a mess. I suppose people don’t know anything

about finances and so on and so on.

You have actually given me a perspective because you have told me about how
the NGO leaders themselves changed thinking from their own organisations and
then thinking as the collective, you ﬁaving the funder changing a perspective
from a totally narrow stereotyped accountant’s view to someone who started

understanding development.

Maybe one should say something about the Education Department itself. Initially
it was Brian and me and then Brian began to realise, when he had to step down, he
brought Brian Gilbert in, now Brian Gilbert probably also thought a lot like Brian
O’Connell but he was beginning to think already that you know, you actually need
representation from the Curriculum Section. Maybe that will help them to buy in
and maybe they will be able to bring the perspective of classroom practise and so
on more strongly than this managerial perspective and this whole business of we
actually need help and let’s work with people who can give us help. So when
Brian Gilbert stepped down and Brian Schreuder came in, of course, he pushed
that perspective although there were times that I felt that he pushed a perspective
very strongly in mitigation of why the curriculum people behaved in the way in
that they did. I mean I tried to always show that it is not actually like you are
saying, yes there are elements of it that are right, but to tell you the truth from the

point where I am, in a neutral position, I don’t quite agree with everything.
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Linda:

Lynn:

Linda:

So, therefore your role as part of human resource development understanding
people was absolutely crucial in this partnership, because you were able to pull

together the vision at the top.

I tried to do that because I am in a place where I can do it. I value that space that
people must be able to say, well in actual fact she’s coming from a perspective
that’s taking the facts of the matter, the historical context, the political context and

she is trying to give a neutral view. There are no vested interests.

Now, we move onto the specifics of The Partnerships itself. Maybe you have
talked about the participatory ethos of The Partnership but maybe you would want
to talk some more about that. Communication, I think we have probably touched

on it again, let us hear what you feel about it. Administration, leadership .....

I think I must say something about the participatory ethos of The Partnership.
While I have said that it didn’t always turn out the way that that was intended, 1
think from the side of the Funders, this was the first time in my career that I had
come across an outside group, interest group, that showed such an absolute
commitment to total participation. Which went out of its way to try and make it,
to build this participatory ethos. In fact, I used to go away and I used to say, I am
so humbled, I am so embarrassed that a Funder should teach me what I ought to
have known as an educator. I think all credit should go to the Funder for the
extraordinary steps to which, lengths to which they went to get this participatory

ethos going.
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The communication within The Partnership, here I am talking about across. I think
the communication in terms of the managerial aspects, the administrative aspects,
were very very good and that was largely due to Marlene’s role. Ditto for the
administration. If points were raised about somebody didn’t get this or that was
overlooked, Marlene would quickly deal with it, sort it out. She would have
detailed plans and if something was faised, as a minor thing, Marlene would
quickly set up a process to address it, so she was excellent there. The leadership
that she demonstrated was quite extraordinary together with the DG Murray Trust.
The communication and I am sure that she had to have lots of conversations with
the Funder who was actually her employer and that T am sure. That the leadership

from the Trust itself was really commendable.

Now, from a WCED a number of problems. Because we had the visionary
leadership of Brian O’Connell, but that had to be translated into actual managerial
processes and procedures. Brian being the kind of manager that he was, he
refrained from actually giving people directives and instructions. He wanted
people to understand why this was the right thing to do or the right way to go and
so sometimes I used to want to say to him, why don’t you just tell so and so to do
it and to tell you the truth on one or two occasions I actually said I actually did.
And then he would schedule a meeting and have the people there but still try to
get themselves without saying this is what you do. He was never a dictatorial type
of person. So, I think because we know him to be the kind of higher order thinker
that he was, bringing that depth as well, yes he showed leadership. That is what
leaders need to do. That kind of leadership did not always succeed with the

officials because they were coming from a totally different mindset.
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Lynn:

Yes, all they were saying that is not the way I believe it to be, so I hear what you
are saying, so thank you very much and I just carry on and do my own thing.
Because of where I was at that point, I could not play the same kind of leadership
role that Brian could play, but I tried to play a supportive role of him and of what

he was trying to do.

And, I think as much as you say, that Marlene met with the DGMT, I am sure that
there were many occasions where you met with Brian and did that same kind of
helping, to facilitate, you know when you were in meetings with others that were

relevant to this project.

He would call me up and so on and that you are absolutely right. Any other
aspects of the working of the partnership. Well, I just think that as we moved
towards the end, these things just improved tremendously. I mean if one just
thinks of how the West Coast people for example, began to look very sincerely at
'revolutionary' ideas. Revolutionary in adverted commas and but of course there
you had a context that was right and ready, so you can see that a lot depends on
the individuals, a lot depends on the working relationships that already exists and
on the readiness of the people for something. There is no doubt in my mind that

there is a right time for everything.

Let us move on, now I am asking you about your perspective, your Linda Rose

and WCED perspective, you know what are your feelings about your participation

in the following aspects of the partnerships, the planning of implementation, not
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real implementation, the planning and then management of the implementation

and evaluation.

Well, T suppose the first thing I need to say is that as the years went by and I got
sucked into lots of other things here in the WCED, so my participation tapered off
a little bit. Whereas before I was at every planning meeting, there at the Wynberg
area office, it reached a point where I attended meetings only when I was in Cape
Town. It was uncanny the way it turned out that whenever there was a meeting, 1
was in Pretoria in the last I would say two years, but there was always an
opportunity at the Steering Committee meeting to get the gist of it and to ask

questions. So, at that level I think I always had a handle on what was happening.

The same with the management of the implementation, we got good reports from
Marlene, we could question things. We could say even when it came to spending
of money on particular implementation, one could say at the Steering Committee
level, we don’t think that you might whatever and of course the reports that came
back afterwards, Marlene always structured them in such a way where she didn’t
only report on what had happened but also the insights and the learnings that had
come out of it and so, next time, when somebody planned something, hey but
didn’t we say last time that we would not consider such a proposal again or that
we would actually try and do it differently. I often tried to bring in things what we
had decided on a previous occasions and that we shouldn’t now go back on it of if

we did, we there proper justification for that.
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And, in the evaluation of the implementation well there I basically I was always
one of the people who was interviewed and the inputs that I could give were not
on the level of what happened out there in the workshops and so on, but on the
level of how it was conceptualised, how it was turned into business plans and
activity plans and the input that we gave there, but I never really had an
opportunity to deal with the evaluatioﬁs of what actually happened in workshop

number.

. With your experience with quality assurance, that is your job — you were able to

give input into the whole evaluation aspect?

Yes, I was very happy when we started talking about that the evaluations should
be about what leamners are'able to do. So that we don’t only think in terms of what
the teacher has learnt but that the real test case is whether the learners have
benefited. So when the evaluations started moving into that realm, that coincided
with my understandings of where the national quality assurance process was going

and 1 filtered that in.

: I find it absolutely incredible that at that meeting that Penny Vinjevold was when

Angela presented her evaluation and Penny said you have got to test learners —
look at the educators closely you can’t just use perceptions and the reactions that
that evaluation caused within the ranks of the NGOs, and here through a process,
national provisional process, Penny Vinjevold is now Chief Director Curriculum

Services.
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Linda:

But you see it is because education globally was going in that direction where
governments were requiring greater accountability and why should Funders not
require greater accountability. But the NGOs were still in their qualitative touchy
feeling paradigm and so it didn’t sit well with them to make that shift and for me
on a number of occasions I used to say to myself, isn’t it amazing that the people

who talk most about change, are the people who resist it most.

: Now, what do you think would have added value, more value, to The Partnership,

on reflection. You’ve said when you were sitting in that the final meeting at the
Baxter, your mind was still going, what would have added more value to The

Partnership, not to implementation but to the concept of partnership?

Well, I think what always adds value is to know what you know now, to have
known it at the beginning which of course is impossible because that is what’s this
whole process was about. I support what I am saying is for us to always to be
thinking futuristically, but taking into account what exists. In a sense, we were
doing that because if you think of all the really pioneering and groundbreaking
stuff that this partnership did, or achieved, it actually was doing that. But perhaps
while it was happening we weren’t able to say to each other hold on, you know we
are doing ground breaking work here, so let us not be hamstrung, let us not be
hung up on what the here and now is, let’s say to ourselves, that we are going to
go somewhere that we have never gone before. But that it is going to enrich us as
individuals and as professionals and even if we find out that, wow that was really

totally off the mark, then that in itself would have been used as learning and been
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valuable. In the process of trying to be so careful, we might have missed the

opportunity to say that to ourselves.

But I think that is in the nature of being a human being and it is in the nature of
dealing with change, because GET inSET actually came into being at a time when
the whole concept of change being the (;nly constant had not reached South Africa
yet. Only after GET inSET was already off the ground, this whole concept of,
you know the only constant is change, it is never going to be the way, you actually
have to project to the future, etc, etc.  We were in it already, and even in that
sense, GET inSET is for me, I learnt more from GET inSET than I had learnt from
any other process before. You must bear in mind I had just come back from the
United Kingdom where they were already eight years down the line and the course
I had completed was all about change management and change and etc, etc, so I
had all the theory and somehow, the GET inSET process enabled me to see that in
practice. But I must admit that [ missed out on many opportunities to make the

links or at the right time. I made the link six months later.

I think maybe what you are saying to me is that maybe we didn’t create the space
to reflect on the groundbreaking stuff that was actually happening — maybe there

wasn’t time?

Well, we were dealing with, spending such a lot of time on dealing with people’s
personal fears, people’s personal difficulties, by personal in their personal life, I
mean individual, that because it was so important to get everybody on board you

see. Maybe, with hindsight, I realise that now what I ought to have done if I had
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Linda:

had the insight at that time, if I had realised at that time what I only realised later,
I should have come back and said, guys this is what is happening in the big world
out there. This is what I have just learnt about, the changes, the new paradigms,
etc. etc. I think maybe I shouldn’t beat myself up because I couldn’t have known

that that would have been the problem at the time.

I just put this question in for the sake of just seeing, whether we have progressed

enough in our thinking about partnership after the process.

Perhaps one of the things that would have added is what we said earlier on that
you have got to think very, the role players, the stake holders must be clarified
right at the outset, and that even if you have just one or two of the actual

beneficiaries at the beginning it is important.

¢ Your final comments. ..

I have told you everything; I even went now where I didn’t want to go. But it is
an insight that came to me now because of the fact that I had done of the studies, I
was virtually the only person in the WCED who had come out of there into this
organisation which had been formed while I was away and I ought really to have
been able to do something at that time, but I myself was kind of finding my way.

Perhaps to share anything ... I think the WCED has learnt a lot about how to deal
with other people and groups who deep down have the same objectives as we
have. Because the objective of DGMT is not to give money to people, it is

contribute to the development of this country and to respect the credentials and
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Lynn:

Linda:

Lynn:

bona fides of other parties and not always to make assumptions that their interests
are of a less deep nature than ours. That is going to take a lot of doing but we
learnt a lot and I think as the whole education system itself has evolved, now that
we are talking about learner achievement is important. Now that we have got this
wonderful human resource development strategy for the country. That human
resource development strategy built paﬁ of that being the skills development — the
naﬁonal skills development strategy — I have just come back from this meeting, so
I can say partnerships like these are importént in terms of getting us there because
we are not only talking about developing the teachers, we are not only talking
about getting learner outcomes better, we are also talking about a nation at work
for a better life for all. A much broader vision and that all the little pieces as long
as they are working towards that, we should think about how better to
accommodate the little pieces in terms of this over arching vision for South

Affrica.

. So, this partnership was an enabling vehicle to be able to start looking at that?

If you think of the service provider protocol now, the service provider protocol, a
lot of the insight that we are now in the protocol, would have come out of GET

inSET — what we learnt out of GET InSET.

GET inSET provided the fertile experimentation ground to develop some of the
insights about?
How one would work with service providers and other parties and partners.

Thank you very much Linda for your input and the time you have shared with me.
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