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Policy constraint and intercultural leadership in Ghana: an 
analysis of reported findings from two studies
Philip Saagyum Dare a and Atif Saleem b

aFaculty of Education, Southern Cross University, Melbourne, Australia; bSchool of Education, University of 
Limerick, Limerick, Ireland

ABSTRACT
This paper reports on how two recent studies of Ghanaian 
Headteacher Leadership contribute to intercultural education. 
Read together, the two studies show that Headteachers are 
expected to build school – community relationships, work across 
different stakeholders and improve learning for all, yet they are 
recruited unevenly, without pre-headship training and governed 
by a discourse that allocates responsibility more readily than 
authority. Through a critical lens, we argue that the problem is 
not only effectiveness but recognition: who is authorised to decide, 
whose knowledge counts, and how much professional judgement 
remains when leadership is scripted. We advance the argument that 
intercultural leadership in Ghana requires explicit preparation, 
stronger professional recognition and policy structures that posi
tion the community and culture as a resource for judgement rather 
than a compliance problem.
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Introduction

Intercultural education is rarely only a classroom concern. It also depends on how schools 
are led, communities are heard, and professional authority is distributed. Two papers are 
sourced and used here to report on how the wider Ghana Education Service impacts 
Headteacher leadership (HTL). The first study analyses the text of the Headteachers’ 
Handbook through critical discourse analysis and shows that Headteachers are positioned 
through responsibilisation, accountability, obligation and constraint (Dare, Babaeff, and 
Henderson 2024). The second, a review, examines 23 empirical studies and shows that 
HTL is characterised by the absence of pre-headship training programmes, non-universal 
recruitment criteria, varied leadership practices, and strong contextual mediation of 
external training programmes (Dare, Henderson, and Babaeff 2025).

Neither paper is explicitly framed as intercultural education or leadership, highlighting 
why this report synthesis matters. Intercultural education is concerned with dialogue 
across difference, participation and equitable schooling, so leadership policy is not 
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peripheral to the field (Abu-Nimer and Smith 2016). It is where intercultural possibilities 
are either embraced or marginalised.

Methods and approach

We employed a focused interpretive synthesis of the two studies. Whereas the first study 
examines how the Headteachers’ Handbook constructs leadership through Norman 
Fairclough’s critical discourse analysis, the second uses PRISMA procedures to review 
the empirical literature on Ghana’s basic education HTL. We therefore read them as 
complementary texts: one traces the discourse of policy, while the other traces the 
conditions of recruitment, preparation and practice across the research field.

The analysis is guided by a critical lens, particularly questioning power, recognition, 
and agency (Fairclough 2001; Freire 1970) of Headteachers. The aim is not to generalise, 
but to analyse what happens when Headteachers are discursively responsibilised with 
accountability, obligation, and constraint, simultaneously lack pre-headship training pro
grammes, are recruited with non-universal criteria, and implement varied leadership 
practices (Dare, Babaeff, and Henderson 2024; Dare, Henderson, and Babaeff 2025).

Discussion and implications

Taken separately, the papers make distinct contributions, but together they identify 
a common pattern: leadership is discursively positioned as socially relevant and simulta
neously marginalised, showing how the findings contributes to an intercultural reading 
(see Table 1). Dare, Henderson, and Babaeff (2025) shows that formal pre-appointment 
training for Headteachers is absent, recruitment criteria are not universal, and leadership 
practice is shaped by both imported programmes, such as Leadership for Learning and 
self-directed, informal professional learning. It also shows that training transfer is 
mediated by sociocultural factors, including respect for age, collectivist obligations, 
resistance to change, and financial pressures (Brion and Cordeiro 2018). Leadership, in 
other words, is not presented as a stable skill set, but as a negotiated practice formed 
inside both hierarchy and culture.

The discourse analysis sharpens this point, revealing that the Handbook constructs 
Headteachers through relational authority, responsibilisation, accountability, obligation 
and constraint (Dare, Babaeff, and Henderson 2024). The Handbook repeatedly directs 
Headteachers what they ‘must’ and ‘should’ do, while leaving less room for independent 
judgement. Simultaneously, it directs them to work with teachers, pupils, parents, chiefs, 
school committees and communities, and to create spaces where perspectives can be 

Table 1. How the studies contribute to an intercultural reading.
Studies Core contribution Intercultural significance

Dare, Babaeff, and 
Henderson 
(2024)

The handbook assigns responsibility through 
imperative, accountability-heavy discourse.

Dialogue is invited, but on state-scripted 
terms.

Dare, Henderson, 
and Babaeff 
(2025)

Leadership develops through uneven 
recruitment, imported training and informal 
adaptation.

Intercultural leadership is shaped by both 
policy borrowing and local sociocultural 
norms.

Sourced from the authors’ survey, 2026.
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shared, compared and adapted. The contradiction is striking, as dialogue is encouraged 
within a discourse constructed by rigid bureaucracy, which holds Headteachers who, 
without commensurate professional authority in the policy text, are responsibilised for 
school – community relations and learning outcomes (GES 2007).

From an intercultural perspective, the synthesis reveals a striking paradox. 
Headteachers are expected to broker relations across institutional and community differ
ences, yet they do so from a position of restricted agency. The Handbook advocates for 
dialogue, but one that is asymmetrical and begins with instruction. In critical terms, 
obligation is recognised more fully than voice (Giroux 2004). This matters because inter
cultural leadership requires judgement, reciprocity and the capacity to negotiate among 
stakeholders whose interests are not identical. A school leader who is responsibilised 
without being fully authorised is more likely to manage institutional stakeholders admin
istratively rather than democratically.

Dare, Henderson, and Babaeff (2025) extend this argument by showing that leadership 
preparation is itself an intercultural phenomenon. Programmes adapted from outside the 
Ghanaian context, especially Leadership for Learning, appear to have supported practice, 
but their uptake was shaped by local histories and cultural expectations (Brion and 
Cordeiro 2018). This is not simply a minor implementation issue but rather the substance 
of intercultural educational work, where ideas travel but are not seamlessly adopted in 
other contexts. When policy borrowing is treated as neutral, local knowledge is pushed 
into the background. Dare et al.’s attention to respect for age, collectivism and other 
contextual conditions is relevant because it reframes culture not as friction at the margins, 
but as constitutive of leadership practice.

Furthermore, recognition is another concern. Dare, Babaeff, and Henderson (2024) 
argue that Headteachers are not clearly defined in terms of qualification or professional 
authority, although they are held responsible for learning outcomes and school – com
munity relations. Dare, Henderson, and Babaeff (2025) identify a recognition paradox in 
which Headteachers are expected to carry extensive responsibilities within a system that 
lacks universal recruitment criteria and systematic pre-headship preparation, leading to 
accountability without recognition. In intercultural leadership, this becomes a concern, as 
leaders cannot create robust, dialogic, and inclusive school cultures when professional 
identity and agency are constrained (Mincu 2022). The practical implication follows 
directly. Pre-leadership training should be explicit rather than improvised; leadership 
standards should name community dialogue, inclusion, and critical reflexivity as profes
sional competencies; and policy design should be co-constructed with practitioners and 
communities rather than simply delivered to them.

Conclusion

Both studies do more than describe HTL in Ghana. When read together, they show 
that leadership in a plural society is shaped by discourse, hierarchy and transna
tional policy perspectives. Headteachers are expected to animate dialogue across 
school and community, but they are often prepared unevenly and positioned 
within a discourse of obligation rather than professional agency. Within 
Intercultural Education, the overarching focus would be that intercultural schooling 
depends on leadership conditions as much as on curricular expectations. Where 
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policy language scripts are voiced, and where preparation remains uneven, inter
cultural practice is likely to remain fragile. A stronger agenda would treat leader
ship as a site of recognition, context and shared authority.
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