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Abstract Boards of governors of second cycle schools in Ghana are mandated to make critical decisions in ensuring
effective running of schools. This mandate cannot be well executed without effective knowledge management strategy in
place to inform boards' decision-making. Such a strategy should be commensurate with the dominant form of knowledge in
use by the board members. Understanding what counts as knowledge in informing boards' decisions is therefore an important
prerequisite in designing and institutionalizing a feasible strategy to support knowledge use.

This study involved four conveniently sampled secondary school boards. Qualitative interviews and unobtrusive method
involving content analysis of boards' documents were the mixed methodologies for the study. Explicit form of knowledge is
the main form of knowledge informing boards' decision-making. Such knowledge/inputs are provided by the heads of the
secondary schools. The over reliance on heads of institutions for inputs in boards' decisions raises a concern with regards to
the autonomy of the boards as an advisory and supervisory entity. It is recommended among others that board members put in
place an explicit policy on knowledge management to enable them harness knowledge/inputs from multiple sources to

supplement the inputs from the heads of institutions.
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1. Introduction

In contemporary knowledge-based society, knowledge
management is critical for effective evidence-based
decision-making. How organizations manage knowledge is
therefore an indispensable precursor for organizational
success. Knowledge management is defined as the process
by which an organization creates, captures, acquires,
validates and uses knowledge to support and improve its
overall functioning ([1],[2],[3]).

In this paper, the knowledge management practices and
strategies in use by the board of governors of secondary
schools in Ghana are explored. The motivation for the paper
emanates from a recent revelation that educational
decision-makers in Ghana have been struggling to access
up-to-date knowledge in informing their decisions[4]. One
way of addressing the dearth of up-to-date relevant
knowledge in informing decisions is to thoroughly
understand the knowledge management practices and
strategies presently in use by the board of governors of
secondary schools. This is an important step towards the
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institutionalization of knowledge management strategies in
aid of decision-making within the educational sector.

Generally, secondary education lies between basic
education and higher education. Secondary education is a
step for pupils between the ages of about 11 or 12 and 18. At
this level, pupils are expected to broaden their knowledge
and experiences from the basic level and prepare for work or
higher education. Secondary educational institutions are
governed by administrative set up by the ministry of
education comprising heads of these institutions. These
heads work in league with local management structures such
as the school's board of governors and the PTAs. Each of
these bodies can have a significant impact on the quality of
education offered to students and how the schools are
governed. This paper will focus on the activities and
functions of the schools boards who are appointed and may
not necessarily have credentials in education, yet are
expected to play a lead role in the governance of these
secondary schools. The central focus of the discussion will
be placed on what counts as knowledge in informing the
boards' decision-making. This is critical in designing a
knowledge management strategies geared towards the
maximization of the benefits associated with the use of the
knowledge form(s).

Effective decision-making in an information age implies
the use of scientific knowledge. Decision-making itself,
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however, is a complex activity, and it is often difficult, if not
impossible, to attribute any particular decision to the specific
use of scientific knowledge. The relationship between
scientific knowledge and decision-making is, therefore,
often indirect and varied[5]. Typically, scientific knowledge
must compete with other forms of knowledge—e.g. popular
understandings, value based judgments, political
imperatives—and the attraction of the status quo. This is no
less true for secondary schools decision making, and the
extent to which scientific evidence combines with other
forms of knowledge in this context needs to be examined.

In the context of secondary schools decision-making,
there has been little attention paid to studies that investigate
the role of knowledge management in these processes. Since
knowledge is an important input to successful decision
making, it is necessary for educational decision makers to
pay greater attention to its management. This paper aims to
better understand the role of knowledge management in
secondary schools. This is an important step towards
improving the delivery of secondary education.

The fact that effective management of knowledge plays an
important role in overall organizational success is supported
by the success of knowledge management strategies and
practices in the business sector. Other sectors of the economy
and society, including education, would arguably stand to
benefit from a similar emphasis and engagement in
knowledge management strategies and practices. Since
educational decision-makers use a variety of knowledge to
inform their decisions, it is imperative that they effectively
manage the knowledge they have at their disposal. In order to
ensure effective decision making, a more thorough
understanding of knowledge management is required.

Specifically, however, the following objectives guided the
study: to identify the main types of knowledge used for
boards' decision-making; to identify the primary
knowledge management strategies of board members; and to
identify the knowledge management practices adopted by
board members to support their decision-making processes.

2. Levels of Educational
Decision-Making

The Ghana’s educational system is confronted with the
task of effectively managing the resources necessary for
improving teaching and learning in schools. Fulfilling this
task successfully implies sound and effective decision
making at critical points throughout the entire system.
Decision-making in contemporary Ghana's educational
system takes place at the macro-, meso-, and micro-levels.
Each of these levels has a distinct mandate, but all are linked
in contributing to overall improved quality education.

Macro-level decisions in the secondary schools involve
the overall planning, organizing, delivery and evaluation of
educational services in the country. This decisions are made
by the board members appointed by the sector minister for
education. The mandate of the boards is to oversee the

functions and operations of the various secondary schools in
the country. The secondary school boards are mandated to
ensure effective governance and administration of secondary
schools in the country. Ultimate decisions made in ensuring
effective school governance and administration are endorsed
by the board members at the macro-level. Clearly, board
members make critical decisions on behalf of the Ministry of
Education. Board members rely on technical expertise of
the Heads of the schools and their management teams.

Administrative decisions and priorities are made by the
Heads and their management teams in collaboration with
local stakeholder groups at the meso-level of the educational
decision-making process. Decisions made at this level have
to be endorsed at the macro-level by the board members.
The fact that board members normally do not initiate but
rather endorse administrative decisions has given a dual
connotation of their role. On one hand, they are perceived as
advisors. On the other hand they come across as
decision-makers. Officially, board members have the
mandate to validate all decisions made within a school, thus
making them important players in the overall educational
decision-making process.

The third level of educational decision-making takes place
at the micro-level. Decisions at this level are made by
individual teachers and other supporting and technical staff
commonly referred to as frontline staff. Decisions made at
each level can influence the other levels. Micro level
decisions, for example, are influenced broadly by the macro
level, though this is often restricted to budget-based resource
allocation and monitoring; there is no direct relationship
between decision-makers at the macro and the micro levels.
Meso-level educational decision-makers, however, exercise
tremendous influence on decisions made at the micro level.
Educational targets to be attained by teachers and resources
to be used for that purpose are determined by the meso-level
decision-makers upon approval from the macro-level
decision-makers.

3. Board of Governors as Decentralized
Entity

The introduction of the secondary school board concept
came to being in Ghana in the sixties through the Education
Act of 1961 (Act 87). This was part of a decentralized
program aimed at monitoring and evaluating the activities of
the heads of government assisted secondary schools and also
to assist them in their administration. The board members
are appointed by the Minister of Education and operate based
on a constitution drawn by the minister. All secondary school
boards are expected to compose of the following members:
A representative each from the Ministry of Education, Ghana
Education Service, Regional Educational Directorate, and
the District Educational Directorate. Other members include
a representative each from the Parent and Teachers
Association, and the Regional Coordinating Office. Further,
two members each are to represent the following bodies - the
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schools' staff, the local communities or historical interest,
alumni, and the District Assemblies. The heads of the
schools are also automatic members of the boards. All these
members are vetted by their respective regional coordinating
officers and subjected to criminal checks before final
acceptance to the boards[6].

The main function of the boards is to oversee the activities
of the heads of the school to ensure effective delivery of
education, but doing so in a way not to usurp the powers
vested in the heads by the Minister of Education. The boards
can be said to be part of a decentralized system aimed at
effective governance and social accountability in many
developing countries[7]. Not only are the boards perceived
as conduit for improved delivery of educational services, but
they have also come to stand for a mechanism to improve the
democratisation of decision-making for increased system
efficiency[8].

The boards now occupy an important macro level
decision-making position in the educational sector. This is
the case because of the recent push by international
development agencies to make decentralised governance a
key part of reforms to improve education service delivery in
developing countries ([9],[10]). Further, it is argued that
decentralized governance can produce greater community
pressure for transparency and accountability in school
management[11]. In Ghana, for example, educational
decentralisation has been presented as the vehicle for
strengthening management efficiency and accountability by
locating critical decision-making of educational matters at
the school boards' level. Further, decentralisation has also
been noted as encouraging local actors to mobilise resources
to help tackle problems of quality and access to education.

A strong case has been made for decentralized governance
in secondary schools. Reference[10] for instance found a
strong belief among parents, teachers, local councillors and
education officials with regards to the significance of the
boards in school governance. Reference[9], however,
found that core education decisions are hardly ever
decentralised in a way that encourages genuine local
community participation in decision-making. The boards'
roles have been found to be largely regulatory in nature[11],
thus making them to focus more on ‘official’ responsibilities
based on traditional roles, rather than on attempting to
redefine their roles in response to peculiar needs[12]. The
fact that the boards are composed of about 50%
representatives from the Ministry of Education and its
subsidiary agencies  might account for the largely
regulatory role played by the board members. This deviates
from one of the purposes of decentralising education services,
which is to widen the participation of non-education
professionals at local community level in the running and
management of schools[10].

Clearly, the hybrid composition of boards' membership -
those with, and without, credentials and experience in
educational administration - raises the all important question
regarding the knowledge base informing their decisions. The
literature is emphatic about the dearth of up-to-date

knowledge in aid of boards decision-making[4], and also
over reliance on the heads of institutions for inputs and
directions. Reliance on the heads of institutions for inputs, in
itself, is a step in the right direction, but board members
should be motivated and resourced well enough to access
and utilize alternative sources of knowledge to appraise
heads' inputs in order to inform their decisions. A knowledge
management strategy, no doubt, is essential to abet board
members' decision-making.

4. The Role of Knowledge Management
in Boards' Decision-Making Process

As said prior, knowledge management is central to
organizational success[13]. Unfortunately, the current
educational system often lacks the adequate mechanisms for
managing the type of information that can effectively inform
decision-making[4]. Contemporary educational system
generate massive amounts of knowledge and information.
This is one of its great strengths. At the same time, this
resource is not yet fully leveraged for improving the
management and delivery of educational services. Currently,
heads of secondary schools are expected to manage and
disseminate information and data to mostly lay board
members, in a timely, useable form that supports their
decision-making. This becomes a concern when this source
of knowledge is the sole conduit of knowledge in informing
board members' decisions. As a result, this raises a
number of questions relating to the management of
knowledge by the board members.

Without a doubt, effective strategies for the management
of knowledge available to board members will have much to
say about the quality of the decisions they make. There is,
therefore, the need to step up knowledge/research utilization
among board members, particularly in light of studies that
show knowledge utilization among board members is
somewhat lacking. This is partially attributable to the fact
that Ghana, like many other developing countries, continues
to have problems with out-of-date and not very reliable data,
as well as accessibility to such data[4].

5. Evidence Based Decision-Making in
Education

Evidence-based decision-making refers to the rigorous use
of science or research evidence as the basis for making
decisions. Since the early 1990’s, various fields of human
endeavour, including medicine and health care
policy-making, have taken up the challenge of
evidence-based practice. This is yet to be prominent in the
macro level educational decision-making process.
Proponents of evidence-based practice believe that explicit
knowledge should be one of the main pillars of
decision-making.

The rationale for evidence-based decision-making in
education derives strongly from the need for board member
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and school administrators to be more socially and
economically accountable to their clients. Board members
and school administrators, therefore, need to develop
evidence-based practices in order to substantiate and justify
their decisions and actions.

Board members may not be in dire need of best evidence
from scientific research to inform their decisions, given their
role as mainly “non educational experts” charged with the
responsibility of planning and overseeing school
administrations. At best, board members may be looking for
evidence from school administrators, which may be
internally generated evidence rather than external scientific
evidence to inform their decisions. These decisions are
mainly based on the values and priorities of the schools.
What constitute best evidence, therefore, may differ from
one school to another, depending primarily on the peculiar
needs and situations of a school . As a result, a singular
understanding of “evidence” in boards' decision-making
process may not work. Various school boards should seek
the best evidence that advances their primary interests and
responsibilities.

Drawing on the general definition of evidence-based
decision-making, evidence-based educational
decision-making may be defined as the conscientious,
explicit, and judicious use of current relevant best evidence

in making decisions about educational planning and delivery.

Evidence-based educational decision-making, however,
should appreciates a wider interpretation of “evidence”,
including (1) valid, important and applicable students
interests, (2) Board members experience, and (3) relevant
research-derived evidence.

6. Forms of Knowledge

The concepts “knowledge”, “data” and “information” are
often used interchangeably. Although the meanings of data,
information and knowledge overlap, they are distinct. The
fundamental difference between these concepts is that while
data are conceived of as unorganized facts and observations,
information goes beyond by virtue of it being contextualized.
Information, therefore, is data placed in context. Knowledge
is also information, but such information can be judged to
ascertain its truthfulness. Knowledge could be said to be
formal when it is based on scientific evidence, whose
validity and reliability can be tested over a reasonable period
of time. Informal knowledge, differently, is experiential in
nature and is acquired after an exemplary practice has been
put to use over a period of time. Informal knowledge, unlike
formal knowledge, is difficult to replicate since the means
for its acquisition are difficult to share[14].

Reference[15] identifies explicit and tacit forms of
knowledge as the two forms of knowledge used in
organizations. These two forms of knowledge are currently
recognized as the de facto knowledge -categorization
informing decision-making in almost all organizations.

Polanyi believes that a large part of human knowledge is tacit.

Knowledge of this type is action-oriented and has a personal
quality that makes it difficult to communicate. Accessing
tacit knowledge, therefore, presents a number of challenges,
due to factors such as the absence of explicit scientifically
repeatable process for eliciting such forms of knowledge.
Explicit knowledge, however, can be communicated across
time and space.

Conceptually, there is a clear distinction between these
two forms of knowledge. Nevertheless, they are not discrete
or independent in the practical sense. These forms of
knowledge are not dichotomous, but mutually dependent and
reinforcing ([16],[17]). Fostering a dynamic interaction
between tacit and explicit knowledge, therefore, generates
new forms of knowledge vital for organizations[18],[17]).
Individuals in organizations learn by actively participating in
the processes involved in knowledge creation. Through these
processes, knowledge is transformed within and between
forms usable by people in organizations.

Reference[ 18] describes the knowledge creation process
as a five-step process involving four modes of knowledge
conversion. The process starts with the tacit knowledge of
one or several individuals, who share it with others, thereby
developing a common understanding. This common
understanding is transferred into explicit knowledge in the
form of a concept in the second step of the process. In the
third step that concept is justified by comparing and linking it
to other forms of explicit knowledge internal as well as
external to the organization. In the fourth step the concept is
manifested into a model operating procedure that can be
further discussed and tested. In the final step the new
knowledge is cross-levelled or spread throughout the
organization.

Reference[18] believes that four modes of knowledge
conversion are at work. These include socialization
(transferring tacit knowledge to tacit knowledge);
externalization (transferring tacit to explicit knowledge);
combination (explicit to explicit knowledge); and
internalization (transferring explicit to tacit knowledge). In
this model, tacit knowledge is generally viewed as
prerequisite for the use of explicit knowledge. It is through
tacit knowledge that explicit knowledge is interpreted and
manifested in action. Nonanka and Tekeuchi’s knowledge
conversion, therefore, implies that tacit knowledge is the
basis for knowledge transfer.

Though knowledge conversion has a conceptual value in
understanding the complex processes involved in knowledge
transfer, the proponents failed to elaborate explicitly how the
knowledge conversion processes work empirically. The
unilateral sequence for knowledge conversion posited by
Nonanka and Tekeuchi is subject to debate because
knowledge conversion processes can vary depending on the
context in which they occur. Furthermore, the use of the
concept ‘“knowledge conversion” in itself makes the
understanding of knowledge management processes more
mystifying. This observation is made in light of the already
existing confusion surrounding the concepts (1) knowledge
transfer, which seems to assume knowledge as a product; and
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(2) knowledge translation, which captures knowledge as a
process. The introduction of the knowledge conversion
concept is a source of confusion because the concept has not
been clarified operationally by the proponents.

In spite of these observations, however, it is clear that
many researchers in knowledge management are currently
testing empirically the knowledge conversion paradigm. It is
believed that the verification of the concept empirically over
time will ultimately dissipate the current aura of confusion
around knowledge management and its related conceptual
paradigms.

The literature thus emphasizes two major and
complementary forms of knowledge, tacit and explicit.
However, an unresolved issue remains. That is the
uncertainty surrounding ~ which form of knowledge
prerequisites the other. Two lines of arguments emerge here.
References ([17],[18]) argue that tacit knowledge serves as a
prerequisite for explicit knowledge. A contrary view argues

that explicit knowledge precedes tacit knowledge ([19],[20]).

Resolving this issue is important, but is itself not essential to
enriching knowledge management in organizations. What is
essential is an organization’s ability to mobilize and integrate
the tacit-explicit knowledge forms into a productive
knowledge management strategy. Both knowledge forms
play a decisive role in the development and management of
knowledge in organizations. Organizations draw on both
tacit and explicit knowledge forms in making decisions.
Identifying the main form of knowledge used in
decision-making has implication for institutionalizing
knowledge management strategies in organizations.

7. Knowledge Management Strategies

Knowledge management in the context of educational
boards' decision-making remains under explored. The
literature is relatively mute on the main knowledge form as
well as various knowledge management strategies used in
informing boards' decisions. This needs to be understood in
order to identify the conditions that facilitate and/or impede
the decision making processes. Again, an understanding of
the knowledge management processes in educational boards'
decision-making will assist in creating the enabling
organizational culture to sustain effective management of
knowledge.

Knowledge management can also be understood as the
exploitation and development of the knowledge assets within
an organization, aimed at furthering the goals and objectives
of the organization[21]. Knowledge management, therefore,
can be said to involve a conscious effort to incorporate
strategies and practices that ensure maximum use of
knowledge in organizations with the aim of advancing the
goals and objectives of the organization. It is presently
recognized that successful organizations are those that create
new knowledge, disseminate it widely throughout the
organization, and represent it into new technologies and
products  ([21],[13], [22]). Perceiving knowledge

management as a condition of organizational success makes
it imperative for organizations to embrace and engage in
strategies geared towards its use.

A knowledge management strategy is simply a plan that
describes how an organization intends to better manage its
knowledge for the benefit of that organization and its
stakeholders. A good knowledge management strategy is
closely aligned with the organization’s overall strategy and
objectives. Selecting the right knowledge management
strategy is, therefore, an important prerequisite for attaining
organizational objectives. Reference[13] points at two
contrasting  strategies for knowledge management:
codification and personalization. They believe that the best
knowledge management strategy is always a combination of
the two, but with a stronger emphasis on one. While a
codification strategy is appropriate for explicit knowledge to
thrive, the personalization knowledge management strategy
better supports the wuse of tacit knowledge in
organizations[23]. Since tacit and explicit knowledge forms
are complementary, an organization’s efforts towards
knowledge management should be focussed on instituting
the most appropriate strategy.

These two knowledge management strategies have
distinctive  features. =~ The codification knowledge
management strategy ensures the re-use of explicit
knowledge by capturing, codifying, classifying and making
available knowledge to support routine problem solving.
This strategy seems to overemphasise internally generated
explicit knowledge re-use, without any reference to the use
of external explicit knowledge in the form of research
evidence. This is a flaw, but since explicit knowledge comes
from both internal and external sources, attempts at its
management should be comprehensive enough to reflect this
duality.

This notwithstanding, the codification knowledge
management strategy based mainly on internal explicit
knowledge can complement the evidence-based
decision-making paradigm, which also seems to be tilted
towards externally generated explicit knowledge to the
neglect of explicit knowledge generated internally in an
organization. Harmonizing the codification knowledge
management strategy and the evidence-based
decision-making paradigm has the potential to provide a
more comprehensive perspective on explicit knowledge
management in organizations.

The personalization knowledge management strategy, on
the other hand, is suitable for a one-off, medium to long-term,
high risk, strategic problem with no solution precedent. This
strategy shares tacit knowledge by helping staff to identify
experts and enhance conversations to create novel solutions.
The forms that solutions to problems might take—and who
in the organization might know about the solution—are the
primary user questions guiding the personalization
knowledge management strategy. Since communication is
the bedrock of the personalization strategy, organizations
adopting this strategy must reward direct communication
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with others, as well as recognizing experts and original
solutions. This strategy of managing knowledge entails a
modest investment, justified by improved frequency and
quality of communications[13].

Since codification and personalization knowledge
management strategies exhibit contrasting features, they
should be commensurate with the dominant knowledge form
of any given organization. The features of the two
knowledge management strategies indicate clearly that
organizations embedded with the use of explicit and tacit
knowledge forms lend themselves largely to codification and
personalization knowledge management respectively.

8. Methodology

The study was premised upon the qualitative research
design approach. Four secondary schools boards were
conveniently sampled for the study. A mixed method
approach was utilized in the data collection process of the
study. The methods used were qualitative interviews and
unobtrusive methodology involving content analysis.

The qualitative interview was directed at the members of
the four conveniently selected boards to examine what

counted as knowledge in informing their decisions as a board.

Further, the unobtrusive methodology involving content
analysis was used to study the documents used by board
members in informing their decisions. The data from these
mixed methods were put together and provided the basis for
the study's discussion.

9. Analysis and Discussion

The qualitative interviews with the board members clearly
portrayed that board members rely mainly on
knowledge/inputs from the heads of the institutions in
informing their decisions. They were unanimous in
expressing this fact. The respondents were further asked
whether they did find the inputs from the heads helpful. Most
felt that they would do way better if resourced to access other
documents to supplement those obtained from the heads.
Majority of the respondents were unhappy with the untimely
receipt of documents from heads of schools, thus giving
them no time to study such documents thoroughly prior to
meetings.

A scientific scrutiny into the documentations available to
the secondary schools board members makes it clear that
members use more explicit rather than tacit knowledge form
to inform their decisions. This fact is being expressed against
the backdrop that they rely mainly on professional reports
received from heads of the secondary schools to guide their
discussions at the board's table. Such professional reports
include annual school reports, summary of examination
results, strategic and development plans.

It must also be noted that achieving effective knowledge
management in educational boards' decision-making process

involves a combination of many variables such as the
school-based structure and culture, and the extent of
individual board members interactions ([24],[25]). Important
here is the observation that individual board members neither
work in isolation, nor are they (usually) able to make wholly
autonomous decisions. They work in boards embedded with
routines and established cultures, which influence their
actions regarding knowledge use in decision-making.
Individuals’ examples of knowledge utilization, therefore,
are greatly shaped by the extent to which they have been
socialized into their “communities of practice” through
membership on the board as a subculture, and as part of its
ongoing learning process. Such informal networks have
tremendous impact on decision-making ([26],[27]).
Communities of practice manifest themselves in boards
cultures, which serve as major motivation to knowledge
sharing[16].

Though, school board members may not qualify
completely as communities of practice, they may well be
said to exhibit some features similar to communities of
practice. Such features include the positive relationship that
exists among the members, the engagement in team activities,
ability to engage in informal tacit knowledge sharing through
the use of telephone and emails, and the inter-organizational
search for knowledge. These features can be perceived as
critical prerequisites for the formation of communities of
practice. At best, board members may be described as
possessing almost all the fundamental features for the
formation of communities of practice. This opportunity,
however, has not been exploited to support the management
of knowledge by the board members.

10. Way Forward
Based on the above discussions, the following
recommendations are worth considering in ensuring

improved knowledge management in educational boards'
decision-making process. For these recommendations to
work, they should be supported by the ministry of education
and the heads of the schools.

There is the need for school boards to have explicit or
official policy on knowledge management. The absence of
explicit policy guiding knowledge management negates the
benefits associated with these practices. Knowledge
management policy is critical in spelling out in clear terms
the overall objectives of the boards, the knowledge
management strategies and practices to be adopted by its
members, and systematically designing ways of ensuring
that knowledge management strategies and practices adopted
by the boards are commensurate with, and lend credence to
the mission of the school boards.

It is evident that board members are indirectly adopting
codification knowledge management strategies more than
personalization knowledge management strategies. Since
codification knowledge management strategies ensure re-use
of explicit knowledge by capturing, codifying, classifying
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and making available knowledge to support routine problem
solving, the availability of boards members’ incentives
enshrined in the official knowledge management policy of
the boards becomes paramount. This is important because
codification knowledge management strategies, unlike
personalization strategies, need to be carefully and tactically
nurtured to maximize its impact in decision-making.

Efforts at enhancing the use of codified knowledge in
boards' decision-making should be directed at broadening
the explicit knowledge base of board members to include
externally-based relevant research. This will complement the
internally-based inputs provided by the heads of the schools.
The internally-based evidence placed at the disposal of board
members may not be enough evidence in making
evidence-based decisions and also over-seeing the activities
of the schools. Board members stand to gain a lot from
external evidence by learning from experiences of other
boards and relevant research. Such an attempt will advance
significantly board members’ efforts in embracing
evidence-based decision-making.

School board members should also be very cautious and
tactful in relying mainly on the heads of schools for inputs to
inform their decisions. This 1is important because
over-reliance on the heads will amount to erosion of their
power as independent advisory body in the educational
decision-making process, as enshrined in the act underlying
its establishment. Again, heads of schools will be more
empowered and unaccountable if given the opportunity to
fully steer the directions of board members’ activities. Board
members should be encouraged and motivated to informally
have discussions on management inputs, have them
evaluated well in advance of formal board members’
meetings, so they become fully represented in decisions
made by the boards, rather than becoming a mere
rubber-stamp.

Furthermore, since board members also use tacit
knowledge in informing their decisions, it is expected that
they engage in some knowledge management practices that
support personalization strategies. It is a fact that, not
everything individuals or a group of people know can be
codified as documents or tools for “universal” use.
Supporting  personalization knowledge management
strategies means that an intervention is put in place to
facilitate the management of tacit knowledge. One such
intervention is the community of practice approach. Even
though communities of practice generally emanate
voluntarily, they can be deliberately introduced and nurtured
in organizations[28]. Cultivating communities of practice
among school board members means arrangements such as:
formal physical, virtual spaces to facilitate free flow of
information among members, and motivate members to
belong to such communities are provided.

Through the communities of practice approach, board
members can engage in informal discussions to facilitate
tacit knowledge sharing to enrich members’ decisions. The
online rather than face-to-face communities of practice seem
to be the best fit for the board members. Though online

communities of practice can be costly because they are
computer-based, they can support board members’
interaction despite their dispersed geographical destinations.
Furthermore, since communities of practice can go beyond
an organization, online communities for board members can
be broadened to incorporate other individuals from the
public to share knowledge on school governance. Again the
public will also have the opportunity to be part of board
members’ discussions by participating in such online
communities fora. Such a move will indeed make the school
governance structure a true democratic entity.
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