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Abstract
The research question is to identify participant’s(school society’s) perception of the barriers in implementing
democratic governance into Georgian schools. To examine this the research will focus on:

1. Studying the principles of democratic governance in different schools.

2. Studying the views of school society to understand their views/perspectives on the importance of
introducing democratic governance

3. Making recommendation for Georgian Schools how to face these barriers of implementing democratic

governance in schools

This study was a convenience sample of teachers, students, and parents from six secondary schools located in the
Republic of Georgia. The target segment of the Survey were six schools in Western Georgia (3 public and 1
private school in Batumi, 1 private school in Kutaisi, 1 public school in Kobuleti). 105 teachers, 123 students
and 112 parents were surveyed.

As this study has shown, the democratic process of school governance has much promise. Because children
learn in a social environment, when democratic governance becomes a part of the fabric of the school, it
becomes a type of hidden curriculum. Students then can learn more about democracy, because they see it in
action and live it through their experiences. By allowing parents to have more say in the educational process,
this assures that minority populations are not marginalized or ignored, but they can have a say in the education
process as well. When a school director allows the BoT, and through it teachers, parents, and students to have
meaningful input into policy decisions, this not only lightens his load, but also increases commitment on the part
of all parties concerned. When these groups all participate in the rule- and policy-making process, they will have
a higher commitment to making sure that it is a success. It is hoped that the knowledge gained through this
study will be valuable in helping Georgian school members to see the areas where there are challenges, and use
the recommended approaches in order to improve schools and move them towards democratic governance,
which will benefit not only students in school, but society at large as well.
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Introduction

The development of the school education system in modern socio-cultural conditions of Georgia is determined
by effective management. The implementation of the school's goals depends on the adequate understanding and
formation of the functional system of its administration on the one hand, and on the other hand on the
introduction and achievements/implementation of the latest scientific-pedagogic technologies of school
governance/management. For a significant amount of the recent history of the Republic of Georgia, the people
were ruled by the Soviets, who made decisions largely unilaterally. Since Georgia became independent, the
governmental system has converted to a democracy, where the citizens have a right to elect leaders who will lead
the way that the citizens wish. While there are many debates regarding what “democracy” is, the central premise
of this thesis is that “the essence of democracy is popular sovereignty — the people rule” (Berkman & Plutzer,
2005, p. xv). A key responsibility of schools is to teach young people how to become citizens in the world which
they will soon be entering as adults. By giving all stakeholders a voice in how schools are run and policies that
exist, no single group feels silenced or oppressed (Smith, 2003). By having schools that are run democratically,
students can learn first-hand how democracy works, which prepares them to be active, engaged citizens as
adults.

The school environment until quite recently in Georgia schools was a top-down autocratic system, in which
central government made all of the decisions, and teachers and students were expected to fall into line and do as
they are told(Gorgodze, 2016). Dewey (2001) argues that there are certain things that cannot be taught merely by
pedagogical means such as speech or lessons, but must be learned through the social environment in which they
are learned. He postulates that by having a better environment that is more balanced, this creates a situation
where students can better learn the democratic process. Students themselves are keenly aware of who makes the
rules, and how they are impacted. Holcomb(2007) quoted one student who said: “since we go here all day and all
—we were kind of wondering [...] would you think that maybe we are stakeholders too?” (p. 11).

Rather than the opinion that democracy is a notion that is only postulated by a few random theorists, the
notion that children have a say in matters regarding their schooling is actually backed by international accords
such as the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNICEF, n.d.). In this convention, Article
12.1 states: “the child who is capable of forming his or her own views the right to express those views freely in
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all matters affecting the child, the views of the child being given due weight in accordance with the age and
maturity of the child” (UNICEF, n.d.). Article 29d states that all children are entitled to an education that
prepares them for “responsible life in a free society, in the spirit of understanding, peace, tolerance, equality of
sexes, and friendship among all peoples, ethnic, national and religious groups and persons of indigenous origin”
(UNICEF, n.d.). Based on both of these statements, it is argued that a school system that does not allow students
to participate in decision making or allow them a way to have their voices heard — as is the case in a democratic
schooling situation — fails to meet both of these criteria, and is thus an invalid education from an international
perspective.

The representatives of the Community of Practice of the Pestalozzi Programme of the Council of Europe in
2014 prepared a Manifesto called “Education for change - Change for Education”, which is a message from
practitioners to the policy makers that 21st century schools should prepare young people for life in a democratic,
sustainable society. So, contemporary schools should reflect all of the above and help to prepare people with the
competences needed to participate in such a society; young people need to have strong and well-developed
competences, such as innovation and creativity, critical thinking, problem solving, collaborative learning and
working. To meet all these aims schools should reflect democratic government, where all school members
experience democracy.

Many contemporary academic philosophers and Educational theorists (Dewey, 1916; Rorty,1979; Freire
,1968) argue that children should experience democracy at school. Schools play important roles inpupils’
socialization. Despite the arguments for schools being more democratic, according to my research results, some
schools in Georgia are still authoritarian. Many Schools in Georgia still face a lot of problems and barriers to
implement democratic governance at school. To help find ways to support the development of democratic
governance in schools there is a need to identify the barriers and then to explore recommendations for how best
to democratize schools.

The research question is to identify participant’s(school society’s) perception of the barriers in
implementing democratic governance into Georgian schools. To examine this the research will focus on:

1. Studying the principles of democratic governance in different schools.

2. Studying the views of school society to understand their views/perspectives on the importance of
introducing democratic governance

3. Making recommendation for Georgian Schools how to face these barriers of implementing democratic
governance in schools

Methodology of Research

Ontology

In discussing the ontology underlying this research, it is important to understand what ontology is and how it
influences research collection and interpretation. As Nicholas and Hathcoat(2014) outline, an ontology is
utilized in order to figure out the underlying nature of a particular reality. A realism perspective of ontology
contends that reality is something that is independent of the human mind, and is only governed by causal laws
and mechanisms. While there are many different approaches to realism, the basic belief is that when events are
observed, the reality can be extracted from the direct observation.

Conversely, according to Nicholas and Hathcoat(2014), the relative ontological point of view contends that
reality is constructed by those who experience it. This makes the “realities” being observed considerably unique,
and derived from personal experience within the milieu of the situation. The experiences that occur in the
participants under observation, and their reactions to them, are highly state dependent. In such an approach, the
role of the researcher is to explain how the constructed realities are impacting human consciousness.

Due to the fact that the relative ontological perspective is highly consistent with thinking in the field of
education, this is the approach that was taken in this study of the subject. Dewey (2001) strongly held that
education is a highly social function, and that by taking the uniformed student into the right environment, and
shaping them through a process of leading, forming, and molding, they become more like the mature members of
their social world. In line with the relative ontological point of view elucidated by Nicholas and Hathcoat(2014),
the student is immersed in an educational environment and the student constructs their own reality from their
perceptions and experience with that reality.

Mihai et al. (2017) postulate that due to the reality of politics and the political approach to them, it is
impossible to boil politics down to a subjective analysis of defined inputs and outputs. A purely scientific or
‘objective’ look at democracy and school governance would requiring excluding the practices, habits, and
affective commitments which are engaged in by individuals, groups, or collective agents. The point that the
authors are making is that a true consideration of the political impact of democratic school governance requires
an understanding of the underlying perceptions, thoughts, and beliefs of the participants. It is only through
analysing the points of view of all of the stakeholders that a picture can be constructed that develops the complex
interplay between the participants and the phenomenon of democratic school governance.
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Epistemology

Epistemology can be broadly painted as a search for what is true knowledge (Walton & Zhang, 2013). As
Walton and Zhang(2013) outline, in the area of scientific inquiry, science is “systematized knowledge derived
from observation, study and experimentation carried on in order to determine the nature or principles of what is
being studied” (p. 176). The authors note that within the field of science, the search for the truth of a scientific
fact is an ongoing process, and frequently can go on continuously until there is a convergence of agreement
between those who are researching the particular area of study. The scientific epistemological approach attempts
to gather as much data as possible, then to systematically analyse the data to draw out conclusions from the
observations or reported information. The surveys that are used in this study form the body of evidence that the
scientific inquiry will be utilized to determine a “testable explanation and prediction” of phenomenon being
experienced in Georgian schools (Creswell, 2009).

The basic epistemological approach being used in this study is to determine the current status of the lived
experiences of students, teachers, and parents in schools in Georgia, and to determine the level of application of
democratic principles in school governance at this time. As such, this research study will seek to determine the
current state of truth in Georgian schools from the perspective of students, teachers, and parents. Through
analytical methods, reporting of the survey results, and expansion on the ideas by careful extraction of written
feedback in the open responses, this will allow a complete picture of the state of democratic school governance
in the Georgian community at this time.

Methodology

The methodology of research that was utilized for this study was a mixed-methods approach, which combines
quantitative and qualitative data in order to come to a broader understanding of the issue under question. As
Creswell (2009) outlines, when qualitative and quantitative data are collected simultaneously and weighted
equally, they can be utilized to derive explicit theories from the findings. The quantitative results from the
surveys measured the overall opinions, as expressed in the survey instrument, to establish quantitative agreement
among the sample groups with the questions postulated. The qualitative data was used to determine themes that
emerged from the additional information provided in the free answer area of the surveys. This allowed the
researcher to construct a broader thematic perspective of the topic than an approach limited to the quantitative
data would. Even though the qualitative data was in the form of numbers, it was transferred into quantitative
form as the researcher coded the survey responses, then quantified how many times each of the recurrent themes
emerged in the open survey responses. A triangulation process was then followed to compare the results that
emerged from the quantitative research to the data from the qualitative research section of the study. By
triangulating the data, this helps the validate that the survey given are valid, and that the data underlying this
analysis can be depended upon to be accurate. Another value in utilizing the mixed-methods approach is that it
gives a deeper perspective on the lived experiences of the various stakeholders in the Georgian school
environment. By having both qualitative and quantitative data, a better understanding of the stakeholders and
their perception of the school environment can be gathered by their reflection upon their personal lived
experiences.

Methods

The current situation shows us that the pedagogical system of school governance is largely characterized by
autocratic orientation, causing the destruction of the creative self-government of a teacher and a student as a
person. This does not agree with the common requirements of the modern epoch. Modern market priorities
require the development of the person’s social features such as: reliance on their own capabilities, initiative,
creativity, rise of individual freedom and responsibility, and the importance of teachers and students' personal
success.

Based on the above-mentioned, there is no doubt that there is a need of obtaining empirical material that
will give us a proper view of the students, teachers, parents and Georgian school administration’s attitude and
practical experience regarding the democratic governance of schools.

In order to obtain such information, two (qualitative and quantitative) surveys have been conducted, which
can be divided into two parts, based on the general objectives of the survey:

* The first part of the Survey is directly related to the foundation of the School of Democratic
Governance in Georgia, which implies the following issues:

Whether there is a principle of democratic governance at Georgian schools and how it expressed;

If teachers, students and parents participate in the school management;

If measures supporting the processes of school democratization and humanization are taken at school;
Whether the human rights are taught at school and if they are violated;

If there are the students’ self-governance and parents/teachers’ councils, and how active the school
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community is involved in them;

»  Whether the school is a safe environment where every student is equal and not discriminated;

» If there are friendly and trust-based relationships at school;

*  The second part of the study deals with the establishment of public attitudes and opinions towards the
democratic governance of the school, which includes the following:

» What the school administration, students, teachers and parents think about transition from democratic
autocracy to the democratic governance;

» What their mood is towards introduction of innovations such as involving students in the formation of
school syllabus and curriculums, school management, school rules and laws, in assessing students and
teachers.

The survey resulted in the identification of the problems that prevent successful implementation of

democratization in secondary schools of Georgia.

Sample

The sample for this study was a convenience sample of teachers, students, and parents from six secondary
schools located in the Republic of Georgia. The target segment of the Survey were six schools in Western
Georgia (3 public and 1 private school in Batumi, 1 private school in Kutaisi, 1 public school in Kobuleti). 105
teachers, 123 students and 112 parents were surveyed..

As Acharya, Prakash, Saxena, and Nigam(2013) note, convenience sampling is one of the most common
forms of sampling utilized. This research approach has advantages in that it is a commonly used sampling
method, complex lists of the population elements do not have to be maintained, and it is less expensive. Due to
the nature of this study, there were many schools who were unwilling to participate in the research, possibly
because they believed that the results might make them look bad. Even though schools that were asked to
participate were assured that the information would be anonymous, and no one, except the researcher, would
know which schools students, parents, and teachers were reporting on, the schools surveyed were the only ones
who consented to allow the surveys. As a result of the sample being a convenience sample, this limits the
applicability of the results to this study group, and the data cannot be generalized to a larger population.

Questionnaire Design and Procedures

The students’ and parents’ questionnaires were adapted from a previous study by the Albanian Ministry of
Education and Science (AMoES; 2009).As the AMoES (2009), this questionnaire was designed by a field of
experts who were seeking to find ways to improve human rights for children and to increase democratic
educational practices in the classroom.Within this study, the original surveys were provided to the parents and
students, then after an educational intervention with all three groups (parents, students, and teachers), the surveys
were re-administered. The purpose of this study was to determine how effective interventions in the areas of
human rights for children and democratic school governance could be.In line with the mixed methods approach
recently discussed.Some questions were yes/no questions, seeking to evaluate understanding of specific things,
such as if parents and children were aware that there were laws for the protection of children.Other questions
were to gauge the strength of agreement with certain statements, such as “teachers have good mastery of their
subject” (AMOoES; 2001, p. 2).The options on the Likert scale were “very good/well, good/well, poor, and I don’t
know” (AMOoES; 2001, p. 2).As Rahi (2017) notes, Likert-type scales are a common method of measuring
personal observations or attitudes.

In the teachers’ questionnaire, this was custom-written for this project, and contained 17 open-ended
questions.Similar to the focus of the parents’ and students’ questionnaire, the teachers’ questionnaire focused on
the protectio n of human rights of children in school, and how democratic governance was being applied in their
schools.There was an effort in the teacher surveys to determine how many aspects related to democratic
governance, as defined by the MoES, are already being applied at the school (Sharvashidze & Bryant,
2014).There were also questions that were designed to draw out a response from teachers regarding their attitude
towards allowing students to have more involvement in planning their own education as well as being involved
with lesson or syllabus planning.It was felt that these were important questions, because if the teachers felt that
students should not be involved in these areas, they might resist such policy changes (Stevick, 2009).A question
was also added to determine how well the current school education environment was doing in preparing students
for practical aspects of daily living.Since it has been asserted in the literature that democratic education can do a
better job of educating children to be a part of a democratic society, it was felt that it was important to determine
how effectively the current education system was already at providing practical education (Holdsworth, 2000).

Data processing

Quantitative Survey was developed by the program SPSS 21 with the help of statistical analysis program.The
answers to open questions were brought to a certain number of categories when being processed .As the open
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responses to the survey were being analyzed, certain repetitive themes started to emerge. These themes were
coded as the major themes of the study, and whenever they were encountered in responses, that response was
coded as being related to the specific theme.

Discussion of the Findings

Discussion of the Research Findings

As was noted at the beginning of this study, Georgia is just starting to venture into the area of democratic
governance in school, after a long period of central governmental control (Gorgodze, 2016). This study was
conducted in an effort to see how far democratic governance is being practiced in the schools, to identify any
potential barriers, and to make recommendations as to how Georgian schools can move forward, based on these
research findings. These topics will be addressed in the four major areas of school life, democratic governance,
relationships, curriculum, and school environment.

1. Current state of democratic governance in Georgian schools

Democratic Governance. According to the findings from the surveys and interviews, democratic governance in
the schools where the surveys were conducted is in its’ very early stages. As such, there are areas where
democratic governance is working, and some where it is not. For instance, according to the information
provided by the teachers, the decision-making process is still being largely dominated by the school director,
who is making most of the major decisions regarding school policies. When it comes to pedagogical decisions,
the teachers are primarily the ones who make the decisions on how to conduct their classes, including teaching
methods and setting of rules. This is generally done without any input from either students or parents.

Relationships. The relationships within the school are starting to show signs of democratic governance,
but significant work must be done to improve the overall relationships. For example, the management style of
the school directors is still a top-down management style, where the school director makes the major policy
decisions and hands them down to the teachers. Teachers are operating in a vacuum, not building relationships
with either the students or the parents, where they would feel comfortable making suggestions or proposing
changes. Even though there is student government in place in the schools, according to the responses from the
students, it is really just present for show, and has little or no power or ability to influence any meaningful school
policies.

Curriculum. According to the survey data, based on the curriculum that is handed down from the state, the
teachers determine how the curriculum will be delivered in the classroom and how the lesson plans will be
constructed. Parents and students are not consulted and do not have any input into this process. The school
director has basically ceded the right to make decisions in the area of pedagogy and curriculum to the teachers.
The teachers exercise this authority through a pedagogy council and through their own course planning.

School Environment. As was brought out in the introduction, children have a right to be in an
environment where they are safe from harm(Wright et al., 2009). Based on the responses from the students to
these questions, it is clear that the school environment is safe and that there is very little violence or fear of
violence. According to the survey data, the percentage of respondents who felt that there was a high level of
violation of children’s human rights was extremely low (3.6%).

2. Current attitudes about democratic governance in Georgian schools

Democratic Governance. The attitudes regarding democratic governance in the schools show that while
democratic governance has not advanced much in these schools, some would like it to, and some are either
indifferent or feel it is not needed. For example, several teachers indicated that they felt that democratic
governance included everyone having an equal say, and they directed this towards the school director, indicating
that they should have a larger share in school policy making decisions. Regarding making decisions on policies
that affect the school, 78.6% of students indicated they were rarely or never consulted. The free responses
regarding student governance indicated that it was ineffective, generally powerless, and some felt that it really
was not even needed at school. While many of the parents were aware of Parent’s Councils, they felt they
generally worked well. When asked regarding being involved with decision making regarding pedagogical
decisions, like how best to teach their children, or more input into course content, most parents deferred to the
teachers’ judgment, feeling they were more qualified to answer these questions.

Relationships. In general the parents had good relationships with teachers, and not much negativity was
noted. Parents largely feel that the teachers feel positively about their children, and are doing a good job.
Teachers expressed concerns about the relationships with parents, and noted that they are not as involved as they
should be. They feel that parents should be more involved and that this will positively impact their children.
Teachers were generally accepting about student governance, but limited that support to basic things like
Olympiads, outings, and student-run events.

Curriculum. As mentioned in the previous section, parents generally deferred pedagogical questions to
teachers, which includes curriculum involvement. Students were asked if they felt that they could contribute to
curriculum development, and they were excited about the prospect of being included in such decisions, and
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indicated that they felt that they could be successful in making a positive contribution. The teacher attitude
towards students being involved in curriculum or policy matters covered a wide range. Some felt that older
students (not the primary grades) had the maturity to contribute to such decisions, but others felt that the school
would be in chaos because the students lacked the maturity to make such decisions.

School Environment. Overall, students were generally positive about the school environment, feeling that
it is safe and that they are properly treated. Most of the students did not have any idea regarding their ability or
right to have input into major school decisions. While parents had positive views towards the Parents’ Council,
they lacked much specific knowledge about what it did. Teachers were generally positive about the school
environment, but some felt that they should have a larger role in overall policy making decisions
3. Perceived obstacles to democratic governance in Georgian schools
Democratic Governance. The obstacles to democratic governance in the schools appear, from the survey data,
to indicate that the management of the schools, from the top down, is still locked in an autocratic top-down
leadership format. This could indicate a lack of proper training in the upper school leadership. While teachers
are generally satisfied, their lack of trust in students and negative attitudes towards parents could affect their
willingness to allow either to have a serious involvement in shared decision making.

Relationships. For democratic governance to work, there has to be an atmosphere of trust between the
various relationships. The teachers appear to only be willing to allow students very limited input. The same
situation is present regarding upper school management where polices are made at the top and pushed down to
teachers. Parents appear to lack an understanding for the need to have a deeper and more engaged relationship
with the teachers and the school.

Curriculum. Currently the teachers are given almost complete control over the curriculum. It appears
through the responses that they feel that this area is “theirs” and would likely be resistant to allowing either
students or parents to have more input. They do not have enough trust in the students to allow them a larger role
in this area.

School Environment. This is an area where the limited democratic governance is most clear. There is
limited training or education regarding human rights at the school, and virtually no sense of shared mission
between teachers, parents, and students. For Georgian schools to be truly democratic, this will have to change.

Major Findings

Top-Down School Management

One of the major problems that exists in the Georgian schools surveyed is that they have not yet moved to
complete democratic governance. School directors, who have up until now had a monopoly on school policy
decisions, may feel threatened by having teachers, parents, or students have input into their decision-making
process, seeing it as an unnecessary ceding of power (Mestry & Naidoo, 2009). One German school faced
challenges in changing their school from one where teachers held power over the students to a school where
reciprocal communication is used (Torney-Purta & Barber, 2005). In the same study, Torney-Purta and Barber
(2005) note that experienced educators suggested that power should be ceded to students gradually, as they have
less experience.

Sharvashidze and Bryant(2014) note that despite large political and social changes, schools in Georgia
have been run similar to the old Soviet system in centralized and autocratic ways for a long time, and there is
significant resistance to changing that. Additionally, members of the Boards of Trustees (BoT), namely teachers,
parents, and community members have been acculturated to having authorities make major decisions, and may
not find it easy to step up and demonstrate indivdiual initiative. One BoT noted that the principal failed to ask
the BoT whenever they made hiring decisions, even though the law says they have to. As a result, the school
was full of the principal’s relatives. The Ministry of Education and Science (MoES) provides assistance in
executing changes to schools largely through the Educational Resource Centre (ERC) Staff. Under Georgian
law, BoT’s comprised of parents, teachers, and a student representative are supposed to exercise oversight in the
schools, but most BoTs are relatively ineffective. The authors note that if the ERC members (who have a vote
on the BoT were to provide more guidance in the BoTs, or even show up to meetings, they could do much to aid
BoTs to exercise more meaningful leadership.

Resistance to Losing Control

In the survey, a major theme was that teachers did not want to lose control. Teachers largely have full control
over curriculum and classroom teaching. While it is true that democratic governance means that they would
have to allow parents to have meaningful input, ceding a small amount of control, teachers would gain control in
that they would have a larger voice in policy decisions. Teachers may utilize their unions to resist such changes,
because they are responsible for protecting what they perceive to be the interests of their members (Bush, 2007;
Gurova et al., 2015). Such teachers may see the loss of complete control over curriculum as a worse outcome
that is not outweighed by the benefits they will receive. Again, the MoES needs to take a strong lead in this area
and encourage schools to follow the legally mandated structure. In this area as well, the MoES can provide
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support through the ERC staff.

Lack of Trust

There is clearly a lack of trust on the part of the teachers both in the parents and in the students. Regarding the
parents, common complaints are that parents do not show up to school, or that they minimally participate in their
child’s education. The survey showed clearly that many teachers do not believe that their students have the skills
needed to have meaningful input into policy decisions or curriculum decisions. Cerna(2014) noted that in
exchange performance (when two parties have to contribute to an effort), that even if the relationship is
imperfect, trust can be the “glue” that can hold the relationship together. The author also noted that trust can
allow the partners in the exchange to over come any challenges or conflicts created by the change. While
instituting these changes will not be easy, once again, the MoES can provide support through the ERC staff and
the BoT.

Parental Apathy

Another concern raised by the teachers is that of parental apathy. Parents seem to have a largely hands-off
attitude and defer to teachers on most matters. The teachers interpret this as a form of apathy. Parents are not
necessarily universally apathetic. For example, Mintrom(2001) notes how many parents are seeing education as
their child’s opportunity to improve their lot in life. As a result, they are taking more action in their child’s life.
Vieno et al. (2005) posit that to successfully engage parents, the school will need to engage in a strategy that
encourages supportive and respectful interactions between parents, students, and teachers. Bush (2007) explains
that if initiatives to establish truly democratic structures are engaged in, there must be careful planning, and good
communication with parents. School directors can take a leadership position in encouraging parents, students,
and teachers to work together in developing better democratic governance systems. This may be challenging,
because school directors may lack the leadership competence to do this effectively (Magno, 2009).

Because of the long history in Georgia of autocratic control, change is not necessarily going to be easy
(Bryant & Khatiashvili, 2011; Gorgodze, 2016). Full support from the MoES, the ERCs, good leadership by the
school directors, and teacher support will be necessary for the needed changes to take place in the school
environment. By the MoES providing needed support through the ERCs, as selected parents in the BoT gain
confidence, they can be groomed to become change champions and encourage other parents to join in the
governance process, helping other parents learn how to take initiative in forming schools that will be suitable for
their children(Noe, 2010).

Implications for Education in Georgia

As Bryant and Khatiashvili(2011) and Gorgodze(2016) both point out, changing the school structure from its’
current autocratic system into a democratic arrangement will not be easy. It is going to require the support of all
of the players in the educational system, including the MoES, ERC, school directors, and teachers. However, the
evidence shows that when school governance is conducted in a democratic way, this can improve educational
outcomes and help students to learn how to be a good civic participants(Hawkes, 2017; Holdsworth, 2000;
Mykhaylyshyn & Yakymiv, 2017). This study provided a valuable window into the feelings and thoughts of
parents, students, and teachers in several Georgian schools where democratic school governance has been
attempted. It has shown areas where the approach has had minimal success, and has exposed areas that still need
work. If teachers can work together with the MoES, their school directors, the parents, and students, maybe
schools can begin to change into the type of democratic institutions that he MoES has envisioned they should
be(Serensen & Torfing, 2009).

Limitations of the Study

As was mentioned at the outset, this study was conducted using a convenience sample of six schools in one
region of Georgia. As a result, the findings may not be generalizable to a larger population. If a future study is
done, it may utilize a random design, or survey more schools. The power of the study is in the exposing of ideas,
thoughts, and opinions at the level of parents, students, and teachers at six different types of schools. A larger
study might be able to give more comprehensive findings that would support or expand upon the data in this
study.

Conclusion

As this study has shown, the democratic process of school governance has much promise. Because children
learn in a social environment, when democratic governance becomes a part of the fabric of the school, it
becomes a type of hidden curriculum. Students then can learn more about democracy, because they see it in
action and live it through their experiences. By allowing parents to have more say in the educational process,
this assures that minority populations are not marginalized or ignored, but they can have a say in the education
process as well. When a school director allows the BoT, and through it teachers, parents, and students to have
meaningful input into policy decisions, this not only lightens his load, but also increases commitment on the part
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of all parties concerned. When these groups all participate in the rule- and policy-making process, they will have
a higher commitment to making sure that it is a success. It is hoped that the knowledge gained through this
study will be valuable in helping Georgian school members to see the areas where there are challenges, and use
the recommended approaches in order to improve schools and move them towards democratic governance,
which will benefit not only students in school, but society at large as well.
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