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Executive Summary

This purpose of this report is to evaluate the process, procedures, and impact of the Cape Teaching and
Leadership Institw (CTLI), an iservice teachetraining centre in the Western Cape. The evaluatiimately

seeks to establish whethér ¢ [ L Qa (i NJark gidkiyigth dife2edzi B Schools and to identify how CTLI can
increase and sustain theémpact.More specifically, it investigates whethtre right educatorsare attending

training coursesif the coursesare of high quality if trainingleadsto the improvement of subject knowledge,
classroom practice, and giessional practices, and ifliasan effect onlearner achievement. Five training

courses were selectefdr the scope of the evaluation. These courses are Foundation RR&Jjeiteracy FP
Numeracy, Intermediate Phagi?)LanguagelPMaths, and Principal as Manager of the Curriculum

Chapter two established thdhe selection process failed to target weak schools in the province and bring the
d NA 3K G ¢ toTRIIT@ cAn@ribliEingfactorswere that the districts played a minimal role in the selection
and allowedany principato select his/her educators for trainingnd tat the CTLI circulapened the
registration process without specifying any selection criteria.

As a result, Brolment figures for 2010 revealed that 80% of the schools who attended training came from the
three most privileged quintiles, particularly Quintile 4. Schools were predominantly from the urban areas and
former HOR school3he majority of schools that attended training performed around the provincial average on
the systemic testsHowever, in theritermediate Phase Mathsourseand School Management caas, it was the
strongest schools who disproportionately received trainivigle the poa-performing schools werander
represented. Another finding was thalose toone third of theLiteracy/Numeray Interventionschools also
received literacy, ameracy, ad school management training fro@TLIn 2010.0verall, provincial schools with
the greatest need for training are largely being missed.

Chapter three investigated the quality of the five traigicourses. Findings suggest that tRdaths course and
FPNumeracy course werexcellent. Course materials were rated highly by a mathematics expert and participants
were overwhelmingly positive about their experience of the course. Teacher test sisoeisnproved

significantly, showig a 19 percentage point gain in IP Maths and a 7 percentage gaiimin FP Numeracyhe

quality of the FP Literacy and IP Language course was compromisetl pyL Qa y S¢ GNI Ay Ay 3 Yz
appointed WCED trainers tagpare and deliver the course. Course materials were poorly develojhey were

not phase specific, placed too much emphasis on policy and theory, focused on a single Learning-Outcome
reading, and in addition were delivered lafighe IP course was pattilarly affected and lost close to a third of its
participants between Block 1 and BlockCZ LI responded by bringing in service providers for Block 2, which
improvedthe material and delivery of botltoursesOn the whole FP Literacy and IP Languéggehers thought

the couses were good and agreed thbgd improved their content knowledge as well as their teaching practice.
CKS LINARYOALNI £ Qa O2dzNAS 200l AYSR LI22NJ NBPASsAE F2NJ A
highly. Two posslb explanations for the contradictory views are that essential course content was not evaluated
(the material submitted consisted of individual, unorganized handaurtéhat participants were not bothered by

the lack of content depth as they were all fginew principals. Further investigations are required.

Chapter four examined theucriculumknowledgeand language profiency of FRiteracyand IPanguage

teachers.One cohort of teachers in the FP literacy course and one in the IP languagewontestestsin the

language they use to teach in thelassroomsat the beginning and end of Block Rretest scores reveal that at

GKS adGFNI 2F GKS (NI A ydefvdasShelawSHe QiKiSuiHee! réndaaNgP QrixiPdzY | y
teachers. Howeveiit should be noted thathe scores of Afrikaans, English, and IP isiXhosa teafetieaiose to



the 70%target pass rate (ranged froi81%66%), whereasthe scoreof FPisiXhosa teacher(35%) watar below.

Posttest scoes reveal that the curriculum knowledge of FP teachers impréwmedll language grougsy an

average ob percentage points after the trainintp contrast,Intermediate Phaséeachers made no

improvements tatheir posttest scoreswvith the exception of amall group ofPAfrikaans teacherdn regards to
language proficiencyFP and IReachers failed taneet the minimum standardrindings suggest that teachers

could not read or write at the level of a Grade 7 leari@nce again, Afrikaans and EngliSHt OK SNAR Q & O2 N.
close to the 70% pass rate (68¥d 65% respectively) btiie performance ofsiXhosa teacher@8% in the FP

and 58% in the IR$ cause for concerihile the report suggests many areas of improvement for all teachers, FP
isiXhosa tachers should be given special attention as their levels of curriculum knowledge and language
proficiency are alarmingly low.

Chapter fivdnvestigated ¢ [ L Q& A YLI Ol 2y & OtkeparficipdntS i hé sedoidipriddipal O S & @
course (4 pmcipals) and about one third of the participants in each of the four curriculumsesubetween 13

18 teachers) wereisited three months aftecompleting the trainingC 2 NJ 4 KS LINAY OA LI f Q& O2
conductedan interviewwith the principal, aalyzed school documents, and made brief observations at the

school! f 1 K2dzZK Ad0 Aa OSNE RAFFAOdAZ G (2 20GFAY | @IfAR
visit, results suggest that management practices varied widely in the four schodIschool functionality ranged

from excellent to poor. All principals reported that they had begun to implement changes since completing the
course. These changes included making curriculum plans, improving communication amongsidstégtussing
expectations revising school policies, building relationships with the commuinitgrovingmanagement

procedures, as well as stimulating pedagogic discussions at séltdlok same time, pncipals also disclosed that
some of the biggest curriculum management issues they face at their schools are unresolved. On the whole, the
principal course has sparked a tidtplansthat shouldcontribute to theimprovement ofthe quality of education

in participating schools. However, itpsssible that theplannedchanges do not address the most problematic

and pressing issues facing the scharathat principals are not equipped to effect them properTfhe follow up

visit next year will help to answehis questiorand will provide a better idea of what has changed at the school.

For the curriculum courses, fieldwork entailed an interview with the participating teacher and the analyss of
books of the best learner in the class of the intervievteacher.Learner book results show thdespite the

training, there is too little writing happening in the classrooms. On average, learners write between oachaitfd
timesand three times a week whereas thelgould be writing every day. Of the fourwrses learners write the

most in FP where they complete 110 pages a yeand write the leasin IP languagewhere theyonly complete

58 pages a year. The quantity of writing also varies drastically amongst the schools. In FP literacy and numeracy,
somelearners write three times as many pages as learners in other schools over the course of the year. In IP
language, some learners write four times as much and in IP maths they write six timeslaass learners in

other schools.

Curriculum coverage issa@ a cause for concern. In literacy and langu#ige majority of written work covers
language structures which includes phonics, grammar, and vocabulary. Learners are giteendepportunities

to do their ownextendedwriting or answer comprehensiorugstions.In the Foundation Phase, more than half of
the learners had not written a single paragraph in the entire et in the Intermediate Phase, more than half

of the learners had written 2 paragraphs or less. In additiba,vast majority of bookshow no evidence of
learnersengaging in the writing process or working with Aemtual items such as tables, graphs, diagrams, or
mindmaps.In FPnumeracy andPmaths, learners notebooks are filled with exercises covering Learning Outcome
1 (LO1)numbes and number relationshipsyhile the other foun.Osare greatlyneglected. Even thougloficy
dictates that only55% of the time in numeracy and 40% of the time in maths should be spent in LO 1, the study

6



found that 85% of thevritten exercises imumeracy and75%in maths covered LO In numeracy, LO 3 (space
and shape) and LO 5 (data hand)invere particularly neglected while in maths, LO 2 (patterns, functions, and
algebra), LO 3, and LO 5 received very little attention. Findings also suggesathats are passing from grade
to grade with significant knowledge gaps, as teachers in all schools tend to ignore the same topics.

Regarding impact on classroom practices, all teachers reported that the CTLI course had helped to improve their
content knavledge as well as their teaching practice. Teachers who had attended the FP numeracy course and IP
YIiKa O2dzNBES FStid Y2NB aidNery3Ifte lFozdzi GKS O2dz2NESQa
language coursd=P literacy and IP language teachers mostly noted having implemented reading methodologies
and improved their use of resources as a result of the course, while FP numeracy and IP maths teachers mostly
noted implementing a practical approach to teachingl draving better explanations/strategies to teach

particular topics that may have been neglected in the pastdence from the learner books suggests that the
quantity of writing increased in IP maths, FP literacy, and slightly in FP numeracy, wherpasned low and
unaffected in IP languagét the same time, the quantity of writing did not decrease duringttime that

teacherswere away at the trainingn fact, on average learners wrote more while the substitute managed the

class. Thus,side froma few teachers who plared inadequately for their time awajearners do not seem to be
AYLI OGSR yS3araarogSte o0& GKS (SFOKSNBRQ F2dzNJ 6SS1 064!

| KFLIGSNI AAE SELX 2NBR /¢[LQ& AYLI OGO 2y LINRPFTSaarazylf
significant differencén this area Educators generally reported leaving the training feeling empowered, confident,
motivated, and some have even improved their attitusfethe subject they taught. Professional communities

have alsaeportedlysprung upand been promoted. Almost all educators were able to share what they had learnt
with other colleagues at their school and claimed they kept in contact with other educators they met at CTLI. In
the absence of any follow up support from the district, ingaluable that educators are staying connected and
supporting one anotheacross schoolsharing ideas, resourceagvice, and assistanc&hese links increase the
chances that educators will stay motivated as they implement what they |léathe trainnhgand face new

challenges in their schools.

Chapter sevestudiedpast trends in learner performance see if previous CTLI courses had made a difference in
learner achievemenfTwo types of analysis were usexs there were important limitations to éhdata we had

available¢ KS FANRG |yl feaAra YSFadz2NBR 3FAya Yl Rénindfgr (KS
schools who had received CTLI training in that particular subject for the first time within a specified period. Gains
FNRBY NEBA&aF YR aLRadé YSIEadaNBE 6SNB GKSy O2YLI NBR G2 :
had never received CTLI training in that subject. The second analysis compared the overall gains made from 2002
to 2008 in the Foundation Phase and from 2002009 in the Intermediate Phase for schools who received CTLI
training@ SNB dza a4 0K22ft a ¢K2 KIRYyQu®

Results from both analyses suggest that CTLI courses may have had a positive impact on learner performance, a:
schools that attended CTLI training coursésg SR Y2 NB A YLINE @S Y Sy (i Mdietvery a 0K
evidence suggests that learner gains may increase when a larger number of teachers attend the same training
course.In FP literacy, schools that had sent five or more teachers through the yetdues kd° liteacy course

improved their2002 to 2008 literacy scoréy 17.8%. In comparison, schools that had sent one to four teachers
improved by 13.0% and those that had sent O teachers improved by only 7.8%. In FP numeracy, schools that had
sent five omore teachers through the years to the FP numeracy course improved their 2002 to 2008 numeracy
scores by 5.0%, whereas schools that had sent one to four teachers improved by 3.4%, and schools that had sent
no teachers improved by mere0.5%. Similarly,chools that sent five or more teachers to the IP language course



improved their 2005 to 2009 scores by 6.1%, whereas schools that had sent one to four teachers improved by
2.0%, and those that had sent none decreatfeir scoreshy 0.6%Finally, schoolthat sent five or more

teachers to the IP maths course improved their 2005 to 2009 scores by 8.4%, whereas schools who sent one to
four teachers improved by 7.8%, and schabl sent none improved bgnly 3.6%.These changes are all
statistically signifiant. Although it is possible that another factorahis common to schools who sougdhdining

at CTLI is responsible for the difference in learner gaindjkeigthat the actualtrainingcourse at the very least
contributed to those gainslhe largeelative gains recorded in numeracy and mathematics for schools that sent
to CTLI is particularly significant, given the fact that provincial mean scores have hardly changed since the tests
were introduced in 2002.

Chapter eight brings together all findjs for each of the five coursaad concludes that CTLI is making a
difference at the classroom levéiurthermore, it summarizesecommendations made throughout the report
Recommendationfor CTLI courses incluth@ving a strong focus on content knowledgesecondary focus on the
Of FaaNR2yY O2yGSEGZ FYyR F 6NAST 2271 G NBtIGSR LR,
increasing reflection timéor participants and compiling course materials indchandbookIn regards to CTLI
processes, the report recommentisat the selection process SO2YS |y Ay dS3aANF £ LI NI 2
address poor performance by systematically targetirgkvschools circuit by circuit further suggestshat

district officialsbe more closely involved @TLI courseshat course evalations be administered by CTahd
suggests slight modifications to the CTLI database, course repourse evaluationgnd course tenders. Finally,
the study recommends thaertain aspects of th evaluation increase in scopad be revised to more accurately
measurethe impact of CTLI.



1 Introduction

The Cape Teachirmmd Leadership InstituteX(TLI) was established in 2002 as aseirvice training centre for

educators by the Western Cape Education Department (WCED). Its mission is to improve the quality of teaching
and learning in the Western Cape through effective teacher developnfeast exernal evaluations have shown

CTLI to be a cosfffective teacher training and development centre that is unique in South Africa. Nevertheless, it
is widely acknowledged that CTLI can play an even more central role in this process. By 2009, it wakaigreed t
G§KSNB g2dzZ R 6S 'y AyONBYSyilGlt SELIFyarzy 2F /¢[LQa
model and structure. During this critical time of transition, JET Education Services was appointed to evaluate the
processes, procedures, aimdpact of CTLI.

1.1 The evaluation

The evaluation is focused on eight questions measuring how well the programme was designed, is being
implemented, and the effect it is having on teachers and learner performance. The logic of the theory of change is
as folbws: If the right educators are selected for training and the training makes use of high quality materials and
is delivered effectively, then this will lead to improved teacher subject knowledge, improved classroom practices,
and improved professional priaces. This inurn will produce better teaching, which will ultimately result in

improved learner performance. The figure below illustrates this relationship.

FigurelY 9 @I f dzZr GA2y Qa NBaSI NOK ljdzSadAz2ya

Did this lead to
improved:
2. Are trainin
i 9 4. Teacher
materials subiect
1. Are the right relevant and kno{/vled o 7. Did this
educators - of high > % |— produce
selected for uality?
g quaity 5. Teacher better.
g N classroom teaching?
3. s the training ractices:
delivered P ’ v
effectively? 6. Teacher 8. Did this result
professional n |mpr0\;ed
practices? learning®

The scope of the evaluatiaslimited to four curriculum courses and one school management course. These
courses are Foundation Phase Literacy, Foundation Phase Numeracy, Intermediate Phase Latgynaediate
Phase Maths, and Principal as Manager of the Curriculum.

This report summarizes all findings for year 1 of the CTLI evaluation up to Decembdt 2@E)preceded by a
detailed report on teacher selection and five technical reports revigwiie course materials for the five courses;
the interested reader is referred to these repor@hapter twoin this reportexamines teacher selection for CTLI



training courses and investigates whether the right educators are sent to CTLI. Chapter okseatlthe five

courses and considers the quality of the course materials as well as the delivery of the training. Chapter four
F20dzaSa 2y /¢[LQA AYLI OG 2y (SIFOKSNJ adzo62S00G (y26tS|
and sixconsids NJ / ¢ [ L QteacHeivpakttiGed an@ t¢acher professionalisspectivelyby reviewing the

results of the fieldworkChapter seven presentwiglence of learner performance gaifs schools who were

trained through CTLFEinally, Chapter eight discussall findings and presents a list of recommendations for CTLI
courses, processes, and future evaluations.
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2 Teacher Selection

To eradicate poor performance in the province, it is essential that the right educators be identified and sent to
CTLI for trainingl'o benefit from CTLI coursesiueatorsshould display a weakness in the area they seek training.
They should come to CWith the desire to learn and a willingness to improve, not to escape from school.
assess whether the right educators were selected for training, five questions are asked in this chapter:

Who does CTLI target for training?

2 KIFG A& /¢ le@anpMddsE Ay GKS &St
Howwas the selectiomade in 2010?

Who attended training in 20107

Who should attend training at CTLI?

a bk wbdhpE

2.1 Methodology

To answer the first two questions, interviews were conducted with key staff at CTLI. Andre Lamprecht was
formally interviewedon August 16, 2010. The interview consisted of a mix of setniictured and operended
questions, which mirrored the questions asked to district coordinators. More informal conversations were also
held with Eddie Kirsten, Director of Human Capital, obantu Pasiya, Head of CTLI, especially in regards to who
is targeted for training.

To understand how the selection process was made, six district coordinators were randomly selected and
interviewed. The interviews were held between the 8" of June P10 and included three urban and three rural
districts. The names of the officials are listed in the table below.

Table 1: District officials interviewed

District Name of Coordinator
Cape Winelands | Mr. Malefo Makena
West Coast Mr. R Gildenhuis
Overberg Mr. Edgar Johannes
Metro South Ms. Curriema Daniels
Metro North Mr. G. Foster

Metro Central Ms. A. Naidoo

Finally, the CTLI database was analyzed alongside the WCED systemic test results. The CTLI database, which
records the names and schoalBparticipants who register to attend a course, was up to date as of Auglist 23

2010. The database was manipulated to use the school as the unit of analysis. It was then merged with the

2/ 95Qa aeaidSYAO GSad NBadzZ G adfmm Did Ghis Van Wyk/aRhe imivergity of ¢ K .
Stellenbosch.

2.2 Who CTLI targets for training

/ ¢ LQ& LINA2NRGE A& G2 GNIXAYy SRdzOFG2NAR FNRY GKS 6SI°
opened its doors in 2003, CTLI received a sleardate to train only the schools that performed the poorest in
the provincial systemic tests. These schools were classified as 3A and 3B schools and were found mostly in the

11



lower quintiles. However, as time went on, CTLI welcomed a more diverse gredpaztors. This group

included educators from the more privileged quintiles, including those from former white schools. While CTLI
remains committed to serve and uplift the weakest schools in the province, it also recognizes the benefits
diversity bringsThe interaction between weak and strong educators, it is argued, adds great value to the course
experience and can even be a valuable means for transformation. Rather than just filling courses with
demoralized educators from the most dysfunctional schpiisre are now also educators from higher achieving
schools that can share best practices and assure educators about what methods can work when brought back to
the classroom.

In essence, CTLI seeks to target the weakest schools in the province. Btitajnsant to expose these
educators to enriching experiences that are very different from their own, they want to maintain a mix of poor
and better performing schools.

23 #4,)0860 OI 1 A ET OEA OAI AAGEITT BHOT AAOGO
Each of the eight education districts in the B¥&rn Cape is given an equal opportunity to train their educators. As
space is limited, each district is asked to send seven educators per course. To coordinate the selection process at

the district level, CTLI coordinators are appointed in every disTrietse officials tend to be GET coordinators or
Curriculum Advisors that take on the added responsibility of liaising with CTLI.

CTLI recognizes that districts have different dynamics and is not prescriptive about how the selection of educators
should hajpen. In 2009, CTLI visited all 49 circuits to promote the institute and encouraged circuits to send their
weakest performing schools for training. At the end of September, a circular was sent to share the training course
programme for 2010 and open up thegistration process. This circular reached all WCED staff including head
office, district directors, circuit team managers, IMG managers, curriculum advisors, and all principals, and did not
specify any criteria about who should attend the training. It §tSa G KI G &G LISNE2ya Ay dSNB
courses are advised to register, via their education district®fficc 62 SaGSNY / I LIS 9 RdzOF (A
After the circular goes out, CTLI fields questions from interested participants and watg fieominations to

come in around the end of November.

CTLI assumes that districts know which schools need the training the most. They imagine that both Curriculum
Advisors and IMG managers would have recommendations to make as to who should attermbursat given

that they spend most of their time in schools and would be aware of their needs. However, this is not what
actually happens.

2.4 The selection process for 2010

Six of the eight CTLI coordinators were interviewed in April 2010 to find out how the selection was made in their
district. These districts were selected at random and included three urban and 3 rural districts. All coordinators
understood the purpose of LI and their particular role as district coordinator.

It appears that district coordinators and officials were minimally involved in the selection process. All districts
reported that nominations were predominantly made by schools and the names of estadatwarded straight

to the district coordinator. According to their estimates, teachers primarily nominated themselves in Metropole
Central and Overberg, and principals primarily nominated their teachers in Metropole South, North, and West
Coast. Verydw nominations were made at the circuit level, which only took place in two districts. However, it
should also be mentioned that Metropole North did provide some guidance to schools on who should be
nominated to attend training and Metropole South did Weithe list of names that was sent in by the schools.
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Selection criteria was only used in the three urban districts. Metropole South and North somewhat used the
Literacy and Numeracy systemic test results whereas Metropole Central focused more on e@l@atok Y RA @A R
needs as defined by IQMS. Surprisingly, only two of the six districts were aware that they were supposed to send
seven participants to each course. The two considerations that guided that final selection where that not too
many educators shdd come from one school at a time and if there were too many nominations priority was
IAPSYy (G2 GK2aS 6K2 KIFIRYyQl LINBGA2dzate | GGSYRSR (NI A

Table 2: Selectioprocess followed in the districts in 2010

District Action taken after | How naminations were Criteria used in | Aware | Percentage of
circular made the selection of educators nominated
quota- | through
7 per Self Princ. | Dist.
course
Metropole | Reminder given to | Schools made the Lit/num results | No 10% | 80% | 10%
South CTMs and CAs to | nomination. Circuitverified
forward names whether it reflected the true
needs of the school.
Metropole | Highlighted info to | Schools sent nominations t¢ Lit/numresults | Yes 0% 100% | 0%
North principals and CAs | coordinator. CAs gave
guidance. Lit/Num focus
schools given preference.
Metropole | Highlighted infoto | { OK2 2 f Q& { a ¢ { Firsttime No 90% | 10% | 0%
Central principals and nominations according to | educators and
circuits guidelines. those struggling
given
preference
Cape Highlighted Schools sent nominations t¢ None No * * 0%
Winelands | informationto coordinator.
CTMs and schools.
West None Schools made most of the | None No 25% | 70% | 5%
Coast nominations. Few were
made by some circuits.
Overberg | Highlighted Schools sent nominatiorte | None Yes 100% | 0% 0%
information to coordinator.
schools

KEYPrinc. =Principal;Dist. =District; CTM= Circuit Team Manage@A= Curriculum Advisors
NOTEThe district official was unsure of the breakdown between educators who had selected themselves for trathosgdhat had
been selected by the principadut wascertain that the districhad not played a role the selection.

District coordinators were open about the weaknesses they saw in the selection process. All coordinators
recognized that the current gthods of selection were not optimally suited to identify educators that needed the
training the most. It is clear that if schools are the ones who ultimately decide who attends training there can be
no targeting of poor performing schools. Four distriggquested that CTLI give explicit criteria to guide the
selection of teachers. However, the initial selection should not be at the school level if the criteria of Lit/Num
results is used. Overberg recommended that CTLI have quotas for target groupsgitetrethe process and
together with West Coast, Metropole South, and Metropole North suggested that circuit officials be more
involved in identifying educators belonging to these targeted groups. Both Metropole North and Central added
that information onthe content of the courses would also help district officials determine who needed to attend
which course.
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2.5 Who attended training in 2010

Given that principals and teachers were left to make the nominations and CTLI registered all educators that had
not already attended a CTLI course that year, it is important to ask who came to CTLI for training and were these
G§KS NRIKG SRdzOF G2 NBR @ / ¢[ LQa SyNRfYSyld &aLINBIFIRaKSS
to carry out the analysis. twaSNAHSR ¢AGK RIGIF FTNRY GKS 2/950a hNRA)
additional information as well as systemic test data for 2008 and 2009. The unit of analysis used was the school
even though schools did not send the same number of participantsltb@@iirses in 2010. This was done to

facilitate the comparison between schools who sent educators to CTLI (from now on referred to as CTLI schools)
and the rest of the districts and is a minor limitation of the analysis.

In this sectiorthe profile of CTLI schoolsdiscussed by examinirige districts, quintiles, edepartments, and
learnerperformance levelsFurthermore, the list of CTLI schools is checked against the list of Lit/Num schools to
determine whether schools are receividguble the training from two separate projects.

2.5.1 The profile of CTLI schools

Enrolment figures for CTLI courses in 2010 revealed that 80% of the schools who attended training came from the
three most privileged quintiles, particularly Quintile 4. Schewdse predominantly from theirban districts,

where schools tend to be more privileged than in the hamgas. With the exception of thre@uintile 1 schools

and eighteerQuintile 2 schools, there are no Quintile 1 or 2 schools in the urban parts ofdkepe. The

majority of Quintile 1 and 2 schools lie in Cape Winelands and Eden and Central Karoo, which are very much
underrepresented at CTLI. CTLI is receiving mostly former coloured s¢H@H) as their numbers are greatest
inthe province,and®® F2NXYSNJ 6 KAGS aOK22ftad ¢KA&a FTAYRAY3I ¢2dA
weaker schools. However, three quarters of the HOR schools that attend training at CTLI are from Quintile 4 and
5. The reason is that the HOR schools coming from tharudistricts are the more privileged oné&ar further
information and discussion on the breakdown of district, quintile, andepartments, see pages10 of the CTLI
Teacher Selection Repgrtepared in September 2010.

The profile of schools thatatgeR G NF Ay Ay 3 |G /¢[ L R2S&a y244 asSsSy G2 O
schools. To reverse this trend it will be important to understand why the urban schools show greater interest in
attending courses at CTLI and what may keep rural schoolsdppiging. Although we can only speculate ,

possible reasons are discussed below. Staff at CTLI have mentioned that one of the biggest challenges for
educators is to find a suitable substitute to replace them, which is especially problematic in thereasallathis

is truly the case, the WCED may have to consider ways of ensuring suitable substitute teachers exist for the
schools that need to attend training. Another contributing factor may be the distance between the rural schools
and the institute, with could be remedied by decentralizing key courses to rural angaeedof training.

Reflecting back on the responses given by the district coordinators, it seems likely that urban districts may have
been more involved in the selection process, whichulddhave resulted in a greater number of schools coming

from these areas. Metropole South also mentioned that a greater awareness of Lit Num results in their schools
has contributed to a greater number of teachers being willing to enrol in training colidssther there is less of

a focus on Lit Num results in rural districts would have to be investigated. Overberg did offer a reason why so few
educators applied from this district. Apparently district staff have a difficult time advocating for CTLI kedhey

little about its impact and many teachers have negative perceptions about other WCED experiences. Rather than
waiting for word of mouth to spread the message among teachers about the value of attending courses at CTLI,
the WCED may want to consideponting a proactive advocacy strategy.
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Finally, if one considers that principals are the ones making the nominations, it would make sense that the
greatest number of schools at CTLI would end up being those that have principals that take initiatile¥ to or
improve the quality of teaching and learning in their schools. In other words, this would be the Quintile 4 schools
who we know are located mostly in Metropole South, East, Central, and North. Quintile 1 and 2 schools tend to
be more dysfunctionaface many problems in addition to poor teacher subject knowledge, and have less access
to email, which is how the CTLI circular is distributed. For all of these reasons, one cannot expect principals from
Quintile 1 and 2 schools to put forth as many noations as more organized schools. Without a mechanism to
target the weak schools, this situation will continue to repeat itself.

2.5.2 Breakdown by performance

This next section investigates whether educators from the weakest schools are attending the rigescatu

/I ¢[LP ¢2 OFNNEB 2dzi GKAA lFylfearas RFEGFE FNRBY GKS 27/
we examined the 2008 Grade 3 Literacy results for schools that had educators that attended the 2010 Literacy
course and the Grade 3 Naracy results for those who had educators that attended the 2010 Numeracy course.
Similarly, in the Intermediate Phase, we examined the 2009 Grade 6 language results for those schools who sent
teachers to the 2010 Language course and the Grade 6 mathssrémuthose who attended the 2010 Maths

course. To ascertain whether the right schools were attending the 2010 school management courses offered, we
examined a combined average of the Grade 3 and Grade 6 test results as there is no test on school em@nagem
The overall performance of the school is thus used as a proxy for schools who would need to receive support in
the area of school management. For the analysis, schools were grouped together according to their scores and
the performance of CTLI schealas compared to the performance of the province as a whole.

The graphs that follow show the percentage of CTLI schools that achieved certain marks versus the percentage o
schools in the province who achieved the same marks. If the schools that etteraining at CTLI had been

chosen at random from the province, one would expect an equal percentage of weak, average, and above
average schools to have come to CTLI. In other words, the trend lines for performance of CTLI schools and the
provincewouldh @S 06SSy (KS alkyYS® DAGSY /¢[LQa LRfAOE G2 F
greater percentage of weaker schools in CTLI in comparison to their numbers in the province. In other words, the
score distribution for CTLI schools should hitesth to the left, if the schools that most needed training were

being targeted.

FP Literacy The majority of schools in the province score betweer68% on the test, which is just below the
provincial average score of 72%. The greatest percentage &2 2 f & | G 0 Sy RAyYy 3 / ¢[ LQa Ct
come from this group. There is a slightly greater percentage of weaker schools at CTLI when compared to the
province, 1% more that score below 50% and 2% more that score betwe®@%0There is also proparhally

fewer strong schools at CTLI than in the province, which decreases with higher performance. There are 2% fewer
schools that score between 708%, 6% fewer that score between-80%, and 9% fewer that score above 90%.
Although most of the schools dermed around the average, overall a slightly greater percentage of weak

schools enrolled in the course and a smaller percentage of strong schools attended.
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FP Literacy Course

50%

» 45% /\ 3

S 40% ™

AN

5 30% / ’\\

ey 4

g //

= 20% \\k

8 15% /

8 10% \%-7
5% /
0% T T T T |¥\

<50% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89% >90%
Score on Gr3 Literacy test g CTLI

e=jil== Province

*CTLI n= 97, Provinece 1066

FP NumeracyThe majority of schools in the provin(&7%) score between 254% on the test, which is well

below the provincial average score of 42.7%. However, the greatest percentage of schools attending the
Numeracy course (34%) performed much better, scoring betweefd8b. CTLI also received more schabat
performed a little below and above average relative to their numbers in the population. There are 3% more
schools that scored between 2% as well as 3% more schools that scored betweesvds. A smaller
percentage of the weakest two tiers of sihis and the strongest two tiers attended training at CTLI. All in all, the
weaker performing schools were not favoured at the training.
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IP_Languag€efhemajority of schools at CTLI (44%) and in the province (34%) score around the provincial average
on the test of 58.6%. However, the proportion that attend training at CTLI is greater than the proportion that
exists in the province by 10%. Similarly, thisra greater percentage of schools that perform just below average

at CTLI (27%) than in the province (19%), meaning that the slightly weaker schools were also favoured. There
were disproportionally less schools that performed above average, betwe&9®Dand well above the average,
above 70%. Thus, while the largest group of schools that attended Language training at CTLI scored around the
average, the slightly weaker schools were favoured and the stronger schools were disfavoured.
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IP_Maths This graph is very different from the others examined above, and it is strongly skewed towards the
stronger schools. More than half of the schools in the province are scoring below average, 30% score between 30
39% on theest, 26% score between 28%, and 4% score below 20%. However, hardly any of these poor
performing schools attended the CTLI IP Maths course. Only 1% of the schools came from the two weakest group
and 8% came from those scoring just below average. Tdjerity of schools that attended training at CTLI (41%)
scored between 569%, or 10 to 19% points higher than the average. These are clearly the ones not in most need
of training, and they correspond to a small minority (9%) of the overall provincialgtagpu The crucial part of

the population, which is really struggling with Mathematics, is being missed.
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School ManagementThe majority of schoolattending school management courses at CTLI (39%) have a
combined score on the Grade 3 and Grade 6 test that falls around the average of the province. Moreover, they
are disproportionately represented in CTLI relative to their numbers in the populatboofs that score above
average are also being disproportionately favoured. There are 9% more schools that scored betvs8ét &td

6% more schools that scored between®&@%o at CTLI. All in all, close to half of the schools (51%) at the training
represeri the stronger schools in the province. In comparison, even though 29% of the schools score significantly
below the provincial average (between-30% on the two tests), these weak schools only make up 8% of the
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schools that attend training at CTLI. Ongaia, the averag@erforming and highperforming schools are being
disproportionately favoured.
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In summary, the current selection process is mainly attracting the schools that are performing on or above
averageand is largely missing the weakest performing schools. In the case of the IP Maths course and to a smalle
extent the School Management courses, it is actually the strongest schools who are being favoured and are
receiving training. When we disaggregale tdata and look at what is happening at the level of the district, we fid
that a few districts do favour the weakest schools some of the time, but it is not consistently done by any district.
For example, based on the interview data, Metropole South chald been expected to disproportionately send
the weakest schools to CTLI. Although it was still the principals who made the nominations, the district
coordinator claimed that the circuit teams verified these nominations to reflect the true needs ottioels and
support schools with low Lit/Num results. While the schools that were sent to the FP Literacy course were
disproportionately the weakest schools and most closely resemble what CTLI would like to see for all of its
courses, the schools sent toghP Maths course and School Management courses were digspiagaiely the
strongest ones.
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2.5.3 Overlap with Literacy/Numeracy Intervention schools

Another training strategy being implemented by the WCED to raise the Literacy and Numeracy results in the
province is known as the Literacy/Numeracy Intervention. Two hundred and fifty schools are currently
participaing in the programme. Every education district chose about 31 functional schools, which consisted of
weak, average, and a few strong schools. The training model consists of intensive training dodg@aschool
support for 1 teacher per grade per ledng area (literacy and numeracy) per school. The intention is for the lead
teacher that attends the training and receives the support to pass on the knowledge to the rest of the teachers in
his/her grade. In 2009, half of the Lit/Num schools receivedhingiin Numeracy/Maths while the other half

received training in Literacy/Language. In 2010 the schools switched. Those that had received Numeracy/Maths
training the previous year received Literacy/Language and vice versa.

Given the amount of support tlee schools are receiving, it is important to ascertain how many are also sending
teachers to Literacy/Language and Numeracy/Maths courses at CTLI. Doubling up on training can be problematic
if the two training programmes do not necessarily align with onetler and can lead to training overload. An
analysis of the data shows that 75 Lit/Num schools, or close to one third (30%), also attended training at CTLI in
2010. This overlap occurred in all the districts, but was especially pronounced in MetroppIBld&th, and

South. Thirteen schools received literacy/language training from CTLI and the Lit/Num intervention in the same
year, and 27 schools received CTLI training one year after they had received it from Lit/Num. Similarly, 9 schools
received Numerey/Maths training from CTLI and Lit/Num the same year, and 20 schools received CTLI training
the year after. Also, 36 schools or close to half (48%) attended a School Management course, as part of the
Lit/Num Intervention. Considering the investment thep@etment makes through its Lit/Num and CTLI training, it

is essential to examine further whether these two training programmes detract-enferce one another. If they

do re-enforce one another, it should be considered whether the added value of attgrileother training

programme is worth the cost.

2.6 Who should attend CTLI training?

CTLI is already aware that they are not necessarily receiving the weakest schools at their training courses and
would like to rethink which schools need to be targeted amolw this process can be carried out.
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2.6.1 Should enrolment be limited to the poorest quintiles?

One of the ideas put forth is to only allow Quintilkd Echools at CTLI, since they tend to be poorest performers in
the systemTable 6 belowwhich depicts pedrmance according to quintile, shows that the systemic test results
for the three lowest quintiles are indeed significantly below the provincial aveisggethe figures highlighted in
red).

Table 3 Performance on the 2008 and 2009 Systemic Test acoptdiQuintile

Grade 32008 Grade 62009
No of No of
Quintile | schools Literacy Numeracy | schools Language Maths
1 230 66.8 31.9 216 50.7 315
2 105 67.3 35.6 99 51.9 32.3
3 176 66.3 34.6 173 50.9 29.6
4 251 68.8 40.8 246 56.6 37.4
5 304 83.6 59.5 299 73.1 57.2
Total 1066 72.0 42.7 1039 58.6 40.0

However, if the data is disaggregated by education district, one will find that in five of the eight districts, some
Quintile 4 schools perform just as poorly aswmetimes even worse than their Quintile 1, 2, and 3 counterparts.

If we take the example of Eden and Central Karoo (Table 7), one can see that Quintile 4 schools fare worse than
Quintile 3 schools in Literacy, and marginally better than Quintile 3 sslim®dumeracy, Language, and Maths

(but still, very far from the Quintile 5 schools). The situation looks quite similar in the West Coast, where Quintile
4 schools fare worse than Quintile 2 schools in Literacy, marginally better in Numeracy and Laagdiage,

actually the poorest performers out of all the quintiles in Maths. If CTLI chooses to go this route, certain weak
performing Quintile 4 schools will undoubtedly be missed, especially in the rural districts.

Table 4 Poor Quintile 4 performance two districts

Gr3 Gr3 No. of Gr6 Gré6 No. of

District | Quintile Literacy Numeracy | schools language | Maths schools
[ 1 67.5 32.0 71 51.6 32.0 66
5 2 64.3 334 28 48.1 26.3 28
© 3 71.4 35.9 23 56.6 31.0 23
8, |4 68.8 39.1 21 58.3 34.2 21
é % 5 88.5 69.0 24 77.0 64.7 24
W x| District Aig 70.7 39.0 167 56.3 36.0 162
1 68.8 37.0 51 54.3 36.7 48
2 72.9 41.2 15 56.8 38.1 14
2 |3 71.3 34.4 7 56.8 36.6 6
8 4 71.9 42.3 23 57.0 34.2 23
2 |5 87.4 71.1 20 75.2 64.1 19
= District Arg. 73.3 44.3 116 58.9 41.1 110
Provincial Arg. 72.0 42.7 1066 58.6 40.0 1034
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2.6.2 A systematic approach to teacher selection

Rather than using Quintiles to identify and target weak performing schools, a more systematic approach should
be used for the selection process. We recommend that CTLI first concentrate on the weakest performing districts
and target the weak schools cirtiiy circuit. Together with the department, CTLI must decide how it will define

G Sl | ¢ -whetieritwill gfer to those schools who score below the provincial average, those who fall into
0KS ay2i0 | OKAS@SR¢ 2 NJ & LI sNaelaw 50% @én the §ysteinis @8)Rot thogelwiidh 2 y |-
score below 40%.

All targeted weak schools should be personally encouraged to attend the relevant courses and individually
followed up on. Principals should not be asked to nominate just the wesdashers in the school. It is very

important that the HOD also accompany them to the course, as weak teachers will have trouble returning to their
schools and addressing their seniors to say that things must be done differently (as they have pointatint in
course evaluation forms). The Curriculum Advisors and IMG Managers responsible for those targeted schools in a
given circuit also need to attend at least some of the fragnto be on the same page with schools that are trying

to transform their pactice and be able to support them once the training is complete. Even though district

officials are always welcomed to attend courses at CTLI, without targeting them specifically, only 3 district officials
came in 2010. Furthermore, we know that it candyeblematic for schools to be receiving different and even
contradictory information from the district and CTLI about how they should be doing things. If CTLI is going to
make a lasting impact, this potential source of conflict needs to be eliminatisdalko suggested that the

weakest schools send several teachers and school leaders at a time so that the culture of the school can be
addressed. If these targeted schools do not accept to attend training, reasons should be followed up on but no
school shald be forced to come to CTLI. Training is likely to have little value to those that are there against their
will and may negatively impact other participants attending the course.

As we also see the value of mixing schools from different ssmmomic ad geographical backgrounds, CTLI can
offer a limited number of places to high performing schools within targeted circuits and can mix three or four
geographically distinct districts together for the training.

The advantages of using this method are mafdtd and include:

1. A systematic approach to selection will ensure that all struggling schools in all parts of the province are
covered;

2. Ensures weakest schools are targeted while leaving room for better performing schools to attend;

Will strengthen and emower the circuit teams to know who are the weakest schools and support them;

4. Allows teachers to interact with other teachers in nearby schools and build constructive relationships.
Teachers from the same circuit are likely to face similar contextuakciggs and can share specific
az2fdziaz2ya Fo2dzi oKFG KFra ¢g2NJSR YR gKIG KFayQi
FdzNIKSNJ adzLILI2 NI SFOK 20KSNJAYy (GKS GNI yATF2NXYIEGA2

5. Allows teachers to interact with other teachers fromfelient geographical and socgconomical
backgrounds. The diverse experiences can help teachers realize what is actually possible to do in schools

6. There is greater potential for enduring change when a group of individuals are brought together under
the same goal and can motivate each other. In this case, the group consists of circuit officials, school
leaders, lead teachers as well as weak teachers all from the same circuit.

w

Implementing this new selection process will require much greater coordimédween CTLI, the districts, and
its circuit teams. While it will be difficult to set in motion, it is essential that CTLI work closely with the
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department to maximize the impact they can make in the province. At the moment there is little alignment
between the two groups and the potential of CTLI is not being realized. To bring the district on board, a mandate
from the top will have to be issued. The relevant circuit officials will need to liaise with the identified weak
schools to encourage them to enrio CTLI, follow up on their enrolment, attend the course with them, and

provide support after the training. It is best that CTLI take responsibility for develophygar plan specifying

which circuits and schools they intend to target that can themperationalized by the districts.

One very important question thateeds to be asked is what type of schools are best suited to attend and benefit
from the training at CTLI? Currently, CTLI receives schools that perform around the average on theahitieracy
Numeracy systemic tests. Is the impact of the training course greatest for teachers coming from average schools?
Will it have an impact on the weakest schools in the system, or do these schools first need a different kind of
support altogether? An ingct analysis is essential to answer these questions, which will have significant
ramifications on the direction CTLI chooses to take.

2.6.3 More Numeracy, Maths, and Intermediate Phase educators

Table 8 belowshows the number of schools that failed, or scoretblv 50%, on the Grade 3 Literacy, Grade 3
Numeracy, Grade 6 Language, and Grade 6 Maths test. It is apparent that the greatest number of schools struggle
with Numeracy and Maths. There are 769 schools (72%) that score below 50% in Numeracy and 79373éhpols

in Maths. These struggling schools can be found in all districts, although there is a smaller percentage in
Metropole Central (58% in Numeracy and 66% in Maths) and a greater one in Cape Winelands and Eden and
Central Karoo (81% and 78% in Numeraay 83% and 84% in Maths respectively). In comparison, only 24

schools (2%) in the whole province fail the Grade 3 Literacy test and 281 (27%) fail the Grade 6 Language test.
Another interesting finding is that learners in the Intermediate Phase fare wordsenguage and Maths when
compared to the Foundation Phase. However, at the moment CTLI offers 3 courses for each learning area in the
Foundation Phase, and only 2 in the Intermediate Phase. Based on these numbers, CTLI should consider whethe
it is posible to increase the number of courses in Numeracy, Maths, and the Intermediate Phase, since it is where
most of the improvement needs to be made.

Table 5 Nunber of schools who score beld®@% in the Systemic Tests

Schools that failed Schools that failed

No. of 2008Grade 3test No. of 2009Grade 6test
District schools Literacy | Numeracy| schools | Language Maths
Cape Winelands 213 8 172 198 72 164
Eden and Central Karg 167 7 130 162 54 136
Metropole Central 147 0 85 146 20 96
Metropole East 87 2 63 89 31 68
Metropole North 133 2 87 127 37 93
Metropole South 140 2 102 140 35 97
Overberg 63 0 50 62 7 51
West Coast 116 3 80 110 20 83
Total 1066 24 769 1034 281 793

*5 schools in the province were excluded from the Gradedallts as information was not available.

2.7 Summary of results
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charge of identifying their weak schools and principals are being given theedioonominate their teachers for




training. The CTLI circular is also misleading and may be contributing to the problem. It reaches all school
principals via email as well as district and provincial staff, opens registration to all who are interestddeand
not specify any quota or criteria that need to be followed. Based on this process, one can expect that principals in
more or less functional schools, who take initiative and have reliable access to internet, would be the ones

sending the majority oéducators to CTLI.

An analysis of the enrolment figures for 2010 reveals that it was in fact schools from the most privileged quintiles
that made up the majority at CTLI. They came predominantly from the urban districts and scored around the
provincial aerage on the systemic tests (with the exception of educators in the IP Maths course). Weak and very
weak schools are being missed and will continue to be ungl@resented at CTLI until an effective mechanism
exists to target them directly for training.

The following recommendations are made:

1 Systematic process for targeting weak schools circuit by circuit, which is @@lbyand the Provincial
office;
1 Increase the number of Numeracy and Maths courses offered, as well as the nahtbwrmediate

Pha® courses;
i1 To facilitate analysis, it is recommended that participants write the EMIS numbers in their registration

forms and capture it on the CTLI database.
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3 Quality of the t raining courses

In 2010, CTLI offered 38 courses to teachers and schatdrethroughout the Western Cape province. Eight of
these courses covered Numeracy, Literacy, or Life Skills in the FoundationFPjpsi&covered Maths,

Language, Natural Sciences, or Environmental Education in the Intermediate()dser covered Reading,

Maths, or Technology in the Senior Ph§SP) and twentycovered school management topics including the roles

of the principal, deputy principal, and HOD, aspiring school leaders, induction courses, School Management Tean
training, and aourse focused on womeim addition to these training courseCTLhRIso hosted a number of

education conferences attended by up to 1,000 educators.

Given the span of course offerings, the scope in this study was limited to four curriculum courseschndll
management course considered key in improving learner performance. These courses are:

FP Literacy;

FP Numeracy;

IP Language;

IP Maths; and

Principal as Managef the Curriculum.

The study made two assumptions abdrgining elements thatvould improveteaching and investigated them for
each course. Thguestions it sought to answer were:

1. Did the training course make use of relevant, high quality materials?
2. Was the training delivered effectively?

3.1 Methodology

To investigate the first questiorexperts were commissioned to review the course material®vbtuate the
effectiveness of deliveryf I OA £ A G | (i 2pddicpantNgedback énid kfdryial tFaining observations were
used

3.1.1 Review of the course materials

Three experts in the arsaf Maths, Language, and School Management were chosesview the training
materials (efer to the appendix for background information on the reviewers). Heshreceivedthe tender
document specifying the course requirements, the facilitators géwdehe course and thematerial given to
participants The reviewers followed a framework which looked at the content of the training materials, the
instructiond design, time allocationsipproach to teaching and learning, as well as the edipcmical report
was produced for each coursad a summary table can be found in the appendix.

The material review was problematic feariousreasons. Some of thmaterial was not ready in July to be given

to the course reviewergcluding the coursprogrammes, facilitatd? guide,andBlock 2 materialMoreover,

because the material is not compiled into a single handbtae were numerous complications in obtainialy

of thematerial in the order thaparticipants receivedt. It appears that many of the service providers do not

provide CTLI with an additional copy of the material that can be used for the evaluation. Consequently, CTLI staff
had to photocopy and collate hundred§pages introducing yet another element of eriato the review.
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Reviewers analysed armttew conclusions based on the materials they were given. However, we cascertain

the extent to which the conterd reviewed actually represetite contentcovered in the course.

The table below details what wasviewed for each of the courses and highlights any particular problems

experienced.

Table6: Materials reviewed for CTLI training courses

Course | Material reviewed Comments

FP Lit Block 1 Gourse programmefor Block 1 and 2, as well as all the material

for Block 2 were not available at the time of the review.

FP Num | Block 1, Block,2 Course programmes for Block 1 as well as the facilitator guide
course programme | not made available.

Block 2

IP Lang | Block 1 The course programme for Block 1 and 2weell as all the materia|

for Block 2 were not available at the time of the review.

IP Maths | Block 1, Block,2 Course programme for Blockas not made availablée S R A
courseprogramme | haveall the content forBlock 2 at first, bumanaged to get iin
Block 1 time after some effort.

Principal | Handouts, Material arrived as loose pages and was organized by JET acc
FI OAf A G {1 tothe course programme and facilitator guide. We notitieal
course programme, | some of the items were dad 2008 and could not ascertain
overhead whether we had the correct, updated versionBurthermore, some
transparencies of the material listed in the course programme could not be fibu

among the content we receivddy R LJ- NI A OA LJ y i
revealed that more information was covered in the couttsan
was referenced in the course documents.

Another question that surfaced during the brief, informal observations of the training was the use of the materials
in the actual coursdt is not clear how the materials were used in the Numeracylaths course.

3.1.2 Delivery of the training

To assess how well the training was deliveredadeas obtained from the courgerovider@course reporf from

0 KS LJ NI g avalliationsifm dterviews with a small sample of participhatd three months after
the course and brief obsevations of the training. All courseproviders submitted reports after the completion of
each courseAlthough quality aried signifiantly, course reportgienerally recountedietailsof the training,
challenges, highlights, and recommendati@mshow to improve the course.

Course evaluations were also obtained from CTLI on the final day of tratovwgver, not all questionnaires
werS RSt AGSNBR (G2 /¢[ L Ay GKS FANROG LI me&the ! & A
questionnaire to theparticipants, it ippossiblethat some forms containing negative remaskesre discardedIn
the future we recommend that CTLI dtafiminister all course evaluations &nsure tley receiveall reviews All
questionnaires receivefbr this studywere captured into Ecel and incorporated into the analysis.

A a

Interviews wereconductedwith about a third of the participants ione cohortof each course. School visits took
place at the end of Octier and beginning of November, three months after completion ofttaaing.For more
informationon the fieldwork andparticipatingeducators, please refer tGhapter 5, pages 63b.
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Finally, brief observations of the training took place for thd_E&racy, FP Numeracy, IP Language, andatRsV
courses. Observations were made on the afternoon of the first day of Block 2 and lasted about 30 minutes. As
most of the courses split up inttwo parallelsections, both facilitators were observed teaching. There was no
formal process or structure used to make the observations. Experienced fieldworkers recorded what they saw.

3.2 Results

3.2.1 Foundation Phase Literacy

TheFPLiteracy Course B4 week course which is broken up into two training bloBksck 1 is held early in the
year and Block 2 is held towards the middfehe yearallowingparticipants to return to the classom in
between. In accordancewith ¢ [ L Qa Yy S g (i ND thaifidrs/n@re appoRited t@ develbpland present
the material for the course-owever,only one set of materialaas developedor FPliteracy andPlanguage
teachers. As a result of tfeedback fromBlock 1 CTLI decided to enlist service providersdeist in the delivery
of Block 2 and supplement materials to make the course more practical.

Four Modules were covered in Block 1
1 The importance of literacy;
1 Policies, principles, programmes, people for effective literacy and language develgpment
1 Foundhtions for learning and the balanced language prograrmamgl
1 Methodologies of a balanced language programme

In Block 2 six Modules were covered
i Literacy across the curriculum;
Phonemic awareness;
Strategies to enhance language instructieh®w to evaluate LTSM,;
Inclusive classroom practice;
Recognising reading problemkarning styles;
Planning for assessment in the Foundation Phase.

= =4 4 4 =

Training materials
Only Block 1 course material wagaluated for this report, as material for Block 2 was notaxetilable. Overall,
the materials received a rating of 3.0 aift5.0, meaning it wasatisfactory foFPliteracy teachers.

Themainstrength of the material is that it ideiited one important areahow to put into practice a balanced
literacy programme, andsedgood materids that deal with the topic insufficient depth and detail to have an
impact on practiceAt the same time, thenaterial largely déves from READ Education Trasdit is posgble
that many teacherswvould find this training redundant as theye already implementing these reading
methodologies effectivelin their schoolsNevertheless, the material has been generally weBigned and well
edited. The training manual is logilyesequenced and the materials are-ialtlusive Active learning is promoted
through the materialsalthough some activities are not we&lbnceptualized.

The coursematerial also exhiba number of weaknesses. Too much time is spent introducingalenced
language approach and relating @ policy (Module 13), and bo little time is spentearning about the actual
approach(Module 4) Moreover, hetone tends to bedirective, didactic and bureaucratimstead of engaging
andinvolvingteachersit has thepotential effect of dsengaging and distancing thefhis also offers limited
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opportunities for reflection and contains no assignments or assessmenitsiore information on the material
review, please refer tahe appendixor the O 2 dzN@&chiQai report

Facilitator®? FSSRo6 I O]
Several course reports were written for tié@Literacy courseThe table below summariz&sl OA f A G| (2 NB Q

comments on theelements of the training that worked well artikdose that were challengindt should be noted
that a few elements that worked poorly in Block 1 were amended for Block 2.

Table7: Training éements that worked ad were challengingccording tahe FP Literacyacilitators

Elements thatworked well Elements that were challengip

i Participants appreciated training on work i Facilitators and CTkeceived the course materie
schedules and lesson plans from department late Friday afternoon prior to the start of class.
officials. i Participants nevereceivel the dailycourse

1 Demonstration lesson with learners. programmes.

1 Good participation and interaction. i Participants were not given the READ handboc

1 Teaching the Balanced Language Approach detailing the methodologies of the Balanced
methodologies. Language pproach.

{1 Training was bo theoretical, not practical.

1 Some participants were from READ schools ar
already familiar with methodologies.

i Different facilitation styles and activities done ir
the two parallelgroups, disadvantaging one.

1 Different language groups naccommodated

Focus was too narrovonly covered reading.

{1 Using the same manual as the IP (some exam|
and case studies not relevant for the FP).

Block 1
=

i Participant groups exposed to both facilitators.| { Issues with JET testinganslation and

1 With the exception of concepts not part of administration
coursematerials, teachers expectations were |  Different languages still not accommodated.
met.

1 More practical workhan in Block 1
1 High patrticipation.
9 Phonics content.

Block 2

NOTE: Block reports submitted by N. Mgobozi, M. Benn, B. Goethang N. Nyamza. Blockr@port submitted by N. Mgobozi

Participant€¥eedback

Participant Q NBalLl2yasS G2 GKS (GN}YAYyAy3 ¢l aswel asitdrviewsS R 0 K NP
conducted three months after completing the courdéshould be noted that according to CTLI staff, 14 course
evaluations were missing. Overall, participants were overwhelmingly poattivet the courselt is interesting to

note that whileratings do not indicate that language was an issubéncourse, in the open commesection of

the evaluation 12 participants (26%) requested the training/materials Bdrikaans or isiXhosa
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Table8: Quality of the FP Literacy Block 2 training session according to course evaluations

Srongly

agree Agree Disagree | n
Presenters well prepared and delivemaseffective 59% 41% 0% 46
Facilitators and presentergere professional in all they did 62% 38% 0% 45
Adequate informatiorwasdisseminated on each topic 52% 48% 0% 44
Adequate timewasspent on all topics 51% 47% 2% 45
Materials and handoute/ere adequate 57% 43% 0% 46
Group and plenary sessiongre well-managed 52% 48% 0% 46
Presentersand facilitators accomodated all language group; 49% 49% 2% 45
Expectations of workshopere met 47% 53% 0% 45
My understanding of theurriculum has improved 44% 56% 0% 45

The top three highlights, future training needs, and aspects of the course that require improvement are
presented in the table below.

Table9: Top three lighlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in the FP Literacy
course

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement

1 Learning barriers2Q) 1 Xhosa training/phonics (6) 1 End day earlierd)

1 Assessmentl{) 1 CAPS/English FAL (5) 1 Language (6)

1 Phonics and spelling.g) 1 Numeracy/life skills (4) 1 Demo lessons (4)

Note: Number of teachersvho made he comment appearms parenthesis

Three months after théraining, fifteen FPteacherswereinterviewedabout the courseSeven rated the FP

Literacy Course agxcelleng, 6 asigood, and 2 asaveragé. They also féimore stronglyl 6 2 dziT G KS O2 d:
effect on theirteaching practice (11 strongly agreed) as opposed to their content knowledge (8 strongly agreed)
GKAOK Aa Ay fAYyS gA0K (KS O®MaeNGashkallof thexedadmsrs aBymam&i RA Y
topics for which they would like to receive more support. Phonics was memtibpealmost all of the teachers

followed bythe teachingof reading and writing. When asked to rate the quality of doairsematerials, 4 rated

them dvery good, 10 ratedthem dgoock, and 1 rated itaveragé. All have referred back to their materials since

their return to the classroom and almost all teachers (12) find them to be very useful.

Training observations

A little over half an hour was spent observing the FPliteracy groups on thérst afternoon of Block 2. Despite

the brief amount of timespent in the training, it was evident that language issues were a problem in the course.
The pace of the class was moving quickly and it became clear that a table Miithsigispeakers was struggling to

keep up. As a whole, they participated ldsy’ (G KS Of I 44 RAa0dzaaAizy FyR RAR Y
when topics thesped through topics thedid not understandThe content of the course was also not always
pertinentto this group(e.g: English phonicsAt one point in time, arsiXhosa teacher became exasperabsd

thisand spoke out about ib the classBesides these difficulties, tlwveralllearning environment was positive,

vibrant, and participantsvere enjoying the opportunity to interact with one another.
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Conclusions

Despite the logistical difficulties and limitations of the materials, participants responded very favourably to the
course. CTLI was able to react quickly after the first blodkprove the quality of the second training session by
making the training more practical and useful for educattirappears that service providers are particularly
strong in some literacy content areas whereas WCED trainers are best suited to prelégnigsues of the
department.Until department officials acquire thequisiteknowledge to present certailiteracy topicswith skill
andconfidence, a mipf facilitators should be retained and each should teacbordingo their strengthsThe
bigges issue that surfaced was language and it is strongly recommended that the sessions be split up according tc
0 KS G S anguéade NfAL€@rnipg and Teachinl(Tl, especially for the presentation of phonics. Lastly, the
scope of the materials was largeiyited to readingwhich is onlyone of the six learning outcomes. It is essential
that the course covethe other learning outcomes witbontent that is specific to the Foundation Phase.

3.2.2 Foundation Phase Numeracy

TheFPNumeracy Course is a foweek training course which was held three times in 2®Eifilaty to the

literacy course, it was broken up itwo training sessionallowing participants to return to the classroom in
between. The training materials and course delivegre handled byhe MathematicsEdu@tion Primary
Programme (MEPP) and covered all five Learning Outcomes. Learning Outcomes were weighted according to
specifications in the National Curriculum StatemdNEShs well as the perceived needs of the teachers. Within
eachLearning Outcome, assessment standards were unpacked and problem sagintiscussed he course

also addresseglanning, assessment, use of resources, managing a classroom, and learning ipamtiensracy.

Training materials

The training materialfor both Block 1 and @ere found to be ofvery high qualityand were given a rating @f.1

out of 5 The greatest strengthfahe material is thehorough coverage of thBlC$which is very relevant and

useful forallteachers. The instructional designtbé material is also strong. Course materials are logically
sequerted, coherent, and for the bephrt alkinclusive. Provision is made for the extension of learning and
departmental documents are referenced in such a way that they further enhance Ipksaring and classroom
practice. The pacing of the mathematical content in the course materials is appropriate and pays careful attention
to progression andevelopment of concepts. Actitearning is promoted and reflection is encouraged as a way

to deepen and consolidate learning. The materials are well edited and make good use of supporting text and
graphics, although a few typos need correction.

Few weaknesses were identified that would impravean already excellent set of materialdinor suggestios
were madein the technical reporto improve the clarity and accuracy of certain topi€srmore information on
the ratings obtained by these materiafsiease refer to the table in the appendix or the technical report.

CILOAfAGIG2NARQ FSSRol O]

A 124 pageeport was written for Course 3 of thePNumeracy Course. The table below summarizes elements of
the training that worked weldndthose thatwere found to be challenging according to the facilitators who wrote
the report.
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Tablel0: Training elements that worked amekere challengingccording tahe FP Numeraciacilitators

Elements thatworked well Elements that were challenging
1 Number work (LO1) i1 Learning Support Teachemsho have different
1 The class work books (developed 48 learner needs,often dominated the onversation.
activities) 9 Barriers to learning in LO#@ldne poorlythrough
1 Demo lessons anexternal expert)
1 Measurementwork stations 1 Assignmentgould be improved.
{1 Patterns in natural and cultural artefacts i1 Proofread teacher tests and shorten in length
{1 Hands on teaching of LO3 i Teachers exposed to a lot resources that they
f Great interaction among participants cannot affordto not have access to
1 20 minutes of journal writig to reflecton class
content

Coursereports also included information on the teacher testing conducted by MBRRwverage, teachers gained
7 percentage points on theurriculumtest they wrote, scoring 76%n the posttest. Most of the gainsvere

made inLO3 Space and Shape the posttest, teachers struggled most wittD5and obtained 65% on the
section.

Participanté f@edback

The table below preseét @ KS LI NI A Gdaptilred iin th@oul&esalligtigsaParticipants were
overwhelmingly positive about thigaining, especiallyaboutthe facilitators. It is interesting to note that

participants felt least strongly about their expectations being met or having improved their understanding of the
curriculum. Two participants even disagreed that their content knowledgkitmprovedas a result of the course

It is not clear why participants gave such ratingse table that follows shows thatlarge number of teachers
thought that the content in Block 2 (LO2, LO3, and LO4) was the highlight of the course. In additibmoon
teachers thought there was graspect of the numeracy course thatuld be improved (LO4).

Tablell: Quality of the FRlumeracyBlock 2 training session according to course evaluations

Srongly

agree Agree Disagree | n
Presenters well prepared and delivemaseffective 76% 24% 0% 37
Facilitators and presentemgere professional in all they did 81% 19% 0% 37
Adequate informatiorwasdisseminated on each topic 60% 40% 0% 35
Adequate timewasspent on all topics 61% 39% 0% 36
Materials and handoute/ere adequate 67% 33% 0% 36
Group and plenary sessiongre well-managed 59% 41% 0% 37
Presenters and facilitators accomydated all language group! 57% 38% 5% 35
Expectations of workshopere met 39% 61% 0% 36
My understanding of theurriculum has improved 41% 54% 5% 35

30



Tablel2: Top three highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in tharf€acy
course

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement
1 LO4Measurement (19) i Lifeskills/Literacy training (15| 1 HODs should attend course (
1 LO3 Space and shape (18) | { Learning barriers (3) 1 Food (3)
1 LOZ2 Patterns (8) 1 Assessment (2) 1 LO4(2)
1 LO4(2)

Note: Number of teachers who made the comment is in parenthesis

ThirteenFPteachers were visited at their schools three monéiter the course. Eleven of the teachers rated the
course agexcellent and two rated it aggoock. All but one teacher strongly agreed that the course had
improved their content knowledge nal 10 strongly agreed it had improved their classroom practice. Three
teachers said they wanted to receive more support in LO3 and three others mentioned they wanted more
support in LO4All of the teachersnentionedreferring back to their course materigl The majorityf teachers

(8) rated themdvery good and almost alagreedthey wereveryuseful.

Training observations

Towards the enaf the first day of Block 2,dbh nhumeracy groups werebservedfor about 35 minutes eacflhe
atmosphere in both elssrooms was very differerfne facilitatorstruggled to keep his class focused. Although he
knew his content well and was presenting something useful, explanations were not clear or eottrmgged

the pace of the lesson. A few teachers lost inteisti conversations easily broke out derailing themtlogf

topic. In contrast, the other facilitator expertly managed her class. Teachers wertoeasgdas some seemed

to be learning the concept of fractions themselv®se teacher asked how they cowldite the names of

fractions in isiXhosa and some time had togpent debating the correct names without the guidance of the
facilitator.

Conclusions

TheFPNumeracy course made use of an excellent set of training materials to cover all the Leantimgn€3uin
the NCS. The course was pradtiaad enlightening for teachessho deeply appreciated being part of the
training. Facilitators were very knowledgeable, although one was not as adeptimunicating and managing
the classand the other could nohelp isiXhosa teachers establish number names in their langUagt results
revealed that teachers improved their understanding of tuericulum, especially in LO Bace and shape.
Another strength of the course was the daily use of journals foreifla on course content. All curriculum
courses at CTLI should consider implementing their use.

3.2.3 Intermediate Phase Language

IPLanguage is four week training course which was held twice in 20D8élivery was split up in t® two-week
sessiongeld atthe beginning and middle of the yean accordance with ¢ [ L Qa ySg GNI Ay Ay 3
trainers were appointed to develop and present the material for the course. However, WCED trainers developed
only one set of materialfr both FPliteracy andiPlanguage teachers. The material was found touresuitable
for the Intermediate Phase by course participaasswell as the revieweConsequently, CTLI enlisted a service
provider to deliver Block 2 of the course and prepare a new, more relevant set of alsteri

In Block 1, the following content was covered:
1 The importance of literacy;
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1 Policies, principles, programmes, people for effective literacy and language development;
1 Foundations for learning and the balanced language programme; and
1 Methodologies of balanced language programme.

In Block 2, the following content was covered by the service provider without making use of the training manual:
1 Theories for teaching reading and elements of a reading lesson

Characteristics of different types of texts

Intervention;

Reading across the curriculum;

Inclusive education;

Selection of LTSM;

Assessmentand

Writing.

=4 4 4 4 4 4

Training materials

Only Block 1 materials were evaluated for this report;@srsematerial for Block 2 was not yet available. Overall,
the materials received a rating @f7 out of 5 and were judged to d®low expectationgor the Intermediate
PhaseThe material is centredn the balance language approach and it is not entirely appabg, as the
knowledge ofPteachers needs to extend well beyond teaching the basics of literacy. Relevant topkes for
teachers include teaching literacy across the curriculum, information literacy (locating information in books,
making sense of it, @wuating it, synthesisg it),reading more sophisticated literature, using higher order
comprehension skills, and writing a greater raienore complex texts, which weret addressed in the
materials.

Feedback from the facilitators

Severatoursereports were written forBlock 1which were quite criticabf the courseOnly one report was
submitted for Block 2and thisincluded less informatioabout what worked anavhatRA Ry Qi 62 NJ A Y
The table below summarizéseseelements. It shold be noted that there appears to have been a significant
improvement fromone training session to the other
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Tablel3: Training elements that worked amkere challengingccording tahe IP Language facilitators

Elements thatworked well Elementsthat were challenging
1 Mediation of work schedules and lesson plal 1 Trainingmaterial received late
by the department 1 Only onelLearning Outcomgasaddressed
1 Activities captured and copied on®CD for | I Material largely irrelevant for the IP
teachers to take back to school 1 Too much focus on poli@nd a lack of
1 A district official attended the course classroom based activities
i Interaction amongst participants 1 Facilitators finished covering material with 2
days left
1 Language issues
1 Methodologies &ught already in practice in
many schools
9 Activities focused on lowewrder thinking
_‘;‘ skills and were not stimulating
S 1 No assignments or pre/post tests
o i Participants did not receive a course
programme
1 Content on teaching a reading lesson 1 Could not make use of the training manual
«| 1 Coveringdifferent text genres
S| 1 Time spent on writing
g 1 Presentation on assessment
1 More practical work

NOTEReports submitted by J. Kurgan, M. BeNnNgondgandBlock 2 presenters

Participansteedback

The tables belova K 2 ¢ a

LI NI A OA LI yiaQ NI A& LIDyeial teaceidEndughiltkeZoude dzN.

was satisfactory and that it contained a mix of both good and bad elements. While opinions remain largely
positive, the ratings shown in the table bel@re more tempered than for any other course. The highlight for
participants was learning about a reading lesson and how to daqaéing, reading, and poseading.Many
commented that these presentations were excellent. The second week was disappointing éteswhers.
Many complained about the Inclusive Education presentation, particularly how the facilitator simply read from
the textbook and could not addres#iseir questions. Other teachers mentioned that the second week was too
disorganized with too manyrpsenters, big groups, and not enough time to discuss and grapple with the topic.

Tablel4: Quality of the IP Language Block 2 training session according to course evaluations

Srongly

agree Agree Disagree | n
Presenters well prepared and delivemaseffective 37% 63% 0% 35
Facilitators and presentergere professional in all they did 60% 34% 6% 35
Adequate informatiorwasdisseminated on each topic 47% 47% 6% 32
Adequate timewasspent on all topics 31% 63% 6% 35
Materials and handoute/ere adequate 32% 62% 6% 34
Group and plenary sessiongre well-managed 40% 57% 3% 35
Presenters and facilitators accomodated all language group! 34% 63% 3% 35
Expectations of workshopere met 12% 85% 3% 34
My understanding of theurriculum has improved 30% 70% 0% 33
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Tablel5: Top three highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in the IP Language
course

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement
1 3 phases of reading (25) i Curriculum advisor and i1 Inclusive education
1 Intervention (4) management involved (4) presentation (8)
1 Creativewriting (2) 1 Learning 1 Groups were too big (4)
barriers/interventions (3) 1 More resources for schools (2
1 Assessment tasks (3)

Note: Number of teachers who made the commenini parenthesis

Severeen participants were interviead three months after completintdhe course. When asked to rate the

course the majorityf the teacherg9) respondedhat it waségook =  atio@Bt yf waséexcellent, and one
thought it waséaverageé. Teachers also believed that the course had helped to improve their content knowledge
and teaching practice, although they felt that the course hetle abigger impact on their content knowledge.
Teachers were also asked about topics for whigytivould like to receive more support. Four teachers
mentioned writing, four mentioned reading interventions for slow learners, and two mentioned granfoae.

than half of the teachers (10) rated the course materialég® &, the others were split betwen éexcellent and
oaverage. All but two teachers refer back to the course materials and r(id®tfind themto be veryuseful.

Training observations

About 20 minutes were spent observing the first afternoon of Block 2 of the course. The whole gteaphefrs

was together in one roorand were engaged in a small group discussion about how to deepding. As each of

the groups presented, the rest of the class listened attentively and the facilitator expertly jumped in to highlight,
summarize, and coect any misconceptions that could arise. The class was lively, supportive of one another, and
wasenjoying being part of the course.

Conclusions

ThelPLanguage course suffered from a poorly developed course mématavas delivered days before the start
of the course. The training material it contained was suitedto the needs of the Intermediate Phaskhere was
too much attention on policygnly 1 Learning Outcome was addressed, and the balanced languagmelppr
methodologies were neither new to some teachers nonsideredappropriate Moreover, the content was not
sufficientand wascompleted in8 days The overall response to Block 1 was negative aralthird of the

teachers did not return for Block Bervice providers were appointed for Block 2 leading to a big improvement in
the training, although the last minute decision left little time to prepare the course and its materials prdperly.
Block 2, tachers were excited about certain presentationsl alightlydisappointedby others but on the whole
were thankful for the course and thought it wgeod The evaluation strongly recommends that proper tibse
devoted to reworking the content for theourse which should include all Learning Outcomesspecific to the
Intermediate Phase, and feature practical applications for the classroom.

3.2.4 Intermediate Phase Maths

IP Mathsis a 4 week training course which was held twice in 2010. Course deligshyroken up into Zraining
sessions; the first blookasheld early in the year anithe second blockvas heldowards the middleof the year
to allow teachers to return to the classroom in betwe&meMathematical Education Primary Programme
(MEPPWwas appointed to prepare the course material and deliver ¢burse

In Block 1, the following content was covered:
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1 LOZXwhole numbers, fractions
1 LO4 measurement
1 Mental maths

In Block 2, the following content was covered:
1 LOZXdecimal fractions, percentagges
LO2 patterns and prealgebra
LO3 shape and spag
LOS data handling and probability
Barriers to learning mathematics
Preparing learners for external testing
Using notebooks and textbooks in mathematics
Planning aligning work schedules and lesson plans

=4 4 4 4 4 4

Training materials

The training materialsvere found to be of very high qualignd received a rating of 4.2 out of Similarstrengths
were found to the FPumeracy course. The coverage of specific topickaf the material as a whole éxcellent,
matching well the tender specifications and mgihighly relevant for teacher$he material is welpresented, has
a strong logic guiding its organization, and is coherent. The support material is virtugdtfuaive since in most
cases all of the information that makes up the training is inallidethe material and given to teachers to take
home. Really useful and wallritten summaries of the content are given as well as further reading and
complementary resources to extend learniffpe materials promote activearning by teaching it anchodeling
it effectively. Activitiesassignmentsand assessments are varied, clear, and relevant.

There are very minor weaknesses in relation to therall quality of the materialsh small number of topics could
be more clearly and accurately conveyatl in some instances, the South African context needs to be
considered. A few reflection activities could be improved upon and feedback after activities wbwaldcerthe
learning. The pace athich the material is covered is adequate, however, the biilkhaterials (consisting of
over 712 pages) may be a bit overwhelmiRgr more information on the material review, please refer to the
summary table in the appendix @o the technical report for IP Maths.

CILOAfAGIG2NARQ FSSRol O]

An excellent andhorough course report was written for the IP Maths Course where facilitators reflected on each
of the sessions and the teach@s NB & L}2 yaS (2 4 KElédmeniskhatworked paiiculars wall/ A y 3
the trainingand those that were challengingeahighlighted in the table below.
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Tablel6: Training elements that worked amekere challengingccording tahe IP Maths facilitators

Elements thatworked well Elements thatwere challenging

1 The development ohumber concept, progression | Session oniblem sdving air conditioning
andplace alue was out andeachers were tired

1 Mental maths i Library visit and task (difficulty acquiring

{1 Division library cards for participants, ovdrookingof

1 How to teach fractions the library).

{ Teaching maths in multilingual contexts f Computer session (varying skils

1 Practical measurement participants slow internet)

{ Discussion over the use of textbooks { Teaclingmeasuremenbefore space and

1 Space and shape shape (volume)

{ Learner book discussion 1 Not enough time to cover barriers to learning

1 Probability

1 Preparing learners fagxternal tests

1 Geometric patterns

1 LOS5 data handling

1 Work schedules and lesson plans

Course reports also included information about the teacher testing conducted by ME&ther knowledge

improved significanthas a result of the cours®©n average, tadhers raised their scores by 19 percentage pogints
obtaining 79% on the pogest. Teachers made the greatest gains in LO2 patterns and functions and LO3 space
and shape, whre they increased their scores by 32 percentage poi@ther significant ares of gain were place

value (21 percentage points), whole number operations (18 percentage pa@ntsdata and probability (17
percentage points Teachersnade the least gainis fractions (5 percentage points) and measurement (6

percentage poift K2 6 SOSNJ 1S OKSNE Q al@adxdldtively HigimitHe Pratést. Ih tNpbsh & | 2
test, teachers scored between 75% and 82% in all the test topics.

Feedback fromlte participants

The course evaluations reveal a strong and overwhelipjpasitive response to the course. Almost all

participants strongly agreed that the presenters were well prepared and the delivery of the course was effective.
Participants also fefparticularly stronty about the amount of information given on each topic and the quality of

the materials they received. The only concern that emerges is the issue of language. A fifth of the teachers did no
feel that all language groups had been accordated.

Tablel7: Quality of the IP Maths Block 2 training session according to course evaluations

Srongly

agree Agree Disagree | n
Presenters well prepared and delivemaseffective 91% 9% 0% 34
Facilitators and presentergere professional in alihey did 88% 12% 0% 33
Adequate informatiorwasdisseminated on each topic 79% 21% 0% 34
Adequate timewasspent on all topics 62% 35% 3% 34
Materials and handoute/ere adequate 76% 24% 0% 34
Group and plenary sessiongre well-managed 62% 38% 0% 34
Presenters and facilitators accomydated all language group! 38% 44% 19% 32
Expectations of workshopere met 52% 48% 0% 33
My understanding of theurriculum has improved 69% 31% 0% 32

36



When asked to name the highlights of the course, the most comamswers given weréeverythingthat was
covered andoLO3 space and shapeMany teachers also expressed that presentations on LO5 and LO1 had
been very helpful to them. Future training needs and improvenagats include learning barriersinarea that
facilitatorsalso pointed out requirednore trainingtime.

Tablel8: Top three highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in khathi3
course

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement
1 Everything (7) 1 Learning barriers (6) 1 More time for learning
1 LO3(7) 1 LO1 and problem solving (6) barriers B8)
1 LO5 (5), LO1(5) 1 Other subject training (3) 1 Language (3)
1 Food (2)

Note: Number of teachers who made the comment is in parenthesis

Three months #Her the course17teachers were interviewed about the course. Practically all teachers (15) rated
the course asexcellent. They also felt quite strongly that the course had improved their content knowledge and
classroom practice. Almost all teacherd)&lso expressed the need for additional support on various topics. The
most common requests wer@r more help on LO3, LO4, fractions, and division. An overwhelming majority (15)
also rated the materialéexcellent, and allreported referring back to ttm as they were a very useful resource

Training observations

Only 25 minutes was spent observing the first afternoon of the Block 2 training s€Bsteaching talent and
rapport created by one of the facilitators was remarkable. While participbinsily solved a problem with tlire
group, the facilitatoskilfully picled up the teacherfinmiscaceptions, intervend, and cakd for the attention of

the whole class. Teachers were fired up about the lesson and so engrossed with the discussion tagrihey
skipped over tea time entirely. Upon noticing, the facilitator called for a break yet a large number of teachers
continued to work and approached her to test their understanding. It was an impressive class toVatciher
group of teachers alsbenefitted from a knowledgeable and skilful facilitator.

Conclusions

The IP Maths course was an excellent, intensive, and extremely successful Pautisgpantsenefitted
AYYSyaSte FTNRY (KS O2dz2NESQa the2atediin paigto tDeciassiBomicontext.2 ¢ t
Facilitators were outstanding andtt OKSNE Q (y26f SR3IS AYLINROSR &A3IYATAO
pre to the posttest scoreTeachersated the couse very highlyput seem to need continued suppdn a variety

of topics covered by the cours€he only aspect of the training that causerdhiaor problem for some

participants waghat different language groups were not accommodated.

3.2.5 Principal as Manager of the Curriculum

The Principal as Managertbie Curriculuncourse igresented ovea period of10 day and wa®ffered twice in

2010. The courseoncentrates on the support and management of the National Curriculum Statements (NCS) for
the GET and FET Phas€&he course material was prepared anelidered by Inhlansi Consultardsd covered

the following topics:

' NCS and OBE
1 Managing change
1 Managing learning
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Assessment

Managing the learning environment
Managing resources

Managing professional developmerand
Management support

=4 =4 =4 =4 =

Trainingmaterials

The materiad reviewed for this course werparticularly problematic asvedence strongly suggests that not all
handouts covered in class wesabmitted forthe evaluation.The content submitted was ratgaborly bythe
school management expert direceived a score of 2.7 out of 5.

¢tKS O2dz2NAESQa YI A yo wdad dhd/tiSeefre thaisupérficlaliio sippiort fhéurse objectivein

a meaningful wayThis is a limitation ithe course design and specifications, @hattempted to dadoo much in
too short a time. Whilgarticipantsprobablygaired some insighfrom the inputandbenefited from an
introduction to concepts thamighthave been new to the, the overall benefitof the course are likelto be
limited and short term. The & of logical flow angoor sequencing dfey leadership and management concepts
further impede clarityon the cursory coverage of topics. The benefit of the course may waliflan informal
nature and lign the fact that the participants will have inteted with others in and out of the course sessions.
They will have shared experiences which they might not otherwise have dohena personal level rather than
in an inerrogative and reflective way throughe course materials and coverage of content.

The course would have benefitted from a fully compiled handbook given to each of the participants in which key
concepts/researchvere highlighted and additioal readings/references supplied. Finaltyis abo suggested that

the courseshouldbe completely reworked in terms of scope and required outcomEsr more information on

the material review please refer to the table in the appendix or the technical reparthe course

CrOAfAGIG2NDE FSSRol O]

A vey brief report was prepared for th€rincipai Qourse containintittle information about what happened at

the actual training. The table below drawpon these limited comments to summarize elements that worked well
in the course and elements thavere found to be challenging.

Tablel9: Training elements that worked and were challenging according to the faciligatdrs G KS t NA y OA |
course

Elements thatworked well Elements that were challenging
i Teacher participation amongst a small group of { 1 Respecting prescribed break times.
1 Relevance and practicality of content 1 Principalsvalking in and out of the class.
1 Key documents not available in other
languages

Principals were given a pre and post test based on the NCS to measure gaimguium knowledge. On
average, principals gained 9% over the 10 days camdescored 63% on the pesgst. Facilitators
recommenakd that five of the eighprincipals receive a certificate for the course a result of poor attendance
and or missing asgnments.
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Principals were very positive aboutalyuality of the course. Adtrongly agreed that their expectations of the
workshop were met and that their understanding of the curriculum had improVedy also tended to think
highly of the facilitators, content, materials, and overall delivery of the course.

Table20: Quality of the IP Maths Block 2 training session according to course evaluations

Srongly

agree Agree Disagree | n
Presenters well prepared and delivamaseffective 88% 13% 0% 8
Facilitators and presentergere professional in all they did 88% 13% 0% 8
Adequate informatiorwasdisseminated on each topic 88% 13% 0% 8
Adequate timewasspent on all topics 75% 25% 0% 8
Materials and handoute/ere adequate 86% 14% 0% 7
Group and plenary sessionere well-managed 88% 13% 0% 8
Presenters and facilitators accomodated all language group; 88% 13% 0% 8
Expectations of workshopere met 100% 0% 0% 6
My understanding othe curriculum has improved 100% 0% 0% 7

The table which follows lists some of the highlights, future training needs, and areas recommended for
improvement.

Table21: Highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement iRtimeipals course

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement

{1 Curriculum changes for 2011| § Official curriculum changes |  Professional development
1 The facilitators 1 Discipline i Catering and toilets

1 Professional development {1 Financial management

1 Assessment 91 Principal as vishary leader

1 Accountability 1 Moderation

Four of the eipt principals were interviewed thremonths after the training. When asked to rate the course,

most of the principals (3) rated it @agoock and the other agexcellent. The majority was also in strong

agreement that the course had helped to improve their knowledge of their role as curriculum leader, the
curriculum itself, as welisplanning, implementation, and monitoring of the curriculum. Regarding the materials,
mog of the participants rated them axjooc and one rated thent aexcéllent. All principals refer back to the
materials and the majority find them very useful. Principals added that the course was very relevant but perhaps
too short. Nevertheless, they feempowered and one said he now felt he could face any situation at school.

Conclusions

5SaLAGS GKS YIFIGSNAFfAaQ LIR22NI NEOGASGS O2dzNAS LI NIAOA
highly. Two possible explanations for the opposiiegvg are that there was essential content missing from the

set of materials evaluated or the participants were not bothered by the lackmatentdepth as theywere all

fairly new principalslt would be helpful to meet with the service provider and determine if any content was

missing from the evaluation. Either way, the study recommends that the course material be compiled into a
handbook and if necessary, that the course content be rewotkqutovide greater depth of coverage.
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3.3 Summary of results

The aimofthischaptes & G2 Ay @SadA3al 4GS K Scoljrsizs. Mdrdispecifedly, iF A S 2 T
commissioned subject experts to evaluate the training materials and examined fdettbdetermine if course

delivery was effectivewhile the quality of materials varied significantly among the five courses, all courses
received positive feedback from the participanigachers felt that the courséad improved their content

knowledge a well as their teaching practic€imilarlyprincipalsagreedthey hadimprovedtheir knowledgeof

their role as curriculum managers, the curriculum, and how to plan, implement, and monitor the curriculum in
their schoolsThe table below summarizdimdingsfor the five training courses.

Table22: Summary ofatings for the course materiahd training sessions

Course | Rating for course materials Percentage of participants who rated the course as
(1 = very poor and 5= outstanding Excellent Good Average o

FP Lit Average 3.0 47% 40% 13% 15

FP Num High standare4.1 85% 15% 0% 13

IP Lang Below standare2.7 41% 53% 6% 17

IP Maths High standarel4.2 88% 12% 0% 17

Principal Below standare2.7 25% 75% 0% 4

The IP Maths course was the most successfutse followed closely byP NumeracyTre FP Literacy and IP

Language comaextAy G KS NIyl Ay3a& FyR FLIWSFEN 2 KI @S 6SSy |7
which will be discussed below. In lasage sthe principal® O 2 dzNXeSeiveda doiddling of its materials

and had the greatest percentage of participants who thought the course was simply good as opposed to excellent

/ ¢[LQa yS¢g GNIAYAYy3IA Y2RSE I ¢ &anddéliver thi BP Litgracy ¢durde fardl e (1 NJ
IP Language course, was not a success. Not only were course materials delivered exceptionally late, they were
also not specific for each phase, were too theoretical and placed a lange docpolicy, and covedeonly oneof

the six Learning Outcomes in Literacy/Language. This was particularly problematic in the IRadmxtraining
manualon the first day oBlock 2. In addition, some of the department officials who delivered the courses

received criticisnfrom other facilitators or participantdn the wake of these problem§TLI was nevertheless

able to react quicklpand appointed new facilitatorahichimproved the material and delivery of Block 2.

3.3.1 Recommendations
Below is a list of recommendations that have emerged from this chapter. They are divided into three sections
those corresponding tthe training courses, to CTLI processes, and to future evaluations of courses.

Recommendations for CTLI courses

1 Course cotent: All curriculum oursesshould have a strong focus on content knowledge, address the
classroom context, and touch upon poli@yainingshouldprimarily cover the content in all Learning
Outcomesand examine when and how it should be taught. Secomidining should address theontext
in which most of the teachers teactpecifically issues of learning barriestow learners, big classes, and
multilingualism The purpose of these sessions should be to equip teachers with tools and strategies to
effectively deal with these realities in their classra®rAll courseshould alsall discuss the use of
learner notebooks anthe use of LTSM iclassFinally, a day or two towards the end of the training
should be reserved to deal with policy. WCED offighould present these sessions and cover topics such
as workschedules, lesson plans, planning, assessment, and other relevant policies for that subject.
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1 Reflection time:Participantdn all courseshould start each dagy spending 15 minutes to recall and
reflect on course comnt in their journals. This woulgrovide a valuable opportunity for participants to
consolidate what they have learnDn the final day of Block 1 or 2, participants shatiddt the day by
writingwhat they wouldimplement in their classroom. Currentiis question is posed at the end of the
course evaluatiomnd obtains twoword answers from participant®articipants wouldenefit
significantly by being given more time to think through thesgfion in greater detail. During the pest
test, facilitators would even have the time to write commeygivingparticipantsthe added benefit of
receiving advie, ideas, and feedback dheir specific plaato apply what they have learnt dleir
schoos.

1 Demo lessonsWhere they were used, participandsd facilitators have made it clear thagwho lessons
were one of the mosvaluable componerst of the courseHowever, it is often not convenient or possible
to gather a class full of learners for diffait gradesn English, Afrikaans, and isiXho€d LI should thus
consider videdaping the lessons and copying them onto DVDs, so that notvemiyd there bea wider
range of contexts available for discussiarthe training, but teachers coutdke the D/Ds back to their
schools and share them with their colleagues.

f LanguageThe biggest complairit): NJIi A (Badidks yhét alldanguages were not accommodated in the
O2dzZNES® LRSIfftez O2yGSyd (y2ét SRM@SipatkRadyiciciabis RS
Literacy, as English larage structures and phonics dwot remotely apply to isiXhosa, bigalso
important in other courses abis would enabldeachersto pick up the correct terminology in thedrwn
language. Teachers wouldtsl benefit from interaction with the larger group by attending all other
sesions together in English, ascurrently doneln the event this suggestion proves too logistically
difficult or expensive to carry out, CTLI shocddisider giving participastsupplementary material
featuringkey terminologytopicsin their LOLT.

1 Delivery:Service providers should be retained in CTLI courses until departmental officials with the
requisite content knowledge and facilitation skills can be foundte@ohing vith the department is also
Fy 2LIA2Yy G2 Fdz2NHIKSNI RS@PSt2L) 2FFAOAIEAQ 1y26f SR

91 Daily scheduleMany requests were made to end the day one hour edrhere was alsa lot of
feedback to say that the5minute lunch perioavas not sufficient time to get lunch. One suggestion is to
lengthen the lunch period by 15 minutes, remove afternoon tea altogether, and end the day at 15h30.

i Training materialsTraining materials should be compiled into a course handbook that is @iven
participants at the start of the course. This practice has theviglig advantages: it woulshve precious
training time by eliminating the need to distribute handouts on a daily basis, allow participants to look
ahead and prepare for the followingdaya f Sa a2y > | yR Syada2NB (KIF G LI NI
as well as the evaluator receive all content for the course.

Recommendations for CTLI processes
1 Course evaluationsCourse evaluations are a valuable means for CTLIteaninmediatefeedback on
the quality of their training coursest is strongly recommended th&TLI stafidminister the evaluations
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This will ensure thato course evaluation is discardedhdwill alsoenable participants to give honest
responses byemoving the failitator from their immediate presence.

In addition, the followinghanges are gigested for the questionnaires:

o Move question 4.4 (Which aspects would you like to see improved in the ®uause place it
underneath the further comments for section(lbgistical arrangements) as well as section 2
(presentation of parallel sessions). This will allow participants to comment individually on these
aspects of the course.

o Add the following opefrended questions: Whicboursetopicswould you like to spend nre time
on? Which topics would you like to spend less time Ar@there any topics that you would
remove from the course? Where there any topics not covered that you would like to see added to
the course?

o Remove question 4.3 (List three aspects fromdhestion that you will implement in your
school) and treat it as a small written assignment as mentioned above.

1 Course reportsCourse reports can provide a wealth of informationateissroom practices as well the
quality and suitability of theourse. Althouglthe tender documentequires each course provider to
submit a comprehensive report and specifies its content, some course prodidenst abide by it and
produced reports that revealed little abothe participants or coursdn our revew, we found the IP
Maths report to be the most useful particularly because it discussed the traininggwoesin great
RSOUFIAET YR KAIFKEAIKGSR GKS &S ITOIKSra#EtQs phifsapaskaged S
from the IP Maths courseeport has been included in theppendix While we do not believe course
reportsneed to be 225 pages long, wnk CTLivould benefit fromreconsidemngwhat it wants to learn
from these reports, communicatirigto their course providers, and hafdythem accountable for it.

Recommendations for futureevaluations
 Reports:Future evaluations shoul&rdA S¢ GKS [/ ¢[ L O22NRAYI G§2NDR& NBLJ
feedbackon the course.

i Training observationsObservations of the training should be incorpted as they reveal a lot about the
quality of the facilitators and the course.
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4 Teacher knowledge

¢KS aidlidS 2F (SIHOKSNBRQ &4dzo2S0i0 1y2¢6f SRIS KI& 6SSy |
knowledge and language proficiency of Literacy and Language teachers was investigated. Tests were administere
to teachers to answer three quaenhs:

1. How well do teachers know the national curriculum for Literacy/Language?
2. Did the CTLI course help teachers improve their content knowledge of the curriculum?
3. Are teachers proficient in the language they are teaching?

Foundation Phase Numeracy and Intermediate Phase Maths teachers were tested by MEPP, the course service
LINE GARSNY LG ol a y2i LkaairoftsS F2NIwW9c¢ (2 2001 Ay (K.
would breach their agreement with theachers. In the future, it is strongly advised that ethics regarding the use

of the results be established prior to the testing and shared with all parties, and that the service provider be
legally bound to release the results to the evaluator once #stimg is complete. If an agreement cannot be

reached with the service provider, the evaluator will need to administer the tests separately.

4.1 Methodology

One cohort of teachers in thEPLiteracy course andne cohort in the IRanguage course participatéuthe
testing. All testing was administered in Block 2 of the course between thari® 27" of August.

Teachers wrote two different kinds of tests, a curriculum test and a proficiency test. The curriculum test is phase
specific and the same test wagdministered twice as a pre and post measure. Thetpsewas administered the

first day of Block 2 prior to the start of the training, and the pestt was administered on the final day after the
completion of training. Teachers received ten full dafysaining in between the pre and pogést.

Unfortunately, it was not possible to administer the figsst at the beginning of Block 1 in February, as the
evaluation had not yet gotten underway. However, it is highly recommended that in future yearsposhn

tests be given on the first day of Block 1 and the last day of Block 2 respectively.

The proficiency test was given to both Foundation Phase and Intermediate Phase teachers. It was only
administered once as it is unlikely that language proficideegls would have been significantly affected by the
training. Teachers wrote the proficiency test alongside the curriculum-gaston the final training dayAll tests
were written in theLanguage of Learning and Teaching (LOLT) used by the teachersatibol.

4.1.1 Testinstruments
Three different kinds of instruments were used for the testing:
9 The Foundation Phase Curriculum Test;

9 The Intermediate Phase Curriculum Test; and
1 The Proficiency Test.

There are three versions of each teshe in English, Alkaans, and isiXhosa. Tests were developed by curriculum
specialists in English and versioned into Afrikaans and isiXhosa through the use of translators, Afrikaans and
isiXhosa curriculum experts, as well as back translators. With the exception of ssteyuéstions, items have
remained largely the same across the three languages. Due to their recent developmenteeskeingpiloted
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at the same time they were uset CTLIThrough item stats, a few test items were not found to be suitable and
were exluded from the analysighe contentsncluded in the analysis f@achof the testsare described below.

Foundation Phase Curriculuifiest

The Foundation Phase curriculum test is based on the NCS assessment standards for Foundation Phase Literacy
homelanguage level. Thus, the test covers Literacy topics that teachers are expected to teach in thitphase.

main purpose is to determine whether teachers understand the terminology and conicgghiis NCS and if they

would be able to teach them in theadsroom. The tess made up of 30 items and includes questions on phonics,
grammar, writing, thinking and reasoning, organizing information, and knowledge of texts. Test items consist of
openended questions, multipkehoice questions, or filh-the blark questions. The test frameworks are given in

the table below.

Table23: Foundation Phase Curriculum Test Frameworks

Area Item number | Type of | Topics covered Total % oftotal
guestion marks score
Phonics 4a,4b,4c,4d, | OEQ CVGwords, word families, 19 33%
5,78, syllables, rhyme, homonyms,
15a,15b, 15c¢ onset and rhyme, high frequency
15d, 15e word, phonic patternsvowel
sounds, blends, digraphs,
diphthongs
Grammar 3,10a,10c, OEQ Punctuation marks, tense, 10 17%
11,12 subjectverb agreement,
conjunctions, synonysa
Writing 2,13 OEQ, RR( Formulate a question, stepsin |9 16%
the writing process
Thinking and 1,9,16,20 | MCQ, Cause and effect, sequences, | 8 14%
reasoning OEQ logic, drawing conclusions,
classification, parts from whole,
compare and contrast
Organizing 17,18 OEQ Table, mind map 6 10%
information
Texts 6,14, 19, MCQ, Types of texts, elicits persoral | 6 10%
21,22 OEQ response to text, identifies socio
cultural values in text, descriptio
of a text
TOTAL 58* 100%

KEY: MCQ= multiple choice question, OEQ=-a@peled questionRRQ= restricted response question, CVC= consemantlconsonant
* Question 4a was deleted from the isiXhosa test due to a test error. The isiXhosa test was thus out of 56 points instead of 58

Intermediate Phase Curriculum Test

The Intermediate Phase curriculum test is based on the NCS assessment standards for Intermediate Phase
Language at home language level. Thus, the test covers Language topics that teachers are expected to teach in
this phase.Like the Foundation Phase test, the main purpose of the IP curriculum test is to determine whether
teachers understand the terminology and concepts in the NCS and if they would be able to teach them in the
classroom. The tes$ made up of 28 items @rnncludes questions on grammar, writing, organizing information,
figures of speech, and texts. Test items consist of egreated questions, multipkehoice questions, or filh-the

blank questions. The test frameworks are given in the table below.
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Table24: Intermediate Phase Curriculum Test Frameworks

Topic aea Item number | Type of | Topics covered Total % of ptal
guestion marks score
Grammar 4,9,10,11,12,| MCQ Synonyms, comparative and 11 25%
13,14,15,16, superlative form, tenses and
17,18 complex tensessubject verb
agreement, conjunctions, plurals
negative pronouns, contractions
prepositions
Writing 8 RRQ Steps in the witing process 7 16%
Organizing 24, 25 OEQ Bar graphs 8 18%
information
Figures of 19,20,21,22, | OEQ, Onomatopoeia, alliteration, 5 11%
Speech 23 MCQ metaphor, simile, personification
Texts 1,2,3,5,6,7,| MCQ, Literal comprehension, respondg 13 30%
26, 27,28, | OEQ to text, reading strategies, types
of texts, purpose and audience,
social values, captions/titles
TOTA 44 100%

KEYMCQ= multiple choice question, OEQ= opaded questionRRQ= restricted response question,

Proficiency Test

The Proficiency testeeks to determine if the teacher can read and write the language that he or she uses to
teach in the classroom. The téstprimarily based on the NCS home language level assessment standards for
Grade 7 meaning it tests whether the teacher can read and write at the Grade 7 THwelationale used is that
teachers, at the absolute minimum, need to show a proficiency in a language that is two years beyond that of
their learners. The test is made up af #ems and covers a range of topics. Topic areas include comprehension,
text structures, words, grammar, and writing. Test items consist of @peted questions or multiplehoice
guestions. The test frameworks are given in the table below.

Table25: Prdiciency Test Frameworks

Area Item number | Type of | Topics covered Total % oftotal
guestion marks score
Comprehension| 1,2,4,9,12,13| MCQ Literal and inferential 13 20%
,25,26,27,28, comprehension
33,34,35
Text Structures| 3,8,18,19,20,| MCQ,OE( Features of noiction texts: 9 14%
21,22,32,37 interviews, autobiographies,
dictionaries, and advertisements
Words 5e,10,11,24, | MCQ, Homonyms, vocabulary, 5 8%
30 OEQ synonyms/antonyms, word roots
Grammar 5a,5b,5¢,5d, | OEQ Interrogative words, tenses, 19 30%
6a,6b,15a,15 apostrophe, word order,
b,15¢c,16a,16 adjectives, verbs, subject,
b,16¢,16d,23 subjectverb agreement, adverbs
,29,36 inverted commas, phrase/clause
punctuation
Writing 7,17,31,38 | OEQ Expresses and supports an 18 28%
opinion, writes a description,
writes comparative statements
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| TOTAL \ \ \
KEY: MCQ= multiple choice question, OEQ=-apeled question

| 64 | 100% |

Performance scales
The level of these tests is quite low, as they are trying to establish absolute minimum standards for teachers. The
pass rate has thus been set at 70% for all three tests. The following scale can be applied:

1 70% and abovesatisfied requirements
1 50%69% cause for some concern
1 Below 50%cause for serious concern

4.1.2 Test administration

Two test administrators from JET were used to conduct the tests, one for the Foundation Phase and the other for
the Intermediate Phase. Tests were administered anonymouslyugirehe use of number codes and upon
KFyRAY3I GKSY 2dzi (2 GKS GSIOKSNEZX GSaid FRYAYA&AGNI G
Teachers were given an hour and a half to complete each test. On average, teachers took 45 minutgdeti® com

the curriculum test and 75 minutes to complete the proficiency test. No teacher required the full amount of time

to finish any of the tests.

In the Foundation Phase, 46 teachers wrote the curriculumt@seand 47 teachers wrote the curriculum peost
test and proficiency test. In the Intermediate Phase, 38 teachers wrote the curriculutegirand 35 teachers
wrote the curriculum postest and proficiency test. However, due to absenteeism, only 46 Foundation Phase
teachers and 33 Intermediate Phasmathers wrote both the pre and pesist. The table below shows the
breakdown according to test language.

Table26: Number of teachers who wrote the ptest, posttest, and proficiency test

Foundation Phase

Intermediate Phase

Test Language| Pretest Posttest/Prof.test | Pretest Posttest/Prof. test
Afrikaans 21 22 10 10
English 9 8 18 18
isiXhosa 16 17 10 7
TOTAL 46 47 38 35

Responses given in the short background questionnaire that preceded tHegireere used to verify the test
language for the post and proficiency test. Teachers that reported doing most of their teaching in a different
language wrote the post and profesicy test in this other language. In the Foundation Phase, three teachers had

to switch test languages and in the Intermediate Phase, only one teacher was affected. All teachers accepted the
change in test language and administration continued smoothly.

Both test administrators remarked the difficulty experienced by isiXhosa speaking teachers. Many of these
teachers were hesitant to write the test in either English or isiXhosa and wished they could have used both
versions. It was evident that teachers wivoote the test in isiXhosa struggled to understand the standardized

form of the language that was used in the test. Some teachers complained that the Xhosa in the test was not the
Xhosa they used in the classroom; others tried to consult their neighttowistain English translations of the

test questions. Overall, teachers who wrote the test in isiXhosa took the longest to complete it and were the only
group of people who expressed finding the test difficult.
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4.1.3 Scoring and analysis

Curriculum experts ikEnglish, Afrikaans, and isiXhosa were used to score the tests. Given the amount-of open
ended questions, scores were moderated across all languages to ensure consistency and reliability. The two
extended writing questions in the proficiency test were ipdadently scored by two individuals. Wherever marks
differed, scores were discussed and agreed upon. Scoring and moderating the isiXhosa tests was quite
challengingTo resolve this matter, the isiXhosa scorer was teamed up with the JET Project Offitmyethdr
marked every single question on all the isiXhosa tests. Scores were tobraked by the JET Project Manager to
assure reliability.

The data was captured in Excel and one third of the database was checked by a second person for capturing
errors. Finally, frequencies were to further assure the accuracy of the data.

4.2 Results

The table below shows the mean scores on the curriculurrigse posttest, and proficiency test for Foundation
Phase and Intermediate Phase teachers. Results are disaggpday language since teachers wrote the tests in
their specific LOLTs. Test scores suggest that a significant number of teachers have inadequate levels of
curriculum knowledge and language proficiency to effectively teach Literacy in the FoundatienoPhanguage
in the Intermediate Phase. These results will be further examined by test in the sections below.

Table27: Overview of scores in the curriculum gesst, posttest, and proficiency test

Foundation Phase Intermediate Phase
n n n n
Language | Pretest | Post test | Prof test | pre post | Pretest | Posttest| Prof test | pre post
Afrikaans 62% 71% 68% 21 22 61% 67% 69% 10 10
English 66% 73% 65% 9 8 66% 65% 65% 18 18
IsiXhoa 35% 40% 48% 16 17 62% 59% 58% 10 7
TOTAL 54% 60% 60% 46 47 64% 64% 65% 38 35

KEY Piof test=Proficiency test; n pre= number of teachers who wrote thetpsg n post= number of teachers who wrote the poast
and proficiency test

4.2.1 Foundation Phase Curriculum Test

On the whole, Afrikaans and English teachers performed significantly be#erisiXhosa teachers in the pre and
posttest. Whereas Afrikaans teachers scored 62% in thegstand English teachers 66%, isiXhosa teachers
obtained a mere 35%. The considerable difference in performance remained even after the training. Résailts i
post test were 71% for Afrikaans teachers, 73% for English teachers, and 40% for isiXhosa teachers. Given a pas
rate of 70%, these results suggest that the majority of Afrikaans and English teachers possessed the minimum
expected level of curriculurknowledge upon completion of the CTLI course (two thirds obtained scores of 70%
and above). In contrast, the extremely poor understanding of the curriculum displayed by all isiXhosa teachers is ¢
major concernlt is also quite worrying that an isiXhosmather scored a mere 18% after the training.

h@SNJ GKS GNIAYAYy3 LISNA2RI (SFOKSNERQ a02NBa RAR AYLJ
to the short time in between testing, it is not possible to attribute test gains to the CTtddyit€ourse alone.

Scores may have improved as a result of a testing effect whereby teachers remembered the test questions and
consulted their peers. Regardless of the cause, teacher knowledge seems to have benefitted from the experience
of the course. Haever, considering how little isiXhosa teachers improved relative to their initial low scores, it
g2dzf R FLIJISENI GKFdG /¢[LQa [AGSNFrOe O2dzNBES Aa FrLALAY.
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Table28: Foundation Phase cuctlum pre and postest results

Pretest Posttest Gains
Mean | St. Max | Min n Mean | St. Max | Min n
Language | score | dev score | dev
Afrikaans 62%| 14%| 88%| 28% 21| 71%| 12%| 90%| 48% 22 9%
English 66%| 10%| 76%| 45% 9 73% 6%| 81%| 62% 8 7%
IsiXhosa 35%| 12%| 57%| 16% 16| 40%| 14%| 63%| 18% 17 6%
TOTAL 54%| 19%| 88%| 16% 46| 60%| 20%| 90%| 18% 47 7%

Note: Gains calculated only among participants that took both pre and post test in the same language (n=43)

By Test Component

The Foundation Phase Curriculum Test can be broken down into several components. Items test the knowledge ¢
phonics, grammar, writing, thinking and reasoning, organizing information, and text structures. In #estpre

teachers performed best in the ving (64%) and thinking tasks (63%) and worst in the phonics (47%) and
information tasks (44%). Likewise, in the ptestt teachers continued to perform best in writing (68%) and

thinking tasks (65%) and worst in phonics (53%) and knowledge of texts (55%).

Different language groups improved in different areas, as shown by the red font in the table below. All teachers
improved in grammar tasks. However, only Afrikaans and English teachers improved in phonics and writing and
only English and isiXhosa teachénproved in information tasks. It is interesting to note that isiXhosa teachers
improved only in their weakest areas, which is somewhat true of Afrikaans teachers but not at all of English
teachers. The topic areas least affected by the training weirkiihg and reasoning and knowledge of texts.

Table29: Foundation Phase curriculum piest results by test component

Phonics Grammar | Writing Thinking Info Texts Total

Language | Pre | Post | Pre | Post | Pre | Post | Pre | Post | Pre | Post | Pre | Post | Pre | Post
Afrikaans | 55%| 64%]| 68%| 80%| 73%| 81%| 67%| 70%| 55%)| 78%| 63%| 59%)| 62%| 71%
English 65%| 82%)| 64%| 71%| 75%| 83%| 74%| 72%| 59%]| 54%| 59%/| 56%| 66%| 73%
IsiXhosa | 31%)| 29%| 19%| 38%| 47%| 45%| 52%| 54%| 22%| 37%| 48%]| 50%/| 35%/| 40%

TOTAL 49%| 54%| 50%| 63%| 64%| 68%| 63%| 65%| 44%| 59%| 57%]| 55%| 54%| 60%
Pre test n: Afrikaans 21, English 9, isiXhosa 16, total 46. Post test n: Afrikaans. Post test n: Afrikaans 22, Erntgtish 87 jdi€al 47.

Each of the test components is further discussed below. For additional information on teacher performarrce, refe
to the item stats tables in the Appendix of the report.
1 Phonics:

A third of the test items were related to phonics, making it the biggest literacy component tested. Post
test results show a very good performance by English teachers (82%), a slightly poor performance by
Afrikaans teachers (64%), and an extremely poofgarance by isiXhosa teachers. Moreover, from the
pre-test to the posttest, English teachers showed a significant improvement (increase of 17 percentage
points), Afrikaans teachers showed a moderate improvement (increase of 9 percentage points), while
isiXhosa teachers showed no improvement at all. These results are not surprising when one considers that
the CTLI course covers English phonics only and that the phonemic structure of English and Afrikaans is
quite similarto each other when compared to thghonetic structure ofsiXhosa.tlis particularly
unfortunate that the CTLI course does not address isiXhosa phonics given the phoneticafidihe
language, which shoulticonsiderably easier to learn to read than Engtisifrikaans We strongly
recommendthat future CTLI courses split the phonics session so that all teachers receive phonics support
in their LOLT.
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Regarding the specific phoniggestions, the majority of teachers struggled most with the concept of
consonant digraphs and word famas. In the case of digraphs, English and Afrikaans teachers tended to
confuse the concept with consonant blends while isiXhosa teachers tended to confuse it with trigraphs.
In the case of word families, many teachers either left it blank or guessstoutd also be noted that

more than three quarters of isiXhosa teachers cannot answer very basic questions on syllables and
rhymes correctly. It is imperative for the CTLI Literacy course to address this.

Grammar:

On the whole, Afrikaans and English teachers did well on the five grammar items in thegiqstored
80% and 71% respectively) while isiXhosa teachers performed quite poorly (38%). The item most
problematic for all teachers was identifying six punctoatmarks in a text (only 6 teachers got full
points). Some teachers did not know the names ofgthactuation marks or confused thewith other
grammatical structures. Other teachers lost points for not following the instructibeachers also missed
badc questions on subjeaterb agreement andimpleverb tense (about a third of Afrikaans and English
teachers and three fourths of isiXhosa teachers got these incorrect). Lastlyst all isiXhosa teachers
did not know what was meant by a synonym.

Writing:

The main question in this section asked teachers to chronologically order five steps of the writing process,
which was answered correctly by only a third of the teachéfsereas the majority of English and

Afrikaans teachers committed minor fasithat still showed basic understanding of the proceiss,

responses of isiXhosa teachers were often illogical (work is revised and published before the first draft is
written) and revealed little to no understanding of the process. For teachers to be@pld into

practice this essential component of the curriculum, they must first understand what it entails. The CTLI
course must cover this.

Thinking and reasoning

Overall, eachersstruggled less in this area than others. Afrikaans teachers obtained an average of 70%,
English teachers 72% and isiXhosa teachers 54%. However, the difficulty teachers experienced in two
items reveals that many teachers are not clear on the terminologg@ated with thinking and reasoning.
Some of these terms include compare and contrast, affective identificdtgit, drawing conclusions,
classification, conceptual language and parts from the whole. Teachers will undoubtedly run into these
terms in heir teaching and it is important that they know their specific meanings as wilegsare

appliedin the classroom.

Information

The two information items in the test asked teachers to work with a table and organize fecgsnmind

map. While Afrikans teachers tended to perform well on this component (78% on the-fgss), English

and isiXhosa teachers found them quite difficult (54% and 37% respectively). The first question asked
teachers to complete headings for a table that would compare twanats based on gerysimple text.

The mistakes made were varied and included forgetting to capitalize the headings and writing full
sentences with explanations as headings. A few teachers wrote something completely irrelevant or left
the question blank, stwing the extent to which they do not understand tablesthe second question,
teachers had to organize facts frailme same simple texnto a mind map. Responses show that many
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teachers do not know the essential features of a mind map and 15% do not know whahis. It is also
important to point out that many teachers did not read the question carefilther than drawing a
single mind map about an elephaas requiredsome of the teachers itw two mind mapsand confused
the question with the previous on@wo examples ahcorrectmind maps have been included below.

Figure2: Two examples of mindmaps created by teachers

\ooveoms
e\e{ﬂ"aﬁt \lon
Y NP
]On/m\(/ \C\%c\ oF aniral
J Ny bene habilat
abitat F;eﬁ
N
eotting nabits lives
kos B
1 Texts

Performance on text items was relatively poor and did not improve over the course of the training.
Afrikaans teachers obtained 59% in this section of the{estt English teachers 56%, and isiXhosa

teachers 50%. Two questions that teachers found pdaticc NI @ RAFTFAOdzZA G Ay @2f @S
a text. Teachers had to identify a question that would help learners establish@duioal values and

one that would help learners give a personal response. Responses suggest teachers are unfémiliar wi
these types of questions and what they mean.

4.2.2 Intermediate Phase Curriculum Test

The overall performance of Intermediate Phase teachers is relatively similar and was affected little by the training.
In the pretest, Afrikaans teachers scored 61%, Ehgleachers 66%, and isiXhosa teachers @28ch is much

better than their FP counterpartsintheposti S& G > ! FNA{F I ya (S OKSNEQ &a02NE:
AdA-K2al GSFOKSNERQ &a02NBa RNPRLILISR aeéfthé 70% Rasgs ratdtdsy G &4
results suggest that the majority of Intermediate Phase teachers left the CTLI training course with an inadequate
level of curriculum knowledg@linimum posttest scores, which range from 36% to 43% for Afrikaans, English,
andisiXhosa teachers, are a huge concern.

Table30: Intermediate Phase curriculum pre and ptsst results

Pretest Posttest Gains
Mean | St. n Max | Min Mean | St. n Max | Min
Language | score | Dev score | dev
Afrikaans 61%| 13% 10| 80%| 34% 67%| 11% 10| 80%| 43% 6%
English 66%| 14% 18| 93%| 45% 65%| 14% 18| 86%| 39% 1%
IsiXhosa 62% 6% 10| 68%| 52% 59%| 14% 71 77%| 36% -2%
TOTAL 64%| 12% 38| 93%| 34% 64%/| 0.13 35| 86%| 36% 2%

Note: Gains calculated only among participants that took both pre and post test in the Isageage =32

By Test Component
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The Intermediate Phase Curriculum Test can be broken down into several components. Items test the knowledge
of grammar, the writing process, bar graphs, figurative speech, and taxtse pretest, teachers performed best

in grammar (74%) and bar graphs (69%) and worst in writing (45%) and figurative speech (54%).Teacher
performance on the different test components was comparadieoss language groupsth the exception of
grammarwhere English teachers outperformed their peers with a high score of 88%. In thtepgkeachers
continued to perform best in grammar (76%) and texts (67%) and worst in writing (48%) and figurative speech
(58%). There was also greater variation in pariance after the training. The poegtst scores of Afrikaans

teaches consistently increased aimost all test components, while scores of English and isiXhosa teachers
stayed at similar levels but significantly decreased for graph related tasks. ti&mmurse was delivered in

Englsh, it is difficult to understanthe relatively largegains of Afrikaans teacheos some test components

Overall, the CTLI course had little impact on the curriculum knowledge of Intermediate Phase teachers.

Table31: Intermediate Phase curriculum ptest results by test component

Grammar Writing Graphs Fig. speech | Texts Total
Language | pre post | pre post | pre post | pre post | pre post | pre post
Afrikaans | 56%]| 68%]| 43%| 40%| 73%| 78%| 56%| 64%| 69%| 74%| 61%| 67%
English 88%| 83%| 47%| 54%| 67%| 59%| 56%| 58%| 62%| 63%| 66%| 65%
IsiXhosa 69%| 70%| 46%| 43%| 69%| 52%| 50%| 51%| 65%| 67%| 62%| 59%

TOTAL 75%| 76%| 45%| 48%| 69%| 63%| 54%| 58%| 65%| 67%| 64%| 64%
* Pre test n: Afrikaans 1&nglish 18, isiXhosa 10, total 38. Post test n: Afrikaans 10, English 18, isiXhosa 7, total 35.

Each of the test components is further discussed below. For additional information on teacher performance, an
item stats table for the preéest and postiest has been included in the Appendix.
T Grammar

Grammar items made upa@ne fourthof the test and consistedntirely ofmultiple choice questions.
Teachergound this section to be the easiest and obtained pstt scores close to or above 70%. The
only question that gave teachers difficulty dealt with the past perfect. Only 59% of English teachers and
38% of isiXhosa teachers got it correct, whereas no Afrikaansdegohit correct. The easiesems
dealt with simple tenses, prepositions, conjuncsosuperlatives, and synonyms.

1 Writing
Knowledge of the writing process is very poor among Intermediate Phase teachers, as reflected by their
low scores in this component. The test asked teachers to order seven steps of the writing process
chronologicaly. In the postest, only 4 out of 37 teachers answered the question correctly and 3 other
teachersmade minimal mistake§ he rest of the teachers showéichited understanding andften gave
Aft23A01f NBalLkRyaSaod ¢KS ng@BdeddKkisSanminig, dgynfeimgdiate PhadeR U
learners are required to produce extended pieces of writing. It is essential that teachers are able to assist
learners in developing good writing through the steps in the writing process.

1 Graphs
This test corponent was made up of two items: drawing a simple bar graph and writing two questions
about the bar graphTeachers performed particularly poorly on the drawing anty&out of 37teachers
got the question rightCommon mistakes included leaving outettlfor the vertical and horizontal axes,
incorrect use of a scale, and not using barmark the valueslsiXhosa teachers in particular least
dzy RSNARG22R GKS y2GA2y 2F | o0FNJANILK yR AdQa @
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that could be asked to a Grade 6 learner based on the graph. In this case, it was the English teachers who
lost the most points. Many questions were poorly formulated showing that teachers found it difficult to

talk about the graph and used incorrect grammaroTaxamples of graphs and questions have been

added below.

Figure3: Two examples of bar graphs created by teachers
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Figure4: Two teacher responsés questions about bar gphs
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1 Figurative speech

Teachers performed relatively poorly in this small section of the test componentiéxstcores of 64%,

58%, and 51% for Afrikaans, English, and isiXhosa teachers respectively show poor understanding of
figurative speech. Teachers had the greatestdliffiy identifying what was being compared in a

metaphor. About half of the Afrikaans teachers got this question right, while almost no English or isiXhosa
teachers succeeded. It is recommended that the CTLI Language course clarify the differences &etween
metaphor, personification, simile, and alliteration, and show teachers ways of teaching them in the
classroom.

Texts

Questions related to texts comprised almost a third of the test, making it the biggest component

Afrikaans teachers were the only gmto perform satisfactorily on the posést and scored above 70%.
IsiXhosa teachers were close with a score of 67%. English teachers scored a bit lower, obtaining 63%. The
item that gave teachers the most trouble, particularly English teachers, askduetsao compose a

question that would bring out the socitultural values conveyed by a text. Many teachers did not know

what is meant by socioultural values and either wrote an irrelevant question (ex: what is your favourite
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sport?), made a statement l&ted to these values (ex: let us love and respect other people), or left the
question blank. Other teachers also lost points for incorrect grammar. Responses in this section also show
that teachers do not know what a caption is, and that they are notlfanwith reading strategies.

4.2.3 Proficiency Test

Alongside knowledge of the curriculum, proficiency in the language of instruction israqurisite for effective
GSFOKAY3Ad C2NJ GKAA NBlIFaz2zys>s (0SIFOKSNEQ fedtyseddghsan® LINE T
same for Foundation Phase and Intermediate Phase teachers and is more or less set at the proficiency level of a
Grade 7 learner.

Results show that Foundation Phase and Intermediate Phase Afrikaans teachers have similar levels of language
proficiency in Afrikaans as do Foundation Phase and Intermediate Phase English teachers in English. However, ir
the case of isiXhosa, Foundation Phase teachers displayed a considerably lower level of proficiency in isiXhosa
than their Intermediate Phaseggrs. Additionally, while scores of Afrikaans and English teachers fell close to the
70% pass rate, scores of isiXhosa teachers fell far below (48% in the Foundation Phase and 58% in the
Intermediate Phase)t is troublesome to think that on average, tdes exhibited a lower proficiency than what

is expected of a Grade 7 learner.

Table32: Results for the Proficiency Test

Foundation Phase Intermediate Phase

Mean St. n Max Min Mean St. n Max Min
Language | score dev score dev
Afrikaans 68% 9% 22 84%| 50% 69% 9% 10 83%| 52%
English 65% 8% 8 75%| 55% 65%| 14% 18 84%| 44%
IsiXhosa 48%| 10% 17 66%| 30% 58%| 11% 7 72%| 45%
TOTAL 60%| 13% 47 84%| 30%" 65%| 12% 35 84%| 44%

Teachers were tested for proficiency in their LOLT, which is not always the same asnieianguage

Because teachers that wrote the test in their home language can be expected to perform better than those who
wrote the test in their second language, scores have been further broken down by the home language of the
teacher. The table beloshows that teachers teaching in Afrikaans speak English or Afrikaans as their home
language, but there is only a marginal difference in their scores. The difference is greater in the case of English
teachers. In the Foundation Phase, English home langsaepkers outperformed Afrikaans speakers by 7
percentage points. In the Intermediate Phase, both groups of teachers performed extremely well on the test but
the Afrikaans home language speaker unexpectedly outperformed the English home language speékers b
percentage points. The majority of English teachers in the Intermediate Phase, however, speak isiXhosa as their
home language and displayed a low level of proficiency in English. Interestingly enough, isiXhosa home language
speakers display an equagigor level of proficiency in English (57%) as they do in isiXhosa (b8&¥imilarity in
proficiency for isiXhosa home language speakers must lie in the fact that they are poorly proficient in academic
literacy, no matter which language they speak diosa.

Looking back at the Intermediate Phase curriculum test results, we find a similar trend. Whereas English teachers
that are English/Afrikaans home language speakers scored 78% on theegtostiXhosa home language
speakers scored 58%. The same@iht percentage gap exists between these two groups whether it applies to

' Home language is defined by the language in which the teacher speaks most often at home.
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curriculum knowledge or language proficiency in English. Moreover, the curriculum scores of English isiXhosa
home language speakers teaching in English (58%) is practically ilentleascores of isiXhosa teachers

teaching in isiXhosa (59%). These results imply that the weakest teachers in the system, both in terms of languag
proficiency and curriculum knowledge, may be isiXhosa hiamguage speakers, regardless of whether they
teaching in English or isiXhosa.

Table33: Results by test language (LOLT) and home language of teachers

Foundation Phase Teachers Intermediate Phase Teachers
Language | HL Afrikaans | HL English HL Xhosa HL Afrikaans | HL English HL Xhosa
score n | score n |score |n score n | score n |score |n
Afrikaans 68%| 19 65%| 3 67%]| 10
English 61%| 4 68%| 4 83%| 1 77%| 5 57%| 10
IsiXhosa 49%| 16 58%| 7

Note: If teacher responded spoke both English and Afrikaans at home was counted as a language match. One isiXhosa teacher who
mistakenly wrote the test in English has been excluded from the table.

One of the reasons isiXhosa teachers may have struggledisb with the curriculum and proficiency test is due

to the standardized version of Xhosa used in the tests. During testing, a few isiXhosa teachers complained that
they were not familiar with théorm of languagéehat had been used and disclosed that yhesed a different

dialect in their classrooms. It is quite worrying to think that some isiXhosa learners are being taught in a dialect
that is not supported by South African institutions, including the education system. Given that isiXhosa textbooks
mustuse the standardized form of the language, one can assume that if teachers had a difficult time
understanding this version of isiXhosa in the test, learners will have a difficult time understanding it in their
books. We have no way of knowing if isiXhasachers would have performed better in these tests had they been
tested in the dialect they used. Nevertheless, isiXhosa teachers should be required to know and teach in the
standardized version of isiXhosa, as using a dialect can lead to grave conssquence

By test component

Items in the proficiency test can be grouped into 5 areas: comprehension, texts, vocabulary, grammar, and
writing. Results show that both Foundation and Intermediate Phase teachers are strongest in comprehension and
knowledge of texts and are weakest initivrg and vocabulary. It is interesting to note the performance patterns
displayed by the different language groups across test components, as it mirrors between the two phases.
Afrikaans teachers tended to perform equally well on all test componentstiétiexception of writing, which

they found to be more difficult. English teachers tended to do really well on comprehension and knowledge of
texts, scoring well above 70%, but experienced great difficulty with vocabulary, grammar, and writing in

particula. IsiXhosa teachers performed best in comprehension and found vocabulary to be the most challenging.
It is interesting to note that Intermediate Phase teachers had significantly better grammar than Foundation Phase
teachers but Foundation Phase teacheesrabnstrated better writing abilities than Intermediate Phase teachers.

Table34: Results for the Foundation Phase Proficiency Test by test component

Language | Comp Texis Vocabulary | Grammar Writing Total n

Afrikaans 74% 69% 68% 68% 62% 68%| 22
English 74% 76% 60% 64% 55% 65% 8
IsiXhosa 62% 48% 28% 46% 47% 48%| 17
TOTAL 70% 63% 52% 59% 55% 60%| 47

Key: Comp=Comprehension
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Table35: Results for the Intermediate Phase Proficiency Test by test component

Language | Comp Texts Vocabulary | Grammar Writing Total n

Afrikaans 72% 69% 70% 71% 54% 69% 10
English 7% 82% 59% 61% 43% 65% 18
IsiXhosa 68% 60% 43% 69% 34% 58% 7
TOTAL 74% 74% 59% 65% 44% 65% 35

Key: Comp=Comprehension

Each of the test components is further discussed below. For additional information on teacher performance, an
item stats table for Foundation Phase and Intermediate Phase teachers has been included in the Appendix .

1 Comprehension
Literal and inferential comprehension items made up a fourth of the test and took the form of multiple
choice questions. Teachers performed particularly well in this area and with the exception of isiXhosa
teachers, scored above 70%. Two questions in @agr gave difficulty to both Foundation Phase and
Intermediate Phase teachers. The first question asked teachers to identify the main idea of a paragraph
and the second question pertained to another paragraph of the text. In both questions, teachers had a
choice between the correct answer and other true statements that were found in the text. What this
means is that teachers either read the question carelessly and chose something they remembered from
the text, or that they struggle to comprehend an ideatlis developed and conveyed over several
statements.

1 Texts
Questions related to text structures made up a minor component of the test. These items focused on
features of norfiction texts, more specifically of interviews, autobiographies, dictionasied,
advertisements. Overall, teachers performed better in this section. Afrikaans teachers performed just
below the 70% mark, English teachers performed well above, and isiXhosa teachers, particularly in the
Foundation Phase, struggled more with these diges. Teachers had the most difficulty with items
related to dictionaries. Few teachers knew that in a dictionary definition, the letters found in between the
back slashes represent the pronunciation of the word. Many IsiXhosa teachers were also unfethilia
other components of a definition, namely the part of speech and the different meanings of a word. They
even struggled to answer how words in a dictionary are arranged. Another question which gave Afrikaans
and isiXhosa teachers great trouble shoWwattmany teachers do not read questions carefully. Rather
GKFEY SELXFAYAY3 sKé (GKS LIKNI &S adSN¥Ya yR O2yRA
advertisement, they gave the purpose of such a phrase.

1 Vocabulary
Items dealing with words and vocabufanade up the smallest component of the test. Nevertheless,
teachers found this section to be one of the most difficult. In both phases, Afrikaans teachers scored close
to 70%, English teachers close to 60%, and isiXhosa teachers betwedi3%8%he hardg question,
GKAOK ¢l a YAaaSR o0& GKNBS ljdzr NISNBR 2F Ftf GSFOK
had been used in context. Rather than identifying the antonym, the majority of the teachers chose a
synonym for the word. Not surprisingijany teachers also missed another item asking for the synonym
of a word. Another concept that proved to be difficult for English and isiXhosa teachers in particular were
finding the root of a word.
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1 Grammar
Grammar items made up close to a third of tlesttand consisted of opeended questions. Afrikaans
teachers and Intermediate Phase isiXhosa teachers performed better than their peers, scoring around
70%. All other teachers, particularly Foundation Phase isiXhosa teachers, performed below expectations.
The items teachers found most challenging asked them to correct a sentence that contained a
grammatical mistake. About two thirds of teachers missed these items. Many teachers could not identify
the mistake and instead changed other parts of the sentesmretimes incorrectly. Other teachers that
succeeded in identifying the mistake did not know how to correct it. Results suggest that teachers either
have a weak understanding of grammatical rules or have a difficult time applying them to writing. Either
wke> G0KS NBadzZ da AyvyLiXe dGdKFdG GSFOKSNBR KIFI@S I fAY.
was missed by the majority of Foundation Phase teachers was a question about adverbs. Many teachers
RAR y20( 1y2¢ K2g (2 dralverb. KaStly,d eNMiemsit thizieat ddaliwittd Q | &
parts of speech. Both Foundation Phase and Intermediate Phase isiXhosa teachers struggled to answer
these questions correctly, showing a poor understanding of what they are.

1 Writing
The writing componet comprised two short answer questions and two extended writing tasks of 4 to 6
aSyiSyOSad ¢SIFOKSNEQ a0O2NBa T2N) GKAa asSOlAazy oS
writing levels. Foundation Phase teachers averaged 55% and Interm@tiase teachers averaged 44%.
In each of the phases, Afrikaans teachers performed best, followed by English teachers, and lastly isiXhos
teachers.

One of the extended writing items required teachers to explain and justify one thing that should be done

to fight crime. Teachers struggled to express and support their opinion and obtained an average score of
3.1 out of 6. First, many teachers failed to explain and justify their answer either because they did not

read the directions carefully or becausetheydy 24 (y26 K2g (G2 R2 GKAa®D
of grammar compromised the clarity of what they wanted to say. Two sample responses have been
included below, one who scored a 2 and the other a 5. The first one is almost unintelligible, and is
chaacteristic of about 40% of the responses. The second one is more successful at elaborating a coheren
response, although it is still far from good writing, and is characteristic of about 18% of the responses.

As illustrated below, typical mistakes inciuftagments, rurons, punctuation, poor sentence structure,
vocabulary, and tenses.
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Figureb: Sample response for Item 7, score of 2

7. Write a short paragraph (3-4 sentences) about one thing you think should be
done to fight crime in this country. Explain and justify what you say.
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Figure6: Sample response for Item 7, score of 5
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The second extended writing item asked teachers to write a descriptive paragraph about a family member,
detailing what the person looks like, enjoys doing, and makes him/her special. Teachers received an average scol
of 3.3 out of 6. Once more, teacheradha problem following directions and did not write down all the details
required, especially what they looked like. The result was that many paragraphs failed to paint a picture of the
person they were describing and made little use of descriptive wétdsponses also contained many

grammatical mistakes, showing poor control of the language, and displayed weak sentence structure. An example
of a response with a score of 3 and a score of 2 is included below.
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Figure7: Sample esponse to Item 17, Scoré ®

17.  Write a description of your parent or another family member. Use 4-6
sentences. You should say who the person is and include details such as
what they look like, what they like doing and what makes them special to
you.
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Figure8: Sample esponse to Item 17, score of 2

4.3 Variables linked to teacher knowledge

In this section, the relation between various variables and teacher performance is examined through the use of
descriptive analysis and correlations.

1 Language
As we have seen in the analysis abdkie,i S OKSNAR Q [ h[ ¢ appgars tofbe Ivied to | y 3 dzl
teacher performance. In the majority of cases, teachers who teach in Afrikaans outperform those who
teach in English, who perform better than those who teatisiXhosa. The home language of teachers
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