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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 Institute (CTLI), an in-service teacher training centre in the Western Cape. The evaluation ultimately 

seeks to establish whether /¢[LΩǎ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ are making a difference in schools and to identify how CTLI can 

increase and sustain their impact. More specifically, it investigates whether the right educators are attending 

training courses, if the courses are of high quality, if training leads to the improvement of subject knowledge, 

classroom practice, and professional practices, and if it has an effect on learner achievement. Five training 

courses were selected for the scope of the evaluation. These courses are Foundation Phase (FP) Literacy, FP 

Numeracy, Intermediate Phase (IP) Language, IP Maths, and Principal as Manager of the Curriculum. 

Chapter two established that the selection process failed to target weak schools in the province and bring the 

άǊƛƎƘǘέ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ to CTLI. Two contributing factors were that the districts played a minimal role in the selection 

and allowed any principal to select his/her educators for training, and that the CTLI circular opened the 

registration process without specifying any selection criteria.  

As a result, enrolment 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 schools. The majority of schools that attended training performed around the provincial average on 

the systemic tests. However, in the Intermediate Phase Maths course and School Management courses, it was the 

strongest schools who disproportionately received training while the poor-performing schools were under-

represented. Another finding was that close to one third of the Literacy/Numeracy Intervention schools also 

received literacy, numeracy, and school management training from CTLI in 2010. Overall, provincial schools with 

the greatest need for training are largely being missed.  

Chapter three investigated the quality of the five training courses. Findings suggest that the IP Maths course and 

FP Numeracy course were excellent. Course materials were rated highly by a mathematics expert and participants 

were overwhelmingly positive about their experience of the course. Teacher test scores also improved 

significantly, showing a 19 percentage point gain in IP Maths and a 7 percentage point gain in FP Numeracy. The 

quality of the FP Literacy and IP Language course was compromised by /¢[LΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

appointed WCED trainers to prepare and deliver the course. Course materials were poorly developed-  they were 

not phase specific, placed too much emphasis on policy and theory, focused on a single Learning Outcome- 

reading, and in addition were delivered late. The IP course was particularly affected and lost close to a third of its 

participants between Block 1 and Block 2. CTLI responded by bringing in service providers for Block 2, which 

improved the material and delivery of both courses. On the whole, FP Literacy and IP Language teachers thought 

the courses were good and agreed they had improved their content knowledge as well as their teaching practice. 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭΩǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǇƻƻǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿǎ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǾŜǊȅ 

highly. Two possible explanations for the contradictory views are that essential course content was not evaluated 

(the material submitted consisted of individual, unorganized handouts) or that participants were not bothered by 

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

Chapter four examined the curriculum knowledge and language proficiency of FP literacy and IP language 

teachers. One cohort of teachers in the FP literacy course and one in the IP language course wrote tests in the 

language they use to teach in their classrooms at the beginning and end of Block 2. Pre-test scores reveal that at 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭǳƳ ƪƴƻǿƭŜdge was below the minimum level required for FP and IP 

teachers. However, it should be noted that the scores of Afrikaans, English, and IP isiXhosa teachers fell close to 
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the 70% target pass rate (ranged from 61%-66%), whereas the score of FP isiXhosa teachers (35%) was far below. 

Post-test scores reveal that the curriculum knowledge of FP teachers improved for all language groups by an 

average of 6 percentage points after the training. In contrast, Intermediate Phase teachers made no 

improvements to their post-test scores with the exception of a small group of IP Afrikaans teachers. In regards to 

language proficiency, FP and IP teachers failed to meet the minimum standard. Findings suggest that teachers 

could not read or write at the level of a Grade 7 learner. Once again, Afrikaans and English tŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦŜƭƭ 

close to the 70% pass rate (68% and 65% respectively) but the performance of isiXhosa teachers (48% in the FP 

and 58% in the IP) is cause for concern. While the report suggests many areas of improvement for all teachers, FP 

isiXhosa teachers should be given special attention as their levels of curriculum knowledge and language 

proficiency are alarmingly low.  

Chapter five investigated /¢[LΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ IŀƭŦ ƻŦ the participants in the second principal 

course (4 principals) and about one third of the participants in each of the four curriculum courses (between 13-

18 teachers) were visited three months after completing the training. CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭΩǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ŦƛŜƭŘǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ 

conducted an interview with the principal, analyzed school documents, and made brief observations at the 

school. !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ ŀ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ 

visit, results suggest that management practices varied widely in the four schools and school 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 amongst staff and discussing 

expectations, revising school policies, building relationships with the community, improving management 

procedures, as well as stimulating pedagogic discussions at school. At the same time, principals 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 lot of plans that should contribute to the improvement of the quality of education 

in participating schools. However, it is possible that the planned changes do not address the most problematic 

and pressing issues facing the school or that principals are not equipped to effect them properly. The follow up 

visit next year will help to answer this question and 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 analysis of the 

books of the best learner in the class of the interviewed teacher. Learner book results show that despite the 

training, there is too little writing happening in the classrooms. On average, learners write between one and a half 

times and three times a week whereas they should be writing every day. Of the four courses learners write the 

most in FP,  where they complete 110 pages a year, and write the least in IP language, where they only complete 

58 pages a year. The quantity of writing also varies drastically amongst the schools. In FP literacy and numeracy, 

some learners 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 times as much as learners in 

other schools.  

Curriculum coverage is also a cause for concern. In literacy and language, the majority of written work covers 

language structures which includes phonics, grammar, and vocabulary. Learners are given few to no opportunities 

to do their own extended writing or answer comprehension questions. In the Foundation Phase, more than half of 

the learners had not written a single paragraph in the entire year and in the Intermediate Phase, more than half 

of the learners had written 2 paragraphs or less. In addition, the vast majority of books show no evidence of 

learners engaging in the writing process or working with non-textual items such as tables, graphs, diagrams, or 

mindmaps. In FP numeracy and IP maths, learners notebooks are filled with exercises covering Learning Outcome 

1 (LO1), numbers and number relationships, while the other four LOs are greatly neglected.  Even though policy 

dictates that only 55% of the time in numeracy and 40% of the time in maths should be spent in LO 1, the study 
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found that 85% of the written exercises in numeracy and 75% in maths covered LO 1. In numeracy, LO 3 (space 

and shape) and LO 5 (data handling) were particularly neglected while in maths, LO 2 (patterns, functions, and 

algebra), LO 3, and LO 5 received very little attention. Findings also suggest that learners 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 knowledge as well as their teaching practice. Teachers who had attended the FP numeracy course and IP 

ƳŀǘƘǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŦŜƭǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ct ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ Lt 

language course. FP 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 teaching and having better explanations/strategies to teach 

particular topics that may have been neglected in the past. Evidence from the learner books suggests that the 

quantity of writing increased in IP maths, FP literacy, and slightly in FP numeracy, whereas it remained low and 

unaffected in IP language. At the same time, the quantity of writing did not decrease during the time that 

teachers were away at the training. In fact, on average learners wrote more while the substitute managed the 

class. Thus, aside from a few teachers who planned inadequately for their time away, learners do not seem to be 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŦƻǳǊ ǿŜŜƪ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜΦ  

/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǎƛȄ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ /¢[LΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ /¢[L ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ 

significant difference in this area. Educators generally reported leaving the training feeling empowered, confident, 

motivated, and some have even improved their attitude of the subject they taught. Professional communities 

have also reportedly sprung up and 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, it is invaluable that educators are staying connected and 

supporting one another across schools- sharing ideas, resources, advice, and assistance. These links increase the 

chances that educators will stay motivated as they implement what they learnt in the training and face new 

challenges in their schools.   

Chapter seven studied past trends in learner performance to see if previous CTLI courses had made a difference in 

learner achievement. Two types of analysis were used, as there were important limitations to the data we had 

available. ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ Ǝŀƛƴǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ²/95Ωǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜǎǘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊaining for 

schools who had received CTLI training in that particular subject for the first time within a specified period. Gains 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ άǇǊŜέ ŀƴŘ άǇƻǎǘέ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ Ǝŀƛƴǎ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ŀƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ǿƘƻ 

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 2005 to 2009 in the Intermediate Phase for schools who received CTLI 

training ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘƴΩǘΦ  

Results from both analyses suggest that CTLI courses may have had a positive impact on learner performance, as 

schools that attended CTLI training courses sƘƻǿŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ  ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘƴΩǘΦ Moreover, 

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 years to the FP literacy course 

improved their 2002 to 2008 literacy scores by 17.8%. In comparison, schools that had sent one to four teachers 

improved by 13.0% and those that had sent 0 teachers improved by only 7.8%. In FP numeracy, schools that had 

sent five or more 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 a mere 0.5%. Similarly, schools that sent five or more teachers to the IP language course 
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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 decreased their scores by 0.6%. Finally, schools that 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 schools that sent none improved by only 3.6%. These changes are all 

statistically significant. Although it is possible that another factor that is common to schools who sought training 

at CTLI is responsible for the difference in learner gains, it is likely that the actual training course at the very least 

contributed to those gains. The large relative 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 findings for each of the five courses and concludes that CTLI is making a 

difference at the classroom level. Furthermore, it summarizes recommendations made throughout the report.  

Recommendations for CTLI courses include having a strong focus on content knowledge, a secondary focus on the 

ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ōǊƛŜŦ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΤ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ [h[¢Τ 

increasing reflection time for participants; and compiling course materials into a handbook. In regards to CTLI 

processes, the report recommends that the selection process ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ 

address poor performance by systematically targeting weak schools circuit by circuit. It further suggests that 

district officials be more closely involved in CTLI courses, that course evaluations be administered by CTLI; and 

suggests slight modifications to the CTLI database, course reports, course evaluations, and course tenders. Finally, 

the study recommends that certain aspects of the evaluation increase in scope and be revised to more accurately 

measure the impact of CTLI.  
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1 Introduction  

The Cape Teaching and Leadership Institute (CTLI) was established in 2002 as an in-service 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 development.  Past external evaluations have shown 

CTLI to be a cost-effective 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 was agreed that 

ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ /¢[LΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ 

model and structure. During this critical time of transition, JET Education Services was appointed to evaluate the 

processes, procedures, and impact 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 follows: 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 practices. This in turn will produce better teaching, which will ultimately result in 

improved learner performance.  The figure below illustrates this relationship.   

Figure 1Υ 9ǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The scope of the evaluation is limited to four curriculum courses and one school management course. These 

courses are Foundation Phase Literacy, Foundation Phase Numeracy, Intermediate Phase Language, Intermediate 

Phase Maths, and Principal as Manager of the Curriculum.  

This report summarizes all findings for year 1 of the CTLI evaluation up to December 2010. It was preceded by a 

detailed report on teacher selection and five technical reports reviewing the course materials for the five courses; 
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training courses and investigates whether the right educators are sent to CTLI. Chapter three looks at the five 

courses and considers the quality of the course materials as well as the delivery of the training. Chapter four 

ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ /¢[LΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǘŜǎǘǎΦ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ ŦƛǾŜ 

and six considŜǊ /¢[LΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ teacher practices and teacher professionalism respectively by reviewing the 

results of the fieldwork. Chapter seven presents evidence of learner performance gains for schools who were 

trained through CTLI. Finally, Chapter eight discusses all 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 training. To benefit from CTLI courses, educators should display a weakness in the area they seek training. 

They should come to CTLI with the desire to learn and a willingness to improve, not to escape from school. To 

assess whether the right educators were selected for training, five questions are asked in this chapter:  

1. Who does CTLI target for training? 

2. ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ /¢[LΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭection process? 

3. How was the selection made in 2010? 

4. Who attended training in 2010? 

5. Who should attend training at CTLI? 

2.1 Methodology  

To answer the first two questions, interviews were conducted with key staff at CTLI. Andre Lamprecht was 

formally interviewed on August 16th, 2010. The interview consisted of a mix of semi-structured and open-ended 

questions, which mirrored the questions asked to district coordinators. More informal conversations were also 

held with Eddie Kirsten, Director of Human Capital, and Nobantu 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 9-14th of June 2010 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 schools of participants who register to attend a course, was up to date as of August 23rd, 

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

²/95Ωǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜǎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ нллу ŀƴŘ нллфΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜd from Dr. Chris Van Wyk at the University of 

Stellenbosch.  

 

2.2 Who CTLI targets for training   

/¢[LΩǎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀƛƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ 

opened its doors in 2003, CTLI received a clear mandate 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 
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lower quintiles. However, as time went on, CTLI welcomed a more diverse group of educators. 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 brings. The 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 schools, there 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. But since they want 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.  

2.3 #4,)ȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ   

Each of the eight education districts in the Western 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 district. These 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 happen. 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 the registration 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 stŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

courses are advised to register, via their education district officŜǎέ ό²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ /ŀǇŜ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΣ нллфύΦ 

After the circular goes out, CTLI fields questions from interested participants and waits for the nominations 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 attend what course, 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 CTLI 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 educators forwarded 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. Very few 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 verify the 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 educatorǎΩ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ 

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 should come from one school at a time and if there were too many nominations priority was 

ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀǘ /¢[LΦ  

Table 2: Selection process followed in the districts in 2010 

District Action taken after 
circular 

How nominations were 
made 

Criteria used in 
the selection 

Aware 
of 
quota- 
7 per 
course 

Percentage of 
educators nominated 
through 

Self Princ. Dist. 

Metropole 
South 

Reminder given to 
CTMs and CAs to 
forward names 

Schools made the 
nomination. Circuits verified 
whether it reflected the true 
needs of the school. 

Lit/num results No 10% 80% 10% 

Metropole 
North 

Highlighted info to 
principals and CAs 

Schools sent nominations to 
coordinator. CAs gave 
guidance.  Lit/Num focus 
schools given preference.  

Lit/num results Yes 0% 100% 0% 

Metropole 
Central 

Highlighted info to 
principals and 
circuits 

{ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ {a¢ǎ ƳŀŘŜ 
nominations according to 
guidelines.  

First time 
educators and 
those struggling 
given 
preference 

No 90% 10% 0% 

Cape 
Winelands 

Highlighted 
information to 
CTMs and schools. 

Schools sent nominations to 
coordinator.  

None No *  *  0% 

West 
Coast 

None Schools made most of the 
nominations. Few were 
made by some circuits.   

None No 25% 70% 5% 

Overberg Highlighted 
information to 
schools 

Schools sent nominations to 
coordinator. 

None Yes 100% 0% 0% 

KEY: Princ. = Principal; Dist. = District; CTM= Circuit Team Managers; CA= Curriculum Advisors.  

NOTE: The district official was unsure of the breakdown between educators who had selected themselves for training or those that had 

been selected by the principal, but was certain that the district had not played a role in the selection.  

District coordinators were open about the weaknesses they saw in the selection process. All coordinators 

recognized that the current methods 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 districts requested 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 groups to strengthen the 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 on the 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 

ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΦ  /¢[LΩǎ ŜƴǊƻƭƳŜƴǘ ǎǇǊŜŀŘǎƘŜŜǘ ŦƻǊ нлмл ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƭŀǎǘ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ !ǳƎǳǎǘ ноΣ нлмлΣ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ 

to carry out the analysis. It was ƳŜǊƎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ²/95Ωǎ hǊŘƛƴŀƭ [ƛǎǘ ƻŦ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎ нллф ǘƻ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜ 

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 participants to CTLI courses 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 section the profile of CTLI schools is discussed by examining the districts, quintiles, ex-departments, and 

learner performance levels.  Furthermore, the list of CTLI schools is checked against the list of Lit/Num schools to 

determine whether schools are receiving double 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. Schools were predominantly from the urban districts, 

where schools tend to be more privileged than in the rural areas. With the exception of three Quintile 1 schools 

and eighteen Quintile 2 schools, there are no Quintile 1 or 2 schools in the urban parts of the province. The 

majority of Quintile 1 and 2 schools lie in Cape Winelands and Eden and Central Karoo, which are very much 

under-represented at CTLI. CTLI is receiving mostly former coloured schools (HOR), as their numbers are greatest 

in the province, and feǿ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǿƘƛǘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ /¢[LΩǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ 

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 the urban districts are the more privileged ones. For further 

information and discussion on the breakdown of district, quintile, and ex-departments, see pages 8-10 of the CTLI 

Teacher Selection Report prepared in September 2010.  

The profile of schools that atteƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀǘ /¢[L ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ /¢[LΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ǿŜŀƪ 

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 schools from applying. 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 the rural areas. If this 

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, which could be remedied by decentralizing key courses to rural areas in need of 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, which would have 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 courses. Whether 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 as they know 

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 consider mounting 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 initiative in order to 

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 dysfunctional, face 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 nominations 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 right courses at 

/¢[LΦ ¢ƻ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ²/95Ωǎ ōƛŜƴƴƛŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ǘŜǎǘ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ tƘŀǎŜΣ 

we examined the 2008 Grade 3 Literacy results for schools that had educators that attended the 2010 Literacy 

course and the Grade 3 Numeracy 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 maths results for those 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 management. 

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 schools was 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 of 

schools in the province who achieved the same marks. If the schools that attended training 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 

province would hŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜΦ DƛǾŜƴ /¢[LΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻ ŦŀǾƻǳǊ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪŜǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ŀ 

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 be shifted to the left, if the schools that most needed training were 

being targeted.    

FP Literacy: The majority of schools in the province score between 60-69% on the test, which is just below the 

provincial average score of 72%. The greatest percentage of sŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ /¢[LΩǎ Ct [ƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ όпс҈ύ 

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 between 50-59%. There is also proportionally 

fewer strong schools at CTLI than in the province, which decreases with higher performance. There are 2% fewer 

schools that score between 70-79%, 6% fewer that score between 80-89%, and 9% fewer that score above 90%. 

Although most of the schools performed 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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*CTLI n= 97, Province n= 1066 

FP Numeracy: The majority of schools in the province (27%) score between 25-34% 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 between 35-44%. CTLI also received more schools that 

performed a little below and above average relative to their numbers in the population.  There are 3% more 

schools that scored between 25-35% as well as 3% more schools that scored between 45-54%. A smaller 

percentage of the weakest two tiers of schools and the strongest two tiers attended training at CTLI. All in all, the 

weaker performing schools were not favoured at the training.   

 
*CTLI n= 100, Province n= 1066 

IP Language: The majority 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, there is a 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, between 60-69%, and 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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*CTLI n= 64, Province n= 1039 

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 the test, 26% score between 20-29%, 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 groups 

and 8% came from those scoring just below average. The majority of schools that attended training at CTLI (41%) 

scored between 50-59%, 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 provincial population. The crucial part of 

the population, which is really struggling with Mathematics, is being missed.  

  
*CTLI n= 75, Province n= 1039  

School Management: The majority of schools attending 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 population. Schools that score above 

average are also being disproportionately favoured. There are 9% more schools that scored between 50-59% and 

6% more schools that scored between 60-69% at CTLI. All in all, close to half of the schools (51%) at the training 

represent the stronger schools in the province. In comparison, even though 29% of the schools score significantly 

below the provincial average (between 30-39% on the two tests), these weak schools only make up 8% of the 
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schools that attend training at CTLI. Once again, the average-performing and high-performing schools are being 

disproportionately favoured.  

 
*CTLI n= 112, Province n= 1095 

In summary, the current selection process is mainly attracting the schools that are performing on or above 

average and is largely missing the weakest performing schools. In the case of the IP Maths course and to a smaller 

extent the School Management courses, it is actually the strongest schools who are being favoured and are 

receiving training. When we disaggregate the data 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 could have 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 of the schools 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 to the IP Maths course and School Management courses were disproportionately the 

strongest ones.  

 
*CTLI n= 18, district n= 140     *CTLI n= 17, district n= 140 
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*CTLI n= 31, district n= 144 

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 

participating 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 and year-long in-school 

support for 1 teacher per grade per learning 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 received training in 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 these 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 one another 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 Metropole East, North, 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 Numeracy/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 the department makes through its Lit/Num and CTLI training, it 

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

do re-enforce one another, it should be considered whether the added value of attending the other 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 re-think which schools need to be targeted and how 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 Quintile 1-3 schools at CTLI, since they tend to be poorest performers in 

the system. Table 6 below, which depicts performance according to quintile, shows that the systemic test results 

for the three lowest quintiles are indeed significantly below the provincial average (see the figures highlighted in 

red).  

 Table 3: Performance on the 2008 and 2009 Systemic Test according to Quintile 

  
Quintile 

Grade 3 2008 Grade 6 2009 

No of 
schools Literacy Numeracy 

No of 
schools Language Maths 

1 230 66.8 31.9 216 50.7 31.5 

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 and sometimes 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 schools in Numeracy, 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 Language, and are 

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 in two districts 

District Quintile 
Gr3 
Literacy 

Gr3 
Numeracy 

No. of 
schools 

Gr6 
language 

Gr 6 
Maths 

No. of 
schools 

E
d

e
n
 a

n
d
 C

e
n
tr

a
l 

K
a

ro
o 
 

1 67.5 32.0 71 51.6 32.0 66 

2 64.3 33.4 28 48.1 26.3 28 

3 71.4 35.9 23 56.6 31.0 23 

4 68.8 39.1 21 58.3 34.2 21 

5 88.5 69.0 24 77.0 64.7 24 

District Avg. 70.7 39.0 167 56.3 36.0 162 

W
e

st
 C

o
a
st 

1 68.8 37.0 51 54.3 36.7 48 

2 72.9 41.2 15 56.8 38.1 14 

3 71.3 34.4 7 56.8 36.6 6 

4 71.9 42.3 23 57.0 34.2 23 

5 87.4 71.1 20 75.2 64.1 19 

District Avg. 73.3 44.3 116 58.9 41.1 110 

Provincial Avg. 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 circuit by circuit. Together with the department, CTLI must decide how it will define 

άǿŜŀƪέ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ- whether it will refer to those schools who score below the provincial average, those who fall into 

ǘƘŜ άƴƻǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘέ ƻǊ άǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘέ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜs (below 50% on the systemic test), or those who 

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 weakest teachers 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 pointed out in their 

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 training, to be on the same page with schools that are trying 

to transform their practice 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 can be problematic 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 eliminated. It is also 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 should 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 socio-economic and 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 multi-fold 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; 

3. Will strengthen and empower 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 contextual challenges and can share specific 

ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǎƴΩǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǊƳ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ 

ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ  

5. Allows teachers to interact with other teachers from different geographical and socio-economical 

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.    

Implementing this new selection process will require much greater coordination between 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 enrol in 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 developing a 3-year plan specifying 

which circuits and schools they intend to target that can then be operationalized by the districts.  

One very important question that needs 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 the Literacy and 

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 impact 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 below shows the number of schools that failed, or scored below 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 793 schools (77%) 

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 Numeracy and 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 worse in Language 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 whether 

it is possible 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: Number of schools who score below 50% in the Systemic Tests 

   
District 

No. of 
schools 

Schools that failed 
2008 Grade 3 test No. of 

schools 

Schools that failed 
2009 Grade 6 test 

Literacy Numeracy Language Maths 

Cape Winelands 213 8 172 198 72 164 

Eden and Central Karoo 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 Grade 6 results as information was not available. 

2.7 Summary of results  

¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǊƛƎƘǘέ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ /¢[LΦ !ǎ ƛǘ ǎǘŀƴŘǎΣ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ 

charge of identifying their weak schools and principals are being given the choice to nominate their teachers for 
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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 interested, and does 

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 of educators 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 average 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 under-represented at CTLI until an effective mechanism 

exists to target them directly for training.   

The following recommendations are made:  

¶ Systematic process for targeting weak schools circuit by circuit, which is led by CTLI and the Provincial 

office; 

¶ Increase the number of Numeracy and Maths courses offered, as well as the number of Intermediate 

Phase courses; 

¶ 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 school leaders throughout the Western Cape province.  Eight of 

these courses covered Numeracy, Literacy, or Life Skills in the Foundation Phase (FP); six covered Maths, 

Language, Natural Sciences, or Environmental Education in the Intermediate Phase (IP); four covered Reading, 

Maths, or Technology in the Senior Phase (SP); and twenty covered school management topics including the roles 

of the principal, deputy principal, and HOD, aspiring school leaders, induction courses, School Management Team 

training, and a course focused on women. In addition to these training courses, CTLI also 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 courses and 1 school 

management course considered key in improving learner performance. These courses are:  

¶ FP Literacy;  

¶ FP Numeracy; 

¶ IP Language;  

¶ IP Maths; and 

¶ Principal as Manager of the Curriculum.    

The study made two assumptions about training elements that would improve teaching and investigated them for 

each course. The questions 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 question, experts were commissioned to review the course materials. To evaluate the 

effectiveness of delivery, ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊǎΩ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ participant feedback, and informal training observations were 

used.  

3.1.1 Review of the course materials  

Three experts in the areas of Maths, Language, and School Management were chosen to review the training 

materials (refer to the appendix for background information on the reviewers). They each received the tender 

document specifying the course requirements, the facilitators guide for the course, and the material given to 

participants. The reviewers followed a framework which looked at the content of the training materials, their 

instructional design, time allocations, approach to teaching and learning, as well as the editing. A technical report 

was produced for each course and a summary table can be found in the appendix.  

The material review was problematic for various reasons. Some of the material was not ready in July to be given 

to the course reviewers including the course programmes, facilitatorΩǎ guide, and Block 2 material. Moreover, 

because the material is not compiled into a single handbook, there were numerous complications in obtaining all 

of the material in the order that participants received it. 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 hundreds of pages introducing yet another element of error into the review. 
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Reviewers analysed and drew conclusions based on the materials they were given. However, we cannot ascertain 

the extent to which the contents reviewed actually represent the content covered in the course.  

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

experienced.  

Table 6: Materials reviewed for CTLI training courses 

Course Material reviewed Comments 

FP Lit Block 1 Course programmes for 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 programme 
Block 2 

Course programmes for Block 1 as well as the facilitator guide were 
not made available.  

IP Lang Block 1 The course programme for Block 1 and 2, as well as all the material 
for Block 2 were not available at the time of the review. 

IP Maths Block 1, Block 2, 
course programme 
Block 1 

Course programme for Block 2 was not made available. ²Ŝ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
have all the content for Block 2 at first, but managed to get it in 
time after some effort.  

Principal Handouts, 
ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜΣ 
course programme, 
overhead 
transparencies 

Material arrived as loose pages and was organized by JET according 
to the course programme and facilitator guide. We noticed that 
some of the items were dated 2008 and could not ascertain 
whether we had the correct, updated versions. Furthermore, some 
of the material listed in the course programme could not be found 
among the content we received ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ 
revealed that more information was covered in the course than 
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 course. It is not clear how the materials were used in the Numeracy or Maths course.  

3.1.2 Delivery of the training  

To assess how well the training was delivered, data was obtained from the course providerΩs course report, from 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ Ŏƻurse evaluations, from interviews with a small sample of participants held three months after 

the course, and brief observations of the training.   All course providers submitted reports after the completion of 

each course. Although quality varied significantly, course reports generally recounted details of the training, 

challenges, highlights, and recommendations on how to improve the course.   

Course evaluations were also obtained from CTLI on the final day of training. However, not all questionnaires 

werŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ /¢[L ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜΦ !ǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘƳinister the 

questionnaire to the participants, it is possible that some forms containing negative remarks were discarded. In 

the future we recommend that CTLI staff administer all course evaluations to ensure they receive all reviews.  All 

questionnaires received for this study were captured into Excel and incorporated into the analysis.  

Interviews were conducted with about a third of the participants in one cohort of each course. School visits took 

place at the end of October and beginning of November, three months after completion of the training. For more 

information on the fieldwork and participating educators, please refer to Chapter 5, pages 63-65.   
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Finally, brief observations of the training took place for the FP Literacy, FP Numeracy, IP Language, and IP Maths 

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 into two parallel sections, 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  

The FP Literacy Course is a 4 week course which is broken up into two training blocks. Block 1 is held early in the 

year and Block 2 is held towards the middle of the year allowing participants to return to the classroom in 

between. In accordance with /¢[LΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ²/9D trainers were appointed to develop and present 

the material for the course. However, only one set of materials was developed for FP literacy and IP language 

teachers. As a result of the feedback from Block 1, CTLI decided to enlist service providers to assist in the delivery 

of Block 2 and supplement materials to make the course more practical.  

Four Modules were covered in Block 1:  

¶ The importance of literacy; 

¶ Policies, principles, programmes, people for effective literacy and language development; 

¶ Foundations for learning and the balanced language programme; and 

¶ Methodologies of a balanced language programme. 

In Block 2, six Modules were covered:    

¶ Literacy across the curriculum; 

¶ Phonemic awareness; 

¶ Strategies to enhance language instructions - how to evaluate LTSM; 

¶ Inclusive classroom practice; 

¶ Recognising reading problems - learning styles; 

¶ Planning for assessment in the Foundation Phase. 

Training materials 

Only Block 1 course material was evaluated for this report, as material for Block 2 was not yet available. Overall, 

the materials received a rating of 3.0 out of 5.0, meaning it was satisfactory for FP literacy teachers.  

 

The main strength of the material is that it identified one important area -how to put into practice a balanced 

literacy programme, and used good materials that dealt with the topic in sufficient depth and detail to have an 

impact on practice. At the same time, the material largely derives from READ Education Trust and it is possible 

that many teachers would find this training redundant as they are already implementing these reading 

methodologies effectively in their schools. Nevertheless, the material has been generally well-designed and well-

edited. The training manual is logically sequenced and the materials are all-inclusive. Active learning is promoted 

through the materials, although some activities are not well-conceptualized.   

 

The course material also exhibits a number of weaknesses. Too much time is spent introducing the balanced 

language approach and relating it to policy (Module 1-3), and too little time is spent learning about the actual 

approach (Module 4). Moreover, the tone tends to be directive, didactic and bureaucratic. Instead of engaging 

and involving teachers it has the potential effect of disengaging and distancing them. It is also offers limited 
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opportunities for reflection and contains no assignments or assessments. For more information on the material 

review, please refer to the appendix or the ŎƻǳǊǎŜΩǎ technical report.  

FacilitatorsΩ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ  

Several course reports were written for the FP Literacy course. The table below summarizes ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊǎΩ 

comments on the elements of the training that worked well and those that were challenging. It should be noted 

that a few elements that worked poorly in Block 1 were amended for Block 2.  

 

Table 7: Training elements that worked and were challenging according to the FP Literacy facilitators  

 Elements that worked well Elements that were challenging 

B
lo

c
k 

1 

¶ Participants appreciated training on work 
schedules and lesson plans from department 
officials. 

¶ Demonstration lesson with learners. 

¶ Good participation and interaction.  

¶ Teaching the Balanced Language Approach 
methodologies.  

¶ Facilitators and CTLI received the course material 
late Friday afternoon prior to the start of class.  

¶ Participants never received the daily course 
programmes.  

¶ Participants were not given the READ handbooks 
detailing the methodologies of the Balanced 
Language Approach. 

¶ Training was too theoretical, not practical.  

¶ Some participants were from READ schools and 
already familiar with methodologies.  

¶ Different facilitation styles and activities done in 
the two parallel groups, disadvantaging one. 

¶ Different language groups not accommodated.  

¶ Focus was too narrow- only covered reading. 

¶ Using the same manual as the IP (some examples 
and case studies not relevant for the FP). 

B
lo

c
k 

2 

¶ Participant groups exposed to both facilitators. 

¶ With the exception of concepts not part of 
course materials, teachers expectations were 
met.  

¶ More practical work than in Block 1. 

¶ High participation.  

¶ Phonics content. 

¶ Issues with JET testing- translation and 
administration 

¶ Different languages still not accommodated. 

NOTE: Block 1 reports submitted by N. Mgobozi, M. Benn, B. Goetham, and N. Nyamza. Block 2 report submitted by N. Mgobozi. 

 

ParticipantsΩ feedback  

ParticipantǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ  ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ as well as interviews 

conducted three months after completing the course.  It should be noted that according to CTLI staff, 14 course 

evaluations were missing. Overall, participants were overwhelmingly positive about the course. It is interesting to 

note that while ratings do not indicate that language was an issue in the course, in the open comment section of 

the evaluation 12 participants (26%) requested the training/materials be in Afrikaans or isiXhosa.   
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Table 8: Quality of the FP Literacy Block 2 training session according to course evaluations   

  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree n 

Presenters well prepared and delivery was effective 59% 41% 0% 46 

Facilitators and presenters were professional in all they did 62% 38% 0% 45 

Adequate information was disseminated on each topic 52% 48% 0% 44 

Adequate time was spent on all topics 51% 47% 2% 45 

Materials and handouts were adequate 57% 43% 0% 46 

Group and plenary sessions were well-managed 52% 48% 0% 46 

Presenters and facilitators accommodated all language groups 49% 49% 2% 45 

Expectations of workshop were met 47% 53% 0% 45 

My understanding of the curriculum 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.  

 

Table 9: Top three highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in the FP Literacy 

course 

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement 

¶ Learning barriers (20) 

¶ Assessment (14) 

¶ Phonics and spelling (12) 

¶ Xhosa training/phonics (6) 

¶ CAPS/English FAL (5) 

¶ Numeracy/life skills (4) 

¶ End day earlier (6) 

¶ Language (6) 

¶ Demo lessons (4) 
Note: Number of teachers who made the comment appears in parenthesis  

 

Three months after the training, fifteen FP teachers were interviewed about the course. Seven rated the FP 

Literacy Course as άexcellentέ, 6 as άgoodέ, and 2 as άaverageέ. They also felt more strongly ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΩ 

effect on their teaching practice (11 strongly agreed) as opposed to their content knowledge (8 strongly agreed), 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ. More than half of the teachers also mentioned 

topics for which they would like to receive more support. Phonics was mentioned by almost all of the teachers 

followed by the teaching of reading and writing. When asked to rate the quality of the course materials, 4 rated 

them άvery goodέ, 10 rated them άgoodέ, and 1 rated it άaverageέ. 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 two FP literacy groups on the first afternoon of Block 2. Despite 

the brief amount of time spent 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 with isiXhosa speakers was struggling to 

keep up. As a whole, they participated less ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ 

when topics the sped through topics they did not understand. The content of the course was also not always 

pertinent to this group (e.g.: English phonics). At one point in time, an isiXhosa teacher became exasperated by 

this and spoke out about it to the class. Besides these difficulties, the overall learning environment was positive, 

vibrant, and participants were 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 block to improve the quality of the second training session by 

making the training more practical and useful for educators. It appears that service providers are particularly 

strong in some literacy content areas whereas WCED trainers are best suited to present policy issues of the 

department. Until department officials acquire the requisite knowledge to present certain literacy topics with skill 

and confidence, a mix of facilitators should be retained and each should teach according to their strengths. The 

biggest issue that surfaced was language and it is strongly recommended that the sessions be split up according to 

ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ [anguage of Learning and Teaching (LOLT), especially for the presentation of phonics. Lastly, the 

scope of the materials was largely limited to reading, which is only one of the six learning outcomes. It is essential 

that the course cover the other learning outcomes with content that is specific to the Foundation Phase.  

3.2.2 Foundation Phase Numeracy  

The FP Numeracy Course is a four week training course which was held three times in 2010. Similarly to the 

literacy course, it was broken up into two training sessions allowing participants to return to the classroom in 

between. The training materials and course delivery were handled by the Mathematics Education Primary 

Programme (MEPP) and covered all five Learning Outcomes.  Learning Outcomes were weighted according to 

specifications in the National Curriculum Statements (NCS) as well as the perceived needs of the teachers. Within 

each Learning Outcome, assessment standards were unpacked and problem solving was discussed. The course 

also addressed planning, assessment, use of resources, managing a classroom, and learning barriers in numeracy.  

Training materials 

The training materials for both Block 1 and 2 were found to be of a very high quality and were given a rating of 4.1 

out of 5. The greatest strength of the material is the thorough coverage of the NCS, which is very relevant and 

useful for all teachers. The instructional design of the material is also strong. Course materials are logically 

sequenced, coherent, and for the best part all-inclusive. Provision is made for the extension of learning and 

departmental documents are referenced in such a way that they further enhance lesson planning and classroom 

practice. The pacing of the mathematical content in the course materials is appropriate and pays careful attention 

to progression and development of concepts. Active learning 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 improve on an already excellent set of materials. Minor suggestions 

were made in the technical report to improve the clarity and accuracy of certain topics. For more information on 

the ratings obtained by these materials, please refer to the table in the appendix or the technical report. 

CŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ 

A 124 page report was written for Course 3 of the FP Numeracy Course. The table below summarizes elements of 

the training that worked well and those that were found to be challenging according to the facilitators who wrote 

the report.   
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Table 10: Training elements that worked and were challenging according to the FP Numeracy facilitators 

Elements that worked well Elements that were challenging 

¶  Number work (LO1). 

¶ The class work books (developed 48 learner 
activities). 

¶ Demo lessons. 

¶ Measurement work stations. 

¶ Patterns in natural and cultural artefacts. 

¶ Hands on teaching of LO3. 

¶ Great interaction among participants. 

¶ 20 minutes of journal writing to reflect on class 
content. 

¶ Learning Support Teachers, who have different 
needs, often dominated the conversation. 

¶ Barriers to learning in LO1 (done poorly through 
an external expert).  

¶ Assignments could be improved. 

¶ Proofread teacher tests and shorten in length. 

¶ Teachers exposed to a lot of resources that they 
cannot afford/do not have access to. 

 

Course reports also included information on the teacher testing conducted by MEPP. On average, teachers gained 

7 percentage points on the curriculum test they wrote, scoring 76% on the post-test. Most of the gains were 

made in LO3 Space and Shape. In the post-test, teachers struggled most with LO5 and obtained 65% on the 

section.  

 

ParticipantǎΩ feedback 

The table below presentǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜs captured in the course evaluations.  Participants were 

overwhelmingly positive about the training, especially about the 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 knowledge had improved as a result of the course. 

It is not clear why participants gave such ratings. The table that follows shows that a large number of teachers 

thought that the content in Block 2 (LO2, LO3, and LO4) was the highlight of the course. In addition, only two 

teachers thought there was any aspect of the numeracy course that could be improved (LO4).   

 

Table 11: Quality of the FP Numeracy Block 2 training session according to course evaluations   

  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree n 

Presenters well prepared and delivery was effective 76% 24% 0% 37 

Facilitators and presenters were professional in all they did 81% 19% 0% 37 

Adequate information was disseminated on each topic 60% 40% 0% 35 

Adequate time was spent on all topics 61% 39% 0% 36 

Materials and handouts were adequate 67% 33% 0% 36 

Group and plenary sessions were well-managed 59% 41% 0% 37 

Presenters and facilitators accommodated all language groups 57% 38% 5% 35 

Expectations of workshop were met 39% 61% 0% 36 

My understanding of the curriculum has improved 41% 54% 5% 35 

 

  



31 
 

Table 12: Top three highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in the FP Numeracy 

course 

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement 

¶ LO4 Measurement (19) 

¶ LO3 Space and shape (18) 

¶ LO2 Patterns (8) 

¶ Life-skills/Literacy training (15) 

¶ Learning barriers (3) 

¶ Assessment (2) 

¶ LO4 (2) 

¶ HODs should attend course (3) 

¶ Food (3) 

¶ LO4 (2) 

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

 

Thirteen FP teachers were visited at their schools three months after the course. Eleven of the teachers rated the 

course as άexcellentέ and two rated it as άgoodέ. All but one teacher strongly agreed that the course had 

improved their content knowledge, and 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 LO4. All of the teachers mentioned referring back to their course materials. The majority of teachers 

(8) rated them άvery goodέ and almost all agreed they were very useful.  

 

Training observations 

Towards the end of the first day of Block 2, both numeracy groups were observed for about 35 minutes each. The 

atmosphere in both classrooms was very different. One facilitator struggled to keep his class focused. Although he 

knew his content well and was presenting something useful, explanations were not clear or concise and dragged 

the pace of the lesson. A few teachers lost interest and conversations easily broke out derailing them off the 

topic. In contrast, the other facilitator expertly managed her class. Teachers were very focused as some seemed 

to be learning the concept of fractions themselves. One teacher asked how they could write the names of 

fractions in isiXhosa and some time had to be spent debating the correct names without the guidance of the 

facilitator.   

 

Conclusions 

The FP Numeracy course made use of an excellent set of training materials to cover all the Learning Outcomes in 

the NCS. The course was practical and enlightening for teachers who deeply appreciated being part of the 

training. Facilitators were very knowledgeable, although one was not as adept in communicating and managing 

the class and the other could not help isiXhosa teachers establish number names in their language. Test results 

revealed that teachers improved their understanding of the curriculum, especially in LO 3 space and shape. 

Another strength of the course was the daily use of journals for reflection on course content. All curriculum 

courses at CTLI should consider implementing their use.  

 

3.2.3 Intermediate Phase Language  

 IP Language is a four week training course which was held twice in 2010. Delivery was split up in to 2 two-week 

sessions held at the beginning and middle of the year. In accordance with /¢[LΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ²/95 

trainers were appointed to develop and present the material for the course. However, WCED trainers developed 

only one set of materials for both FP literacy and IP language teachers. The material was found to be unsuitable 

for the Intermediate Phase by course participants as well as the reviewer. Consequently, CTLI enlisted a service 

provider to deliver Block 2 of the course and prepare a new, more relevant set of materials.  

In Block 1, the following content was covered:   

¶ The importance of literacy; 
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¶ Policies, principles, programmes, people for effective literacy and language development; 

¶ Foundations for learning and the balanced language programme; and 

¶ Methodologies of a balanced language programme. 

In Block 2, the following content was covered by the service provider without making use of the training manual: 

¶ 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; 

¶ Assessment; and 

¶ Writing. 

 

Training materials 

Only Block 1 materials were evaluated for this report, as course material for Block 2 was not yet available. Overall, 

the materials received a rating of 2.7 out of 5 and were judged to be below expectations for the Intermediate 

Phase. The material is centred on the balance language approach and it is not entirely appropriate, as the 

knowledge of IP teachers needs to extend well beyond teaching the basics of literacy. Relevant topics for IP 

teachers include teaching literacy across the curriculum, information literacy (locating information in books, 

making sense of it, evaluating it, synthesising it), reading more sophisticated literature, using higher order 

comprehension skills, and writing a greater range of more complex texts, which were not addressed in the 

materials.  

 

Feedback from the facilitators 

Several course reports were written for Block 1, which were quite critical of the course. Only one report was 

submitted for Block 2, and this included less information about what worked and what ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎΦ 

The table below summarizes these elements. It should be noted that there appears to have been a significant 

improvement from one training session to the other.  
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Table 13: Training elements that worked and were challenging according to the IP Language facilitators 

 Elements that worked well Elements that were challenging 

B
lo

c
k 

1 

¶  Mediation of work schedules and lesson plans 
by the department 

¶ Activities captured and copied onto a CD for 
teachers to take back to school 

¶ A district official attended the course 

¶ Interaction amongst participants 

¶ Training material received late 

¶ Only one Learning Outcome was addressed 

¶ Material largely irrelevant for the IP 

¶ Too much focus on policy and a lack of 
classroom based activities 

¶ Facilitators finished covering material with 2 
days left 

¶ Language issues 

¶ Methodologies taught already in practice in 
many schools 

¶ Activities focused on lower-order thinking 
skills and were not stimulating 

¶ No assignments or pre/post tests 

¶ Participants did not receive a course 
programme 

B
lo

c
k 

2 

¶ Content on teaching a reading lesson 

¶ Covering different text genres 

¶ Time spent on writing 

¶ Presentation on assessment 

¶ More practical work 

¶ Could not make use of the training manual 

NOTE: Reports submitted by J. Kurgan, M. Benn, N. Ngondo, and Block 2 presenters 

 

ParticipantsΩ feedback 

The tables below ǎƘƻǿǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ Overall, teachers thought the course 

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 below are more tempered than for any other course. The highlight for 

participants was learning about a reading lesson and how to do pre-reading, reading, and post-reading. Many 

commented that these presentations were excellent. The second week was disappointing for some teachers. 

Many complained about the Inclusive Education presentation, particularly how the facilitator simply read from 

the textbook and could not address their questions. Other teachers mentioned that the second week was too 

disorganized with too many presenters, big groups, and not enough time to discuss and grapple with the topic.  

Table 14: Quality of the IP Language Block 2 training session according to course evaluations   

  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree n 

Presenters well prepared and delivery was effective 37% 63% 0% 35 

Facilitators and presenters were professional in all they did 60% 34% 6% 35 

Adequate information was disseminated on each topic 47% 47% 6% 32 

Adequate time was spent on all topics 31% 63% 6% 35 

Materials and handouts were adequate 32% 62% 6% 34 

Group and plenary sessions were well-managed 40% 57% 3% 35 

Presenters and facilitators accommodated all language groups 34% 63% 3% 35 

Expectations of workshop were met 12% 85% 3% 34 

My understanding of the curriculum has improved 30% 70% 0% 33 
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Table 15: 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 

¶ 3 phases of reading (25) 

¶ Intervention (4) 

¶ Creative writing (2) 

¶ Curriculum advisor and 
management involved (4) 

¶ Learning 
barriers/interventions (3) 

¶ Assessment tasks (3) 

¶ Inclusive education 
presentation (8) 

¶ Groups were too big (4) 

¶ More resources for schools (2) 

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

 

Seventeen participants were interviewed three months after completing the course. When asked to rate the 

course the majority of the teachers (9) responded that it was άgoodέΣ ǎŜǾŜƴ thought it was άexcellentέ, and one 

thought it was άaverageέ. Teachers also believed that the course had helped to improve their content knowledge 

and teaching practice, although they felt that the course had made a bigger impact on their content knowledge. 

Teachers were also asked about topics for which they would like to receive more support. Four teachers 

mentioned writing, four mentioned reading interventions for slow learners, and two mentioned grammar. More 

than half of the teachers (10) rated the course materials as άgoodέ, the others were split between άexcellentέ and 

άaverageέ. All but two teachers refer back to the course materials and most (10) find them to be very useful.  

 

Training observations 

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

was together in one room and were engaged in a small group discussion about how to do pre-reading. As each of 

the groups presented, the rest of the class listened attentively and the facilitator expertly jumped in to highlight, 

summarize, and correct any misconceptions that could arise. The class was lively, supportive of one another, and 

was enjoying being part of the course.  

 

Conclusions 

The IP Language course suffered from a poorly developed course manual that was delivered days before the start 

of the course. The training material it contained was not suited to the needs of the Intermediate Phase. There was 

too much attention on policy, only 1 Learning Outcome was addressed, and the balanced language approach 

methodologies were neither new to some teachers nor considered appropriate. Moreover, the content was not 

sufficient and was completed in 8 days. The overall response to Block 1 was negative and one third of the 

teachers did not return for Block 2. Service 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 properly. In 

Block 2, teachers were excited about certain presentations and slightly disappointed by others, but on the whole 

were thankful for the course and thought it was good. The evaluation strongly recommends that proper time be 

devoted to reworking the content for the course, which should include all Learning Outcomes, be specific to the 

Intermediate Phase, and feature practical applications for the classroom.  

3.2.4 Intermediate Phase Maths  

IP Maths is a 4 week training course which was held twice in 2010. Course delivery was broken up into 2 training 

sessions; the first block was held early in the year and the second block was held towards the middle of the year 

to allow teachers to return to the classroom in between. The Mathematical Education Primary Programme 

(MEPP) was appointed to prepare the course material and deliver the course.   

In Block 1, the following content was covered: 



35 
 

¶ LO1- whole numbers, fractions; 

¶ LO4- measurement; 

¶ Mental maths. 

In Block 2, the following content was covered: 

¶ LO1- decimal fractions, percentages; 

¶ LO2- patterns and pre-algebra; 

¶ LO3- shape and space; 

¶ LO5- 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. 

 

Training materials 

The training materials were found to be of very high quality and received a rating of 4.2 out of 5. Similar strengths 

were found to the FP numeracy course. The coverage of specific topics and of the material as a whole is excellent, 

matching well the tender specifications and being highly relevant for teachers. The material is well-presented, has  

a strong logic guiding its organization, and is coherent. The support material is virtually all-inclusive since in most 

cases all of the information that makes up the training is included in the material and given to teachers to take 

home. Really useful and well-written summaries of the content are given as well as further reading and 

complementary resources to extend learning. The materials promote active-learning by teaching it and modelling 

it effectively. Activities, assignments, and assessments are varied, clear, and relevant.  

There are very minor weaknesses in relation to the overall quality of the materials. A small number of topics could 

be more clearly and accurately conveyed and in some instances, the South African context needs to be 

considered. A few reflection activities could be improved upon and feedback after activities would enhance the 

learning.  The pace at which the material is covered is adequate, however, the bulk of materials (consisting of 

over 712 pages) may be a bit overwhelming. For more information on the material review, please refer to the 

summary table in the appendix or to the technical report for IP Maths.  

CŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ  

An excellent and thorough course report was written for the IP Maths Course where facilitators reflected on each 

of the sessions and the teachersΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ. Elements that worked particularly well in 

the training and those that were challenging are highlighted in the table below.   
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Table 16: Training elements that worked and were challenging according to the IP Maths facilitators 

Elements that worked well Elements that were challenging 

¶ The development of number concept, progression, 
and place value. 

¶ Mental maths. 

¶ Division. 

¶ How to teach fractions. 

¶ Teaching maths in multilingual contexts. 

¶ Practical measurement. 

¶ Discussion over the use of textbooks. 

¶ Space and shape. 

¶ Learner book discussion. 

¶ Probability. 

¶ Preparing learners for external tests. 

¶ Geometric patterns. 

¶ LO5 data handling. 

¶ Work schedules and lesson plans. 

¶ Session on problem solving- air conditioning 
was out and teachers were tired. 

¶ Library visit and task (difficulty acquiring 
library cards for participants, over-booking of 
the library). 

¶ Computer session (varying skills of 
participants, slow internet). 

¶ Teaching measurement before space and 
shape (volume). 

¶ Not enough time to cover barriers to learning. 

 

Course reports also included information about the teacher testing conducted by MEPP. Teacher knowledge 

improved significantly as a result of the course. On average, teachers raised their scores by 19 percentage points, 

obtaining 79% on the post-test. Teachers made the greatest gains in LO2 patterns and functions and LO3 space 

and shape, where they increased their scores by 32 percentage points. Other significant areas of gain were place 

value (21 percentage points), whole number operations (18 percentage points), and data and probability (17 

percentage points). Teachers made the least gains in fractions (5 percentage points) and measurement (6 

percentage point), ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿŀǎ already relatively high in the pre-test. In the post-

test, teachers scored between 75% and 82% in all the test topics.    

 

Feedback from the participants 

The course evaluations reveal a strong and overwhelmingly positive 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 felt particularly strongly 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 not 

feel that all language groups had been accommodated.  

Table 17: Quality of the IP Maths Block 2 training session according to course evaluations   

  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree n 

Presenters well prepared and delivery was effective 91% 9% 0% 34 

Facilitators and presenters were professional in all they did 88% 12% 0% 33 

Adequate information was disseminated on each topic 79% 21% 0% 34 

Adequate time was spent on all topics 62% 35% 3% 34 

Materials and handouts were adequate 76% 24% 0% 34 

Group and plenary sessions were well-managed 62% 38% 0% 34 

Presenters and facilitators accommodated all language groups 38% 44% 19% 32 

Expectations of workshop were met 52% 48% 0% 33 

My understanding of the curriculum has improved 69% 31% 0% 32 
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When asked to name the highlights of the course, the most common answers given were άeverything that was 

coveredέ and άLO3 space and shapeέ.  Many teachers also expressed that presentations on LO5 and LO1 had 

been very helpful to them. Future training needs and improvement areas include learning barriers - an area that 

facilitators also pointed out required more training time.  

 

Table 18: Top three highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in the IP Maths 

course 

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement 

¶ Everything (7) 

¶ LO3 (7) 

¶ LO5 (5), LO1 (5) 

¶ Learning barriers (6) 

¶ LO1 and problem solving (6) 

¶ Other subject training (3) 

¶ More time for learning 
barriers (3) 

¶ Language (3) 

¶ Food (2) 
Note: Number of teachers who made the comment is in parenthesis  

 

Three months after the course, 17 teachers were interviewed about the course. Practically all teachers (15) rated 

the course as άexcellentέ. They also felt quite strongly that the course had improved their content knowledge and 

classroom practice. Almost all teachers (14) also expressed the need for additional support on various topics. The 

most common requests were for more help on LO3, LO4, fractions, and division. An overwhelming majority (15) 

also rated the materials άexcellentέ, and all reported referring back to them as they were a very useful resource.  

Training observations 

Only 25 minutes was spent observing the first afternoon of the Block 2 training session. The teaching talent and 

rapport created by one of the facilitators was remarkable. While participants busily solved a problem with their 

group, the facilitator skilfully picked up the teachersΩ misconceptions, intervened, and called for the attention of 

the whole class. Teachers were fired up about the lesson and so engrossed with the discussion that they even 

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 to watch. The other 

group of teachers also benefitted from a knowledgeable and skilful facilitator.  

 

Conclusions 

The IP Maths course was an excellent, intensive, and extremely successful course. Participants benefitted 

ƛƳƳŜƴǎŜƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ the attention paid to the classroom context. 

Facilitators were outstanding and tŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅΣ ŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ мф҈ Ǝŀƛƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

pre to the post-test score. Teachers rated the course very highly but seem to need continued support in a variety 

of topics covered by the course. The only aspect of the training that caused a minor problem for some 

participants was that different language groups were not accommodated.  

3.2.5 Principal as Manager of the Curriculum  

The Principal as Manager of the Curriculum course is presented over a period of 10 days and was offered twice in 

2010. The course concentrates on the support and management of the National Curriculum Statements (NCS) for 

the GET and FET Phases.  The course material was prepared and delivered by Inhlansi Consultants and covered 

the following topics: 

¶ NCS and OBE; 

¶ Managing change; 

¶ Managing learning; 
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¶ Assessment; 

¶ Managing the learning environment; 

¶ Managing resources; 

¶ Managing professional development; and 

¶ Management support.  

Training materials 

The materials reviewed for this course were particularly problematic as evidence strongly suggests that not all 

handouts covered in class were submitted for the evaluation. The content submitted was rated poorly by the 

school management expert and received a score of 2.7 out of 5.  

¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ too broad and therefore too superficial to support the course objectives in 

a meaningful way. This is a limitation in the course design and specifications, which attempted to do too much in 

too short a time. While participants probably gained some insight from the input and benefited from an 

introduction to concepts that might have been new to them, the overall benefits of the course are likely to be 

limited and short term. The lack of logical flow and poor sequencing of key leadership and management concepts 

further impede clarity on the cursory coverage of topics. The benefit of the course may well be of an informal 

nature and lie in the fact that the participants will have interacted with others in and out of the course sessions. 

They will have shared experiences which they might not otherwise have done, but on a personal level rather than 

in an interrogative and reflective way through the 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/research were highlighted and additional readings/references supplied. Finally, it is also suggested that 

the course should be completely re-worked in terms of scope and required outcomes. For more information on 

the material review, please refer to the table in the appendix or the technical report for the course. 

CŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ 

A very brief report was prepared for the PrincipalǎΩ Course containing little information about what happened at 

the actual training. The table below draws upon these limited comments to summarize elements that worked well 

in the course and elements that were found to be challenging.  

Table 19: Training elements that worked and were challenging according to the facilitators ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭΩǎ 

course 

Elements that worked well Elements that were challenging 

¶ Teacher participation amongst a small group of 8. 

¶ Relevance and practicality of content. 

¶ Respecting prescribed break times. 

¶ Principals walking in and out of the class. 

¶ Key documents not available in other 
languages. 

 

Principals were given a pre and post test based on the NCS to measure gains in curriculum knowledge. On 

average, principals gained 9% over the 10 days course and scored 63% on the post-test. Facilitators 

recommended that five of the eight principals receive a certificate for the course as a result of poor attendance 

and or missing assignments.  
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tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ 

Principals were very positive about the quality of the course. All strongly agreed that their expectations of the 

workshop were met and that their understanding of the curriculum had improved. They also tended to think 

highly of the facilitators, content, materials, and overall delivery of the course.  

Table 20: Quality of the IP Maths Block 2 training session according to course evaluations   

  
Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree n 

Presenters well prepared and delivery was effective 88% 13% 0% 8 

Facilitators and presenters were professional in all they did 88% 13% 0% 8 

Adequate information was disseminated on each topic 88% 13% 0% 8 

Adequate time was spent on all topics 75% 25% 0% 8 

Materials and handouts were adequate 86% 14% 0% 7 

Group and plenary sessions were well-managed 88% 13% 0% 8 

Presenters and facilitators accommodated all language groups 88% 13% 0% 8 

Expectations of workshop were met 100% 0% 0% 6 

My understanding of the curriculum has improved 100% 0% 0% 7 

 

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

improvement.   

 

Table 21: Highlights, future training needs, and aspects that require improvement in the Principals course 

Highlight of the course Future training needs Needs improvement 

¶ Curriculum changes for 2011 

¶ The facilitators 

¶ Professional development 

¶ Assessment 

¶ Accountability 

¶ Official curriculum changes 

¶ Discipline 

¶ Financial management 

¶ Principal as visionary leader 

¶ Moderation 

¶ Professional development 

¶ Catering and toilets 

 

Four of the eight principals were interviewed three months after the training. When asked to rate the course, 

most of the principals (3) rated it as άgoodέ and the other as άexcellentέ. 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 well as planning, implementation, and monitoring of the curriculum. Regarding the materials, 

most of the participants rated them as άgoodέ and one rated them ŀǎ άexcellentέ. 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 felt empowered and one said he now felt he could face any situation at school.  

Conclusions 

5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎΩ ǇƻƻǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΣ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǘŜŘ ƎǊŜŀǘƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǘŜŘ ƛǘ 

highly. Two possible explanations for the opposing views are that there was essential content missing from the 

set of materials evaluated or the participants were not bothered by the lack of content depth as they were all 

fairly new principals. It 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 reworked to provide greater depth of coverage.  
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3.3 Summary  of results  

The aim of this chapter ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦƛǾŜ ƻŦ /¢[LΩǎ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ courses. More specifically, it 

commissioned subject experts to evaluate the training materials and examined feedback to determine if course 

delivery was effective. While the quality of materials varied significantly among the five courses, all courses 

received positive feedback from the participants. Teachers felt that the courses had improved their content 

knowledge as well as their teaching practice. Similarly, principals agreed they had improved their knowledge of 

their role as curriculum managers, the curriculum, and how to plan, implement, and monitor the curriculum in 

their schools. The table below summarizes findings for the five training courses.  

Table 22: Summary of ratings for the course material and training sessions 

Course Rating for course materials  
(1 = very poor and 5= outstanding) 

Percentage of participants who rated the course as  

Excellent Good Average n 

FP Lit Average- 3.0 47% 40% 13% 15 

FP Num High standard- 4.1 85% 15% 0% 13 

IP Lang Below standard- 2.7 41% 53% 6% 17 

IP Maths High standard- 4.2 88% 12% 0% 17 

Principal Below standard- 2.7 25% 75% 0% 4 

 

The IP Maths course was the most successful course followed closely by FP Numeracy. The FP Literacy and IP 

Language come next ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ /¢[LΩǎ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ 

which will be discussed below. In last place is the principalsΩ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ received a poor rating of its materials 

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

/¢[LΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ²/95 ǘǊŀƛƴŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǇŀǊe and deliver the FP Literacy course and the 

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 large focus on policy, and covered only one of 

the six Learning Outcomes in Literacy/Language.  This was particularly problematic in the IP, which had no training 

manual on the first day of Block 2. In addition, some of the department officials who delivered the courses 

received criticism from other facilitators or participants. In the wake of these problems, CTLI was nevertheless 

able to react quickly and appointed new facilitators which improved 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 to the training courses, to CTLI processes, and to future evaluations of courses.  

Recommendations for CTLI courses 

¶ Course content: All curriculum courses should have a strong focus on content knowledge, address the 

classroom context, and touch upon policy. Training should primarily cover the content in all Learning 

Outcomes and examine when and how it should be taught. Secondly, training should address the context 

in which most of the teachers teach, specifically issues of learning barriers, slow 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 classrooms. All courses should also all discuss the use of 

learner notebooks and the use of LTSM in class. Finally, a day or two towards the end of the training 

should be reserved to deal with policy. WCED officials should present these sessions and cover topics such 

as work-schedules, lesson plans, planning, assessment, and other relevant policies for that subject.  



41 
 

 

¶ Reflection time: Participants in all courses should start each day by spending 15 minutes to recall and 

reflect on course content in their journals. This would provide a valuable opportunity for participants to 

consolidate what they have learnt. On the final day of Block 1 or 2, participants should start the day by 

writing what they would implement in their classroom. Currently, this question is posed at the end of the 

course evaluation and obtains two-word answers from participants. Participants would benefit 

significantly by being given more time to think through the question in greater detail. During the post-

test, facilitators would even have the time to write comments, giving participants the added benefit of 

receiving advice, ideas, and feedback on their specific plans to apply what they have learnt at their 

schools.  

 

¶  Demo lessons: Where they were used, participants and facilitators have made it clear that demo lessons 

were one of the most valuable components of the course. However, it is often not convenient or possible 

to gather a class full of learners for different grades in English, Afrikaans, and isiXhosa. CTLI should thus 

consider video-taping the lessons and copying them onto DVDs, so that not only would there be a wider 

range of contexts available for discussion in the training, but teachers could take the DVDs back to their 

schools and share them with their colleagues.  

 

¶ Language: The biggest complaint ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ had was that all languages were not accommodated in the 

ŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ LŘŜŀƭƭȅΣ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ [h[¢. This is particularly crucial in 

Literacy, as English language structures and phonics do not remotely apply to isiXhosa, but is also 

important in other courses as this would enable teachers to pick up the correct terminology in their own 

languages. Teachers would still benefit from interaction with the larger group by attending all other 

sessions together in English, as is currently done. In the event this suggestion proves too logistically 

difficult or expensive to carry out, CTLI should consider giving participants supplementary material 

featuring key terminology/topics in their LOLT.   

 

¶ Delivery: Service providers should be retained in CTLI courses until departmental officials with the 

requisite content knowledge and facilitation skills can be found. Co-teaching with the department is also 

ŀƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΦ  

 

¶ Daily schedule: Many requests were made to end the day one hour early. There was also a lot of 

feedback to say that the 45 minute lunch period was 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.  

 

¶ Training materials: Training materials should be compiled into a course handbook that is given to 

participants at the start of the course. This practice has the following advantages: it would save precious 

training time by eliminating the need to distribute handouts on a daily basis, allow participants to look 

ahead and prepare for the following dayΩǎ ƭŜǎǎƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ Ƴƛǎǎ ŀ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ /¢[LΣ 

as well as the evaluator receive all content for the course.  

 

Recommendations for CTLI processes 

¶ Course evaluations: Course evaluations are a valuable means for CTLI to obtain immediate feedback on 

the quality of their training courses. It is strongly recommended that CTLI staff administer the evaluations. 
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This will ensure that no course evaluation is discarded, and will also enable participants to give honest 

responses by removing the facilitator from their immediate presence.  

 

In addition, the following changes are suggested for the questionnaires:  

o Move question 4.4 (Which aspects would you like to see improved in the course?) and place it 

underneath the further comments for section 1 (logistical 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 open-ended questions: Which course topics would you like to spend more time 

on? Which topics would you like to spend less time on? Are 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 from the question that you will implement in your 

school) and treat it as a small written assignment as mentioned above.  

 

¶ Course reports: Course reports can provide a wealth of information on classroom practices as well as the 

quality and suitability of the course.  Although the tender document requires each course provider to 

submit a comprehensive report and specifies its content, some course providers did not abide by it and 

produced reports that revealed little about the participants or course. In our review, we found the IP 

Maths report to be the most useful particularly because it discussed the training procedures in great 

ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘΦ To illustrate this point, a passage 

from the IP Maths course report has been included in the appendix. While we do not believe course 

reports need to be 225 pages long, we think CTLI would benefit from reconsidering what it wants to learn 

from these reports, communicating it to their course providers, and holding them accountable for it.    

Recommendations for future evaluations 

¶ Reports: Future evaluations should rŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ /¢[L ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

feedback on the course.  

 

¶ Training observations: Observations of the training should be incorporated as they reveal a lot about the 

quality of the facilitators and the course.  
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4 Teacher knowledge  
 

¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ŦǊƛŎŀΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ 

knowledge and language proficiency of Literacy and Language teachers was investigated. Tests were administered 

to teachers to answer three questions:  

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 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ W9¢ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀǎ a9tt ƘŜƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ 

would breach their agreement with the teachers. 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 the testing 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 the FP Literacy course and one cohort in the IP Language course participated in the 

testing. All testing was administered in Block 2 of the course between the 16th and 27th 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 was administered twice as a pre and post measure. The pre-test was administered the 

first day of Block 2 prior to the start of the training, and the post-test was administered on the final day after the 

completion of training. Teachers received ten full days of training in between the pre and post-test. 

Unfortunately, it was not possible to administer the pre-test at the beginning of Block 1 in February, as the 

evaluation had not yet gotten underway. However, it is highly recommended that in future years pre and post-

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 proficiency levels would have been significantly affected by the 

training. Teachers wrote the proficiency test alongside the curriculum post-test on the final training day. All tests 

were written in the Language of Learning and Teaching (LOLT) used by the teacher at the school.  

4.1.1 Test instruments  

Three different kinds of instruments were used for the testing:  

¶ The Foundation Phase Curriculum Test; 

¶ The Intermediate Phase Curriculum Test; and 

¶ The Proficiency Test. 

There are three versions of each test- one in English, Afrikaans, 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 a few test questions, items have 

remained largely the same across the three languages. Due to their recent development, tests were being piloted 
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at the same time they were used at CTLI. Through item stats, a few test items were not found to be suitable and 

were excluded from the analysis. The contents included in the analysis for each of the tests are described below.  

Foundation Phase Curriculum Test 

The Foundation Phase curriculum test is based on the NCS assessment standards for Foundation Phase Literacy at 

home language level. Thus, the test covers Literacy topics that teachers are expected to teach in this phase. Its 

main purpose 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 test is 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 

open-ended questions, multiple-choice questions, or fill-in-the blank questions. The test frameworks are given in 

the table below.  

Table 23: Foundation Phase Curriculum Test Frameworks 

Area Item number Type of 
question 

Topics covered Total 
marks 

% of total 
score 

Phonics 4a,4b,4c,4d,
5, 7,8, 
15a,15b, 15c, 
15d, 15e 

OEQ CVC words, word families, 
syllables, rhyme, homonyms, 
onset and rhyme, high frequency 
word, phonic patterns- vowel 
sounds, blends, digraphs, 
diphthongs 

19 33% 

Grammar 3,10a,10c, 
11,12 

OEQ Punctuation marks, tense, 
subject-verb agreement, 
conjunctions, synonyms 

10 17% 

Writing 2,13 OEQ, RRQ Formulate a question, steps in 
the writing process 

9 16% 

Thinking and 
reasoning 

1,9, 16, 20 MCQ, 
OEQ 

Cause and effect, sequences, 
logic, drawing conclusions, 
classification, parts from whole, 
compare and contrast 

8 14% 

Organizing 
information 

17, 18 OEQ Table, mind map 6 10% 

Texts  6,14, 19, 
21,22 

MCQ, 
OEQ 

Types of texts, elicits personal-
response to text, identifies socio-
cultural values in text, description 
of a text 

6 10% 

TOTAL    58* 100% 
KEY: MCQ= multiple choice question, OEQ= open-ended question, RRQ= restricted response question, CVC= consonant-vowel-consonant 

*  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 test is made up of 28 items and includes questions on grammar, writing, organizing information, 

figures of speech, and texts. Test items consist of open-ended questions, multiple-choice questions, or fill-in-the 

blank questions. The test frameworks are given in the table below.  
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Table 24: Intermediate Phase Curriculum Test Frameworks 

Topic area Item number Type of 
question 

Topics covered Total 
marks 

% of total 
score 

Grammar 4,9,10,11,12, 
13,14,15,16,
17,18 

MCQ Synonyms, comparative and 
superlative form, tenses and 
complex tenses, subject verb 
agreement, conjunctions, plurals, 
negative pronouns, contractions, 
prepositions 

11 25% 

Writing  8 RRQ Steps in the writing process 7 16% 

Organizing 
information 

24, 25 OEQ Bar graphs 8 18% 

Figures of 
Speech 

19,20,21,22,
23 

OEQ, 
MCQ 

Onomatopoeia, alliteration, 
metaphor, simile, personification 

5 11% 

Texts  1,2, 3, 5,6, 7, 
26, 27, 28,  

MCQ, 
OEQ 

Literal comprehension, responds 
to text, reading strategies, types 
of texts, purpose and audience, 
social values, captions/titles 

13 30% 

TOTAL    44 100% 

KEY: MCQ= multiple choice question, OEQ= open-ended question, RRQ= restricted response question, 

Proficiency Test 

The Proficiency test seeks to determine if the teacher can read and write the language that he or she uses to 

teach in the classroom. The test is primarily 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 level. The rationale 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 of 47 items and covers a range of topics. Topic areas include comprehension, 

text structures, words, grammar, and writing. Test items consist of open-ended questions or multiple-choice 

questions. The test frameworks are given in the table below.  

Table 25: Proficiency Test Frameworks 

Area Item number Type of 
question 

Topics covered Total 
marks 

% of total 
score  

Comprehension 1,2,4,9,12,13
,25,26,27,28, 
33,34,35 

MCQ Literal and inferential 
comprehension 

13 20% 

Text Structures 3,8,18,19,20,
21,22,32,37 

MCQ,OEQ Features of non-fiction texts: 
interviews, autobiographies, 
dictionaries, and advertisements 

9 14% 

Words 5e,10,11,24,
30 

MCQ, 
OEQ 

Homonyms, vocabulary, 
synonyms/antonyms, word roots 

5 8% 

Grammar 5a,5b,5c,5d,
6a,6b,15a,15
b,15c,16a,16
b,16c,16d,23
,29,36 

OEQ Interrogative words, tenses, 
apostrophe, word order, 
adjectives, verbs, subject,  
subject-verb agreement, adverbs, 
inverted commas, phrase/clause, 
punctuation 

19 30% 

Writing 7,17,31,38 OEQ Expresses and supports an 
opinion, writes a description, 
writes comparative statements 

18 28% 
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TOTAL    64 100% 
KEY: MCQ= multiple choice question, OEQ= open-ended question 

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:  

¶ 70% and above- satisfied requirements 

¶ 50%-69%- cause for some concern 

¶ 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 anonymously through the use of number codes and upon 

ƘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ǘŜǎǘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǾŜǊƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƳŀǘŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊΩǎ [h[¢Φ 

Teachers were given an hour and a half to complete each test. On average, teachers took 45 minutes to complete 

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 curriculum pre-test and 47 teachers wrote the curriculum post-

test and proficiency test. In the Intermediate Phase, 38 teachers wrote the curriculum pre-test and 35 teachers 

wrote the curriculum post-test and proficiency test. However, due to absenteeism, only 46 Foundation Phase 

teachers and 33 Intermediate Phase teachers wrote both the pre and post-test. The table below shows the 

breakdown according to test language.  

Table 26: Number of teachers who wrote the pre-test, post-test, and proficiency test 

Test Language 

Foundation Phase Intermediate Phase 

Pre-test Post-test/Prof. test Pre-test Post-test/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 the pre-test were 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 proficiency 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 who wrote 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 neighbours to obtain 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 in English, 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 independently scored by two individuals. Wherever marks 

differed, scores were discussed and agreed upon. Scoring and moderating the isiXhosa tests was quite 

challenging. To resolve this matter, the isiXhosa scorer was teamed up with the JET Project Officer and together 

marked every single question on all the isiXhosa tests. Scores were then re-checked 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 curriculum pre-test, post-test, and proficiency test for Foundation 

Phase and Intermediate Phase teachers. Results are disaggregated by 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 Foundation Phase or Language 

in the Intermediate Phase.  These results will be further examined by test in the sections below.  

Table 27: Overview of scores in the curriculum pre-test, post-test, and proficiency test 

Language 

Foundation Phase Intermediate Phase 

Pre test Post test Prof test 
n  
pre 

n  
post Pre test Post test Prof test 

n  
pre 

n  
post 

Afrikaans  62% 71% 68% 21 22 61% 67% 69% 10 10 

English 66% 73% 65% 9 8 66% 65% 65% 18 18 

IsiXhosa 35% 40% 48% 16 17 62% 59% 58% 10 7 

TOTAL 54% 60% 60% 46 47 64% 64% 65% 38 35 
KEY: Prof test=Proficiency test; n pre= number of teachers who wrote the pre-test; n post= number of teachers who wrote the post-test 

and proficiency test 

4.2.1 Foundation Phase Curriculum Test  

On the whole, Afrikaans and English teachers performed significantly better than isiXhosa teachers in the pre and 

post-test.  Whereas Afrikaans teachers scored 62% in the pre-test and English teachers 66%, isiXhosa teachers 

obtained a mere 35%. The considerable difference in performance remained even after the training. Results in the 

post test were 71% for Afrikaans teachers, 73% for English teachers, and 40% for isiXhosa teachers. Given a pass 

rate of 70%, these results suggest that the majority of Afrikaans and English teachers possessed the minimum 

expected level of curriculum knowledge 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 a 

major concern. It is also quite worrying that an isiXhosa teacher scored a mere 18% after the training.  

hǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŘƛŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ōȅ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ т ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǇƻƛƴǘǎΦ  ¦ƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅΣ ŘǳŜ 

to the short time in between testing, it is not possible to attribute test gains to the CTLI Literacy Course 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.  However, considering how little isiXhosa teachers improved relative to their initial low scores, it 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ /¢[LΩǎ [ƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ ŦŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƛǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǎǘΦ  
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Table 28: Foundation Phase curriculum pre and post-test results 

Language 

Pre-test Post-test Gains 

Mean 
score 

St. 
dev 

Max  Min  n Mean 
score 

St. 
dev 

Max  Min  n 

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 of 

phonics, grammar, writing, thinking and reasoning, organizing information, and text structures. In the pre-test, 

teachers performed best in the writing (64%) and thinking tasks (63%) and worst in the phonics (47%) and 

information tasks (44%). Likewise, in the post-test 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 teachers improved 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 were thinking and reasoning and knowledge of texts.  

Table 29: Foundation Phase curriculum pre-test results by test component 

Language 

Phonics Grammar Writing Thinking  Info Texts Total 

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, English 8, isiXhosa 17, total 47.  

Each of the test components is further discussed below. For additional information on teacher performance, refer 

to the item stats tables in the Appendix of the report.  

¶ 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 poor performance by isiXhosa teachers.  Moreover, from the 

pre-test to the post-test, 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 similar to each other when compared to the phonetic structure of isiXhosa. It is particularly 

unfortunate that the CTLI course does not address isiXhosa phonics given the phonetic nature of the 

language, which should it considerably easier to learn to read than English or Afrikaans.  We strongly 

recommend that future CTLI courses split the phonics session so that all teachers receive phonics support 

in their LOLT.  
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Regarding the specific phonics questions, the majority of teachers struggled most with the concept of 

consonant digraphs and word families. 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 guessed.  It should 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 the post-test (scored 

80% and 71% respectively) while isiXhosa teachers performed quite poorly (38%). The item most 

problematic for all teachers was identifying six punctuation marks in a text (only 6 teachers got full 

points). Some teachers did not know the names of the punctuation marks or confused them with other 

grammatical structures. Other teachers lost points for not following the instructions. Teachers also missed 

basic questions on subject-verb agreement and simple verb tenses (about a third of Afrikaans and English 

teachers and three fourths of isiXhosa teachers got these incorrect). Lastly, almost 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 teachers. Whereas the majority of English and 

Afrikaans teachers committed minor faults that still showed basic understanding of the process, the 

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 able to put 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, teachers struggled 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 terminology associated with thinking and reasoning.  

Some of these terms include compare and contrast, affective identification, logic, drawing conclusions, 

classification, conceptual language and parts from the whole. Teachers will undoubtedly run into these 

terms in their teaching and it is important that they know their specific meanings as well as they are 

applied in the classroom.   

 

¶ Information 

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

map. While Afrikaans teachers tended to perform well on this component (78% on the post-test), 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 two animals based on a very simple 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, showing the extent to which they do not understand tables. In the second question, 

teachers had to organize facts from the same simple text into 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 what it even is. It is also 

important to point out that many teachers did not read the question carefully. Rather than drawing a 

single mind map about an elephant as required, some of the teachers drew two mind maps and confused 

the question with the previous one. Two examples of incorrect mind maps have been included below.    

 

Figure 2: Two examples of mindmaps created by teachers  

 
 

¶ 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 post-test, English teachers 56%, and isiXhosa 

teachers 50%.  Two questions that teachers found particǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ 

a text. Teachers had to identify a question that would help learners establish socio-cultural values and 

one that would help learners give a personal response. Responses suggest teachers are unfamiliar with 

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 pre-test, Afrikaans teachers scored 61%, English teachers 66%, and isiXhosa teachers 62% (which is much 

better than their FP counterparts). In the post-ǘŜǎǘΣ !ŦǊƛƪŀŀƴǎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƻ ст҈Σ ŀƴŘ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ 

ƛǎƛ·Ƙƻǎŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ŦŜǿ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ ср҈ ŀƴŘ рф҈ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ {Ƙƻrt of the 70% pass rate, test 

results suggest that the majority of Intermediate Phase teachers left the CTLI training course with an inadequate 

level of curriculum knowledge. Minimum post-test scores, which range from 36% to 43% for Afrikaans, English, 

and isiXhosa teachers, are a huge concern.   

 

Table 30: Intermediate Phase curriculum pre and post-test results  

Language 

Pre-test Post-test Gains 

Mean 
score 

St. 
Dev  

n Max 
 

Min 
 

Mean 
score 

St. 
dev 

n Max 
 

Min 
 

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% 7 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 same language (n=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 texts. In the pre-test, 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 comparable across language groups with the exception of 

grammar, where English teachers outperformed their peers with a high score of 88%. In the post-test, teachers 

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 performance after the training. The post-test scores of Afrikaans 

teachers consistently increased in almost all test components, while scores of English and isiXhosa teachers 

stayed at similar levels but significantly decreased for graph related tasks.  Since the course was delivered in 

English, it is difficult to understand the relatively large gains of Afrikaans teachers on some test components. 

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

Table 31: Intermediate Phase curriculum pre-test results by test component 

Language 

Grammar Writing Graphs Fig. speech Texts Total 

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 10, English 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 pre-test and post-test has been included in the Appendix.  

¶ Grammar 

Grammar items made up a one fourth of the test and consisted entirely of multiple choice questions. 

Teachers found this section to be the easiest and obtained post-test 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 Afrikaans teacher got it correct. The easiest items 

dealt with simple tenses, prepositions, conjunctions, superlatives, and synonyms.  

 

¶ 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 

chronologically.  In the post-test, only 4 out of 37 teachers answered the question correctly and 3 other 

teachers made minimal mistakes. The rest of the teachers showed limited understanding and often gave 

ƛƭƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǳƴŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƛǘƛng process is alarming, as Intermediate Phase 

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.  

 

¶ Graphs 

This test component was made up of two items: drawing a simple bar graph and writing two questions 

about the bar graph. Teachers performed particularly poorly on the drawing and only 6 out of 37 teachers 

got the question right. Common mistakes included leaving out titles for the vertical and horizontal axes, 

incorrect use of a scale, and not using bars to mark the values. IsiXhosa teachers in particular least 

ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ōŀǊ ƎǊŀǇƘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 
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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 grammar. Two examples of graphs and questions have been 

added below. 

Figure 3:    Two examples of bar graphs created by teachers                                                                               

 

Figure 4: Two teacher responses to questions about bar graphs    

 

  
 

¶ Figurative speech 

Teachers performed relatively poorly in this small section of the test component. Post-test scores of 64%, 

58%, and 51% for Afrikaans, English, and isiXhosa teachers respectively show poor understanding of 

figurative speech. Teachers had the greatest difficulty 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 between a 

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 group to perform satisfactorily on the post-test 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, asked teachers to compose a 

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

what is meant by socio-cultural values and either wrote an irrelevant question (ex: what is your favourite 
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sport?), made a statement related 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 not familiar with reading strategies.  

4.2.3 Proficiency Test  

Alongside knowledge of the curriculum, proficiency in the language of instruction is a pre-requisite for effective 

ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΦ CƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǎ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ƻƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ test used was the 

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, in 

the case of isiXhosa, Foundation Phase teachers displayed a considerably lower level of proficiency in isiXhosa 

than their Intermediate Phase peers. 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). It is troublesome to think that on average, teachers exhibited a lower proficiency than what 

is expected of a Grade 7 learner.     

Table 32: Results for the Proficiency Test 

Language 

Foundation Phase Intermediate Phase 

Mean 
score 

St. 
dev 

n Max 
 

Min 
 

Mean 
score 

St. 
dev 

n Max 
 

Min 
 

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 as their home language1. 

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 below shows 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 language speakers 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 speakers by 6 

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 equally poor level of proficiency in English (57%) as they do in isiXhosa (58%).  The similarity 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 at school.  

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 the post-test, isiXhosa home language 

speakers scored 58%. The same 20 point percentage gap exists between these two groups whether it applies to 

                                                           
1
 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 identical to the scores of isiXhosa teachers 

teaching in isiXhosa (59%). These results imply that the weakest teachers in the system, both in terms of language 

proficiency and curriculum knowledge, may be isiXhosa home-language speakers, regardless of whether they are 

teaching in English or isiXhosa.   

Table 33: Results by test language (LOLT) and home language of teachers  

Language 

Foundation Phase Teachers Intermediate Phase Teachers 

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 struggled so much 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 the form of language that had been used and disclosed that they used 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 

must use 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 isiXhosa teachers 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 consequences.  

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 in writing 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 components with the exception 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 

particular. 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 teachers demonstrated better writing abilities than Intermediate Phase teachers.  

Table 34: Results for the Foundation Phase Proficiency Test by test component  

Language Comp Texts 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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Table 35: 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 77% 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 .  

 

¶ 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 particular 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 idea that is developed and conveyed over several 

statements.  

 

¶ Texts 

Questions related to text structures made up a minor component of the test. These items focused on 

features of non-fiction texts, more specifically of interviews, autobiographies, dictionaries, and 

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 questions. 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 unfamiliar with 

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 shows that many teachers do not read questions carefully. Rather 

ǘƘŀƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴέ ǿŀǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ Ŧƻƴǘ ƛƴ ŀƴ 

advertisement, they gave the purpose of such a phrase.  

 

¶ Vocabulary 

Items dealing with words and vocabulary made 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 between 28%-43%. The hardest question, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ƳƛǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨǊƻǳƎƘƭȅΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

had been used in context. Rather than identifying the antonym, the majority of the teachers chose a 

synonym for the word. Not surprisingly, many 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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¶ Grammar 

Grammar items made up close to a third of the test and consisted of open-ended 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 sentence sometimes 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 

wŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƳǇƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊǎΩ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǘŜƳ ǘƘŀǘ 

was missed by the majority of Foundation Phase teachers was a question about adverbs. Many teachers 

ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨŀǳǘƻƳŀǘƛŎΩ ŀǎ ŀn adverb. Lastly, a few items in the test dealt with 

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.  

 

¶ Writing 

The writing component comprised two short answer questions and two extended writing tasks of 4 to 6 

ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜǎΦ ¢ŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭȅ ǇƻƻǊ 

writing levels. Foundation Phase teachers averaged 55% and Intermediate Phase teachers averaged 44%. 

In each of the phases, Afrikaans teachers performed best, followed by English teachers, and lastly isiXhosa 

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 because they dƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘΣ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇƻƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ 

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 

characteristic of about 40% of the responses. The second one is more successful at elaborating a coherent 

response, although it is still far from good writing, and is characteristic of about 18% of the responses.  

As illustrated below, typical mistakes include fragments, run-ons, punctuation, poor sentence structure, 

vocabulary, and tenses.  
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Figure 5: Sample response for Item 7, score of 2 

 
Figure 6: Sample response for Item 7, score of 5 

 

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 score 

of 3.3 out of 6. Once more, teachers had a 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 words. Responses 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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Figure 7: Sample response to Item 17, Score of 3 

 

Figure 8: Sample response 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.  

¶ Language 

As we have seen in the analysis above, the ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ [h[¢ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƳŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ appears to be linked to 

teacher performance. In the majority of cases, teachers who teach in Afrikaans outperform those who 

teach in English, who perform better than those who teach in isiXhosa.  The home language of teachers 
























































































































