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GENERAL NOTICE

NOTICE 389 OF 2009

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

I, Grace Naledi Mandisa Pandor, MP, Minister of Education, established a Ministerial
Committee on National Education Evaluation and Development Unit (NEEDU), in
terms of Government Notices 31403 of 2008 and 31492 of 2008 respectively. The
Ministerial Committee has since submitted its final report.

All interested persons and organisations are invited to comment in writing on the final
report on NEEDU as set out in the schedule.

The comments must be directed to the Director-General, Private Bag X893, Pretoria,
0001 for attention: Mr. T.E. Rabotapi, fax 012 312 6049, tel. no. 012 312 5987 or
email Rabotapi.T@doe.gov.za.

Kindly provide the name, address, telephone and fax number and email address of the
person or organisation submitting the comments.

The comments should reach the Department within 30 days from publication of this
Notice.

The final report on NEEDU may also be obtained on www.education.gov.za.

MINISTER OF EDUCATION
DATE: 6-4-2009
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Word of thanks

The Ministerial Committee on a National Education Evaluation and
Development Unit wishes to express its sincere gratitude to every
member of the broad education community who made the time and effort
to contribute to this report. This includes senior officials in the national
department of education, the nine provincial departments of education,
district and circuit officials, school principals, teachers, concerned
members of the general public through submissions, teacher unions, non-
governmental organizations, business and industry, university academics,
senior and retired members of the teaching profession, and independent

citizens,

This report would not be possible without the constructive and passionate

inputs from citizens across the country.

However, the Ministerial Committee takes sole responsibility for any

errors, omissions or limitations in the final report.

Finally, the Committee thanks the Minister of Education, the
Honourable GNM Pandor, for entrusting it with this vital task.
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ABET
DAS
DIP
Dok
DSG
ELRC
FEDSA
FET
1OMS
NAPTOSA
NASGB
NEEDU
NEPA
Ofsted
PGP
PM

QA
SACE
SADTU
SAOU
SDP
SDT

SIP

Acronyms

Adult Basic Education and Training

Developiment Appraisal System

District Improvement Plan

Department of Iducation

Development Support Group

[Fducation Labour Relations Council

[Federation of Governing Bodies of South African Schools
Further Education and Training

Integrated Quality Management System

National Professional Teachers Organisation of South Africa
National Assoclation of School Governing Bodies
National Kducation Fvaluation and Development Unit
National Education Policy Act

Ofhice for Standards in Education (United Kingdom)
Personal Growth Plan

Performance Management

Quality Assurance

South African Council for Educators

South Alrican Democratic Teachers Union
Suid-Afrikaanse Onderwysersunie

School Development Plan

School Development Team

School Improvement PPlan
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WSE ‘Whole School Evaluation
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MINISTERIAL COMMITTEE ON A NATIONAL EDUCATION
EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT UNIT

15 January 2009

FINAL REPORT

A. The Brief

The Ministerial Committee on the establishment of a National Education Evaluation
and Development Unit was appointed by the Minister of Education in September 2008
to recommend mechanisms through which the evaluation and development of schools

can be undertaken.'

The specific tasks of the Committee were

1. to review all existing policies, mechanisms, structures, processes and tools that

evaluate and develop schools and teachers;

2. to review the International literature on similar school evaluation and

development bodies in other countries;

3. to make recommendations on the structure and composition, location, functions,
governance, name, costs and financing of an external organization, accountable
to the Minister, which will have the overall task of school evaluation and

development;

! The full details of the Appointment of the Ministertal Committee and its brief can be found in two
documents: Government Gazette, 12 September 2008, No. 31403, Appointment of Ministerial Committee
on National Education Evaluation and Development Unit (NEEDU), Department of Education, Notice
970 of 2008; and Government Gazette, 7 October 2008, No. 31492, Amendment to the Notice on
Appointment of Ministerial Committce on National Education Evaluation and Development Unit
(NEEDU), Department of Education, Notice 1242 of 2008;



STAATSKOERANT, 17 APRIL 2009 No. 32133

11

4. to advise on the relationship between the proposed unit and existing policies and
mechanisms aimed at school (including teacher and learner) evaluation and

development;

to report to the Minister of Education on the Committee’s findings and

&l

recommendations; and

6. to propose to the Minister a refinement of these terms of reference, if necessary.

The terms of reference were accepted as given, and no need for refinement of the terms

was deemed necessary.

B. The Methodology

The report for this study was compiled using seven sources of data:

1. a synthetic review of national policy and planning documents concerned

with the evaluation of schools and teachers

In addition to the more obvious core documents from the national department-—such as
the Integrated Quality Management System (IQMS), the Whole School Evaluation
(WSE) and the Systemic Evaluation—the national document analysis also included
subsidiary materials and provincial documents that speak to or affect i1ssues of school
and teacher evaluation and development. The aim was to be as comprehensive as
possible while recognizing, of course, that not all the district and provincial documents
would be accessible or even manageable for purposes of analysis within the tight time-
frames of this study. The analysis began with a sinple grid that examined origins,
purposes, expectations, audience, actors, silences and dilemmas within each document
set. But this first iteration of analysis was followed by much deeper, context- and
content-analysis tasks that brought to light the meanings and intentions of these policy
frames, as well as their embedded theory of action. With such detailed analyses and

evaluations of the key school evaluation and development documents, it was also
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possible to conduct more intelligent interviews and focus subsequent research activities

en route to composing this final report.

2. a comprehensive review of international research, policy and practice on

school evaluation, teacher appraisal and development

There is now considerable experience and evidence about inspection systems specifically
and school evaluation, teacher appraisal and development initiatives in the international
arena. Several of these key reports are available to members of the Ministerial
Committee. The task was to draw together the key insights, observations and findings
from these different reports in different national contexts to present a concise summary
of value to the decision-making on evaluation and development in South Africa. The
international member of the panel served also as a critical reviewer of the emerging

worlk of the Committee.

3. the conduct of provincial hearings on the experiences and
recommendations of a cross-section of education practitioners concerned
with, and affected by, school evaluation and development policies and

initiatives

The Committee conducted provincial hearings with a cross-section of stakeholders
involved in or experienced with school and teacher evaluation and development. Every
provincial head of education selected the mix of about 20-80 key persons representing
unions, district officials, school principals, teachers, independent agencies and provincial
officers who could speak with authority about their experiences of evaluation and
development with schools and among teachers, and who would be in a position to make
informed inputs about the purpose, design, content and location of the proposed
evaluation unit. The Committee members, in various combinations, visited each of the
nine provinces and the mix of personnel invited shifted as the committee felt the need
for more information from a particular sector; for example, the earlier meetings were
dominated by department personnel in the provinces but later more and more teachers

were represented.
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4. the conduct of workshop-format interviews with key personnel in the

national department of education under the Director General

This meeting, about mid-way through the data collection process, allowed members of
the Committee to interact directly with senior government officials involved in the
range of monitoring and evaluation policies from whole school evaluation, development
appraisal system, performance management, and systemic evaluation in the different
directorates. This was an opportunity to test some initial hypotheses from the field and
to seek clarity and direction on aspects of the reporting since the initial Briefing
Meeting with the Minister of Education. The experiences and perspectives of the
designers and supervisors of government policy on school and teacher evaluation and
development offered important complementary insights from those obtained in the

provinces.

5. the collection of invited written submissions from the public at large and
in particular from teachers and practitioners concerned with school

evaluation, teacher appraisal and development

A published call for written submissions was made to the public at large in recognition
of the fact that there are diverse actors and agencies working with schools throughout
the nine provinces and who could make valuable inputs into the work of this Comimittee.
It also served the democratic purpose to convey a sense of the broadest participation in
this process of deliberating on the substance and aims of what an evaluation and
development unit could look like. Submissions were received from a range of
stakeholders including the teacher unions, professional associations, provincial
education departments, statutory bodies concerned with evaluation, community leaders,

and individuals concerned with education practice.

10

G09-086364—B
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6. the collection of data from principals of “turnaround schools” —— schools
which, as a result of school evaluation and development interventions,

were able to emerge as productive and well-managed institutions

This process of gaining insights from experienced and effective school principals from
the nine provinces was conducted in a half-day workshop format in Pretoria. Provinces
were asked to nominate “reputational cases” of outstanding principals who for the most
part work in dismal and under-resourced school environments and yet managed to
make a positive impact on teaching and learning in their schools. These whole-group
interviews were very valuable to the Committee and delivered profound insight into
what is wrong in education and how leadership can play a critical role in redressing the

stalemate in many schools beyond the appeal to more and more resources.

7. the conduct of seminars with selected personnel and expertise in and
outside of the department where key and emerging findings of this study

could be tested, refined and improved

The emerging findings were shared through planned seminars with academics,
unionists, practitioners, parents and agencies concerned with school and teacher
evaluation and development. One seminar was convened in the north of the country
(Wits University campus) and another in the south (University of Stellenbosch campus).
The plan was to test initial propositions with a small group of informed persons who
could comment on and indeed shape the final report on the basis of their participation at
this crucial stage of the process. While this was not a voting exercise in which the
findings depend how every outside person feels about the draft reports, the two
seminars alerted the committee to gaps, silences, contradictions, sensitivities and
dilemmas in the initial report on findings that were taken into account in the drafting of

the final report.

11
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C. The long shadow of history

Schools emerge from and are shaped by their social and historical contexts. Indeed, the
education of young children stretches even further back beyond colonial influence and
reflects in aspects of education today. In South Africa, formal education through
institutions called schools cover more than 850 years during which time two great

forces shaped the character of the contemporary school: colonialism and apartheid.

[t was not, however, only the imposition of these two destructive forces on black
schooling that defines the culture and character of schools today. It is also the resistance
against the racial and class character of education that explains the current state of

schools and proscribes the possibilities of change.

Because of this context the highly unequal character of schools persist despite
comprehensive reforms since 199+ in pursuit of equal education for all. There are well-
endowed public schools in South Africa with impressive resources and facilities that
produce superior academic results over the 12 years of schooling. There are desperately
poor schools with very little to show in terms of academic performance. In the past, the
former category of schools tended to be white and the latter black. With the opening of
schools to all children, increasingly the privileged schools tend to enrol white and black
middle class students while the latter schools tend to remain all black. The resilience of

these inequalities underlines the long shadow of history on all our schools.

For the same reason the reticence within much of the professional teacher community to
mspection by external agencies is clearly a legacy of the destructive role of the officials
of apartheid education whose place in the surveillance and control of black schools and
teachers casts a long shadow. At the same time there are a minority of schools with
well-established practices of monitoring and evaluation with high levels of teacher
participation. Once again, these two dispositions towards external evaluation reflect a

divided and contested history in the politics of education.
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This is not to suggest, at all, that schools and teachers today are simply victims of such
powerful historical forces. On the contrary, there is ample evidence in post-apartheid
society that South African educators have exercised agency in taking on the worst
legacies of education and acted in the interests of a democratic education for all children;
the active agency of principals and teachers in professional development is but one

example of teacher-led action in the field.

Even so, social, economic, cultural and political legacies do not dissipate with the
installation of new governments or new policies. Consciously or otherwise, attitudes,

beliefs, values and choices in education and society are informed by what came before.
This report should therefore be read with a consciousness and sensitivity to the long

shadow that history casts over schools, teachers and learners even as the active agency

to rise above the received legacy should be recognized and encouraged.

13
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D. Review of national policies, structures and processes of school evaluation

Introduction

This section responds to one of the critical tasks specified in the Ministerial Brief to the
Committee on a National Education Evaluation and Development Unit i.e. to review
current South African policies, mechanisms, structures, processes and tools designed to

evaluate and develop schools and teachers.

The focus of this review of national policies falls primarily on the principal instrument
for school evaluation and teacher appraisal, the Integrated Quality Management System
(or IQMS) since it integrates three major policy initiatives on appraisal and school
development, namely, the Development Appraisal System (or DAS), Performance

Management (or PM) and Whole School Evaluation (or WSE).

In conducting this task, the national study acknowledges the relevant policy reviews
and evaluations of the Department of Education on the subject, as well as a surprisingly
rich collection of South African research publications on the issue of school evaluation

and teacher appraisal (see Reference list at the end of this Report).

The evaluation context and legacy is first presented, followed by an analysis of DAS,
WSE and the IQMS resolution to understand what is successful, problematic and/or
limited in the impact these measures have on the South African school system. The
national review concludes by focusing sharply on what can be learnt from the positive
lessons of “what is in place,” and to guide our other main task—-namely, to situate the
work of an independent National Education Evaluation and Development Unit in
conceptual and operational relationship to other existing quality assurance agencies in

the country.

14
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Bachground

The new Department of Education after Apartheid (1994) prioritized legislative and
policy reforms to overhaul the fragmented and discriminatory nature of education
provision, and to establish a unified, non-racial system of education and training. Since
then significant changes have been introduced at every level of the education system
from curriculum and assessment, to professional growth and development, to teaching

and learning, and to the management and administration of schools.

Much progress has been made in moving the system away from the precepts of
Apartheid education. More children attend school and more attend without the burden
" of school fees. More children participate in school nutrition programmes and in an
expanded curriculum, More teachers and principals are exposed to inservice
development than cver before. And more provision has been made to improve the
infrastructure of schooling especially in rural areas of the country. That massive
challenges remain is widely acknowledged; that qualitative changes in education have
been effected cannot be denied. Much of this transformation of the school system was
made possible through the intense participation by stakcholders in matters of education

policy generally, and in policies regulating the development of teachers in particular.

The 1993 Education Labour Relations Council (ELRC), a statutory body designed to
provide bargaining and negotiation mechanisms on matters of education, led to the
main teacher organisations being directly involved in the formulation of policies
relating to their professional status and development. Negotiations in the ELRC over
the terms and conditions of service of teachers, as well as their workloads and

responsibilities, were never easy.

Still, by 1998 a raft of agreements and legislation on teachers and teaching was in place.
For example, the ELRC Resolution 7 and 8 of 1998 stipulated the workloads, duties and
responsibilities of school-based educators, while The Employment of Educators Act (Act
no.76 of 1998) established the terms and conditions of employment of teachers and

provided for the establishment of the South African Council for Educators (SACE), a

15
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statutory body designed to regulate the teaching profession, and composed mainly of

cducatton departiment and union representatives.

Of all the legal and policy reforms that impacted on teacher and school evaluation and
development, the five most important were The Development Appraisal System (IDAS),
Whole School Evaluation {WSE), Performance Management {PM), Systemic Evaluation
(SE, though its major focus remains learner achievement), and the Integrated Quality
Management System {IQMS). Each of these policy instruments is now briefly reviewed

and assessed.

The Development Appraisal Sysiem (DAS)

The aim of the Development Appraisal System (DAS), finalized in the ELRC Resolutzon
#of 1998, was to facilitate the personal and professional development of individual
educators, and to umprove the quality of teaching practice and education management
through the principle of lifelong learning and development (ELRC Manual for
Development Appraisal, 1998). DAS represented a radical shift from previous teacher
evaluation exercises in South Afiica in that it was a stakcholder-driven, transparent
form of appraisal targeted at school- and office-based educators (Gallie, 2006). The
process of peer appraisal, or peer evaluation for development, was informed by the job
functions and the so-called “seven roles of educators”, roles which were formalised in

the 2000 Norms and Standards jfor Educators.

Several studies criticized the DDAS for its ambitious, complex and time-consuming
content and mstruments (Gallie 2006; Barnes 2008;-Barasa and Mattson 1998). The
South African Democratic Teachers Union (SADTU) and other unions were keen on
DAS to remedy the poor teacher education provisions available to black teachers in the
Apartheid era and wanted departmental support to precede any attempt to monitor their

work and performance.

16
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From their side, education departments were also keen to monitor how teachers
implemented the new curriculum and assessment reforms, and to have information on
the strengths and weaknesses of teachers in order to understand where and how to

allocate state resources.

The DAS policy, on the other hand, worked from the assumption that teachers were
professionals with suflicient professional competences, and in particular reflexive
competences, to conduct a self analysis of their own work, identify personal strengths

and wealknesses, as well as prioritize their needs in a personal development plan.

In this regard Barasa and Mattson (1998) argue that because most educators do not
possess these competences, they should be allowed to acquire such skills “before they
can be required by policy” (our emphasis). The policy further assumes that most
teachers recognize the need for, and the responsibility to, improve themselves

professionally.

Studies find, however, that many teachers expressed concern that despite DAS being in
place, the department did not have the professional capacity to implement such a
system-wide professional development plan. As Barnes (2003) and Gallie (2007) argue
in their DAS research, teachers complained that the department did not provide them
access to genuine and effective development support on the implementation of
curriculum and assessment policies, let alone on what they needed to be functional in

the workplace and to appraise themselves.

The Whole School Evaluation Policy

By 2000, the Department of Education also wanted to assume more of the monitoring
and evaluation powers given to it by the National Education Policy Act (NEPA). The
Department believed that, beyond access, equity and redress, “the issue of quality
cannot be sidelined” (DoE, 2001:39). Following Section 3 (4) of NEPA, the national
policy on H#'hole-School Evaluation (WSE) (Govt Gazette Vol.483, No. 22512, July 2001)

was passed to monitor and improve schools. 'The aims of the #'SE policy were as follows:

17
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e to inform the national government, provinces, parents and society in
general about the performance of schools and the standards of learners’

achievements against nationally agreed criteria.

e to provide substantiated judgments about the quality of education to
inform decision-making, policies and planning within the province and at

national level.

e to identify key factors that, if developed, will improve school

effectiveness.

e to lay a basis for school improvement through a process of internal and
external evaluation and the identification of good and problematic
practices.

(Dok, 2001:39)

The WSE policy made clear that there was a need to build strong, stable and more
robust schools with a positive institutional culture, as this was crucial to producing a
stable and well-qualified teaching force. Teacher professional development remains a

recurrent theme in this policy.

The WSI policy promotes school self-evaluation which should culminate in a school
improvement plan (SIP) to then be used by the districts/circuits in their own District
Improvement Plan (DIP), for which the province would secure funds. Provincially-
appointed supervisors in turn visit schools in a three-to-five year cycle. After
familiarizing themselves with the relevant school documents, a team of 4 or 5
supervisors use the same nationally agreed evaluation schedule to assess and rate the
schools’ areas of strength and improvement as well as make recommendations, which
the schools would incorporate in their next SIP. The focus of the WSE policy was
partly influenced by the need to ensure that the reform of school policies were

implemented to enhance education quality in all schools.

18
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The WSE policy stipulates nine standardized performance areas covering the following

school inputs, processes and outcomes:

e basic functionality

e Jeadership/management and communication,
e governance and relationships,

e quality of teaching and educator development,
e curriculum provision and resources,

e Jearners’ achievements,

e school safety, security and discipline,

e school infrastructure, and

e links with parents and the community

There has been post-graduate MEd and PhD research on the WSE and its impact on
schools (Lucen, 2008; Risimati, 2007; Silbert, 2008). Silbert’s (2008) study offers an
interrogation of the WSE policy and its selected nine areas which, in her view, omits
important post-1994 constitutional requirements about learners’ rights. Lucen’s (2003)
study provides a critical analysis of WSE implementation in a school but which does not
stretch to include an analysis of the complexities, tensions and challenges which are the
sources of most policy implementation problems. These studies point to several tensions

in the WSE policy, enumerated below.

The first concern derives from the nine selected areas and the implicit model of school
effectiveness and/or improvement on which WSE relies. It is debatable whether these
nine areas are the most relevant for schools seeking to improve teaching and learning,
especially since a few of the nine areas are about monitoring the implementation of
school policies. But the nine areas do not give an idea of what exactly works or not
inside the school environment. The nine areas are presented as a list of organisational
input and process factors which are not explicitly related to the school’s core functions

of teaching and learning.

19
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The second challenge is the balance between school self-evaluation and external school
evaluation. In a country like South Africa, with a lack of professional evaluation capacity
and a history of distrust towards school evaluation, there would be problems with
school self-evaluation especially from defensive and poorly resourced schools which may
not want to conduct an authentic evaluation. Yet, an external evaluation, even by well-
gualified professional experts, may not in itself resolve quality problems because of the
deep fear of victimization on the part of poorly resourced and struggling schools, and

their experience that follow-up support is rarely a reality.

The third tension derives from how the WSE accountability framework articulates with
other forms of school pressure or accountability. School inspection is only one piece in
the accountability framework as there are other accountability measures in play. Schools
are usually also subjected to national curriculum standards or learning outcomes, school
testing (grade 12 but also in grades 3, 6 and 9), school-specified targets in their

improvement plans, as well as performance management for stafl.

But many government oflicials ar district level have bemoaned the lack ol school
burcaucratic accountability. Tavlor (2002)(2007) and Fleisch (2002, 2006} note that
many poorly performing schools do not have any internal systemn of bureaucratic
authority and accountability and that is why these schools cannot be stabilized and

rendered functional.

Scholars have debated the balance between external and internal accountability.
Experience shows that too great an emphasis on external accountability may lead to
short term gains in test scorces but at the expense of sustained quality in the medium
term. T'oo great an emphasis on internal accountability, on the other hand, may he
popular with teacher unions but it usually leads to uneven performance assessments
across the system. Research and experience suggests that when there is a dynamic
balance between internal and external accountability that the link between inspection
and 1mprovement will be optimal and the use of inspection to promote educational

quality will be best achieved.

20
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The fourth and related concern is about the school support promoted by the WSE
component because it stipulates that the SIP of each school should specify its
improvement priority needs. This approach could be said to promote a school- or
teacher-driven form of professional development which assumes that there are quality
evaluators in schools who have, or will develop, the expertise and knowledge from the
school improvement research as well as the professionalism necessary to undertake
authentic school self evaluation. Yet, such evaluation expertise does not exist in
abundance in public schools. Taylor (2007) is relevant here when he states that no
amount of support will benefit these schools unless their attitudes and commitment are

directly confronted and changed by departmental authority.

The fifth tension lies in the balance between school support and accountability. The
WSE policy states that it is an evaluation FOR school improvement because it promotes
school self-evaluation and the development of an improvement plan. The external
school evaluation is there to verify and strengthen internal evaluation and assist with
recommendations for schools and districts to focus on. However, if the district does not
manage to follow-up on WSE recommendations and assist schools with high quality
support (something that is seldom the norm, according to many teachers interviewed),
then schools will perceive WSE as yet another monitoring mandate that is not useful to

them.

Performance Mana gement

By 2002 other important evaluative measures were finalised in the ELRC concerning
perfofmance management. ZLRC Resolution 3 of 2002 on the Performance Management
and Development System (PMDS) aims to evaluate and improve performance of all
public servants against pre-specified goals. This is pursued by establishing a
performance culture to improve an individual public servant’s awareness and
understanding of their work objectives, and the performance standards expected of
them, as well as providing opportunities to devise plans to address their needs (ELRC,

2002). The administrative measures and agreements on performance management

21
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borrowed from the new public management discourse which focuses strictly on what is

produced and whether it is in line with what is expected.
Systeinic Evaluation

Acting on the powers given to it by the Assessment Policy i the General Education and
Training Band (Grade R fo 9, and ABET, the DoE developed the 2003 Systemic
Evaluation Framework to evaluate the system’s progress towards its key transformation

goals and the performance of learners.

The main criticisms of Systemic Evaluation is that while it provides valuable
information on learner performance in grades 3, 6 and 9, the data is limited to what is
available in a sampled selection of schools and learning areas (numeracy, literacy) and
that the underlying factors that cause underperformance in these areas are not
ivestigated. It follows, therefore, that there is little available in terms of change
strategy to act on this data in either school improvement broadly, or specifically in

altering teaching and learning to redress low performance.

Once again, the snapshot data and even the year-by-year comparisons of performance in
the systen: is of considerable value as a check on the health of the school systemn;
however, the repetitive nature of this data and the small gains or losses routinely
recorded become relatively meaningless without a sense of the underlying causes and

consequences that explain low levels of learner attainement.

The IQMS: the integration of complex evalualion systems:

The ELRC negotiations on the evaluation of educators dealt openly with sensitive and
contested 1ssues. The ELRC Resolution 8 of 2002 and Resolution 1 of 2008 outline the
evaluation procedures, processes and performance standards for institution-based
cducators; and ELRC Resoluizon 3 of 2003 stpulates the protocol and instrument
process to guide the observation of educators in practice (namely lesson observation).

These ELRC Collective Agreements provide a basis for dectsions on salary progression,

22
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rewards and others measures, and for a fair and transparent performance evaluation of
institution-based educators, which seek to improve the quality of teaching and education

management (ELRC, 2003).

However, teacher unions complained about the unnecessary duplication and complexity
in having different structures and evaluation activities with DAS, performance

measurement (PM), and the WSE policy.

It was finally decided to streamline these complex and complicated resolutions within
ELRC agreement 8 of 2008 which integrates into one system, the Integrated Quality
Management System (IQMS), three different previous systems: DAS, WSE and
Performance Management (PM).

The IOMS combines educator development appraisal and performance appraisal (or
appraisal for accountability). These two systems are aligned by relying on the same
conceptualisation of effective educators and the same 12 performance standards to
evaluate teachers’ work and performance. The first four performance standards,
applicable to all educators, relate to classroom observation, and the other eight assess

professional issues outside the classroom.
The performance areas are as follows:

e (Classroom teaching, through the following four standards:
1. The creation of a positive learning environment
2. Knowledge of curriculum and learning programmes
3. Lesson planning, preparation and presentation

4. Learner assessment.

e Other professional and school development activities, through the following:

5. Professional development in field of work/career and participation in

professional bodies.

6. Human relations and contribution to school development.
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7. Extra-curricular and Co-curricular participation.

8. Administration of resources and records.

9. Personnel.

10. Decision making and accountability.

11. Leadership, communication and servicing the governing body.

12. Strategic planning, financial planning and education management

development.

Parenthetically, it is worth noting at this point that no criterion appears along with 1 ~
+ relating to the response of learners to lessons, either in progress made, attitudes such
as engagement, behaviour, or indeed their views e.g. of the learning environment etc.
(“If you lead the horse to water in a well-planned way, does it matter if it does not
drink?”) The second set, 5-12, appears to anticipate no responsibility for the

improvement of teaching and learning or school-based professional development.

The first etght performance standards apply to post-level 1 (junior) educators, while the
post-level 2 Heads of Department (HoD's) are subjected to all but the last one, and the
principals and their deputies to all twelve (IELLRC, 2003). Educators have to undertake
their own self~evaluations with this appraisal instrument, and then have 1t verified by a
development support group (DSG) consisting of their senior management and one
chosen staff colleague. This evaluation records educator's strengths and areas in need of
development and serves as a baseline to inform the personal growth plan (PGP) of

educators.

All educator PGP’s are then put together by the Staff Development Team (SDT) whose
implementation and training becomes the responsibility of the district office (ELRC,
2008). The new 2008 ELRC Resolution amendment proposed by the Dok asks for a

“reasonable correlation between teacher scores and their learners’ achievements.”
Districts and schools are now for the first time in a relationship of reciprocal

accountability, since they both have to account to a lower level of authority while being

supported by a higher level of departmental authority. Such a transparent educator-

24



28 No. 32133 GOVERNMENT GAZETTE, 17 APRIL 2009

initiated system of appraisal for development could, in theory, break the vicious cycle of

continuous blame by the various education stakeholders.

The DoE further commissioned research on the IQMS implementation (Class Act,
2007) which examines some tensions and inconsistencies in the instrument itself and
show how these are partly responsible for the unreliability of the IQMS results and
outcomes. Like with the WSE policy, there are tensions in the educator component of

the IQMS.

The first set of tensions comes from the selected educators’ performance standards
which do not focus on the primacy of teaching and learning as crucial variables in the
teacher effectiveness literature. Such variables include time on task, appropriate use of
textbooks and materials, good communication, motivation, and the importance of

positive feedback, etc.

Another related issue is that there is again no direct focus on learner achievement data
as a basis from which to reflect on what needs improvement in the design and delivery
of teaching (Katz et al, 2005). Yet, individual classroom observation or supervision was
not agreed upon by SADTU (2005) on grounds that teachers of poor schools struggle
with difficult teaching conditions and demanding school policies which are not backed

up with sufficient support and resources from the education department.

The second set of tensions comes from the kind of teacher accountability the IQMS
performance management process promotes. This is a mild form of internal professional
teacher accountability. The major difficulty lies in the assumption that teachers are pro-
active professionals who are committed to improve their practices by using their
professional reflexive competences. Yet, most teachers and their DSGs do not know
how to conduct an effective analysis of teacher performance and prioritize their
development needs (Class Act, 2007) and have not been given sustained high quality

training and opportunities to meet these new expectations.
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The third set of tensions revolves around the appropriate support available to teachers
to improve their practices. Some Gauteng Department of Education district officials and
NGOs complain that the support given to struggling teachers is rarely translated into
practice because of their poor attitudes, culture and commitment to improve. Districts
also mention teacher recruitiment as a major problem as some teachers should never
have been appointed in their jobs. Many schools and teachers, in turn, blame the district
and the poor quality of some district officials. They also mention that the department
underestimated the demands of these reforms and the amount of continuous support

needed.

In 2001. a Ministerial Committee was appointed to design a teacher education
framework and in 2007, the National Policy Framework for Teacher Fducation and
Developmen! was completed to give greater coherence to quality teacher education in the
school system. This new policy framework acknowledges the statutory respensibility of
the DoFE for planning and funding teacher education and development, and also
acknowledges that different forms of professional support are needed for difterent kinds

of teachers.

This is why a professional development system, coordinated by the South African
Council on Liducation (SACLE]), faces serious challenges of changing negative teacher

attitudes and culture towards continuous professional development and learning.

The fourth tension comes trom the combination of appraisal for development and
appraisal for perforimance measurement. Firstly, educators can become solely interested
by the sanctions or resards attached to the performance appraisal comnponent. Instead
of identifying their wealknesses and developmental needs. teachers will try to manipulate
the system to qualify for a pay increase or progresston. Second, many offictals and
school management question the combination of self- or school-led teacher appraisal for
development and performance appraisal on grounds that such an approach was too
advanced for an uneven school systern still under (rejconstruction. Thus, while
performance appratsal should be separate from appraisal for development, there is still a

need to introduce capability procedures to achieve either.
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Another problem with the combination in one instrument of appraisal for development
and appraisal for performance is that appraisees (whether school management or
districts) are asked to take the position of referee and player as teachers’ advisers and
monitors. This poses the inevitable questions of objectivity and rigour in the appraisal

exercise.

The DoE-commissioned review of IQMS implementation (Class Act, 2007) confirmed
these problems of unreliability. Dissatisfaction with the first round of IQMS appraisals
led the DoE to address reliability and validity problems by giving effect to Section 3.9 of
the 2008 ELRC Collective Agreement 8, according to which the quality of the IQMS

processes and outcomes had to be verified externally.

By mid-2008, the DoE trained a new layer of highly professional moderators (around
100) to verify and ensure fairness and consistency across the nine provinces (DoE,

2008).
Finally, there remains the major issue of trust, credibility and commitment to change

which requires effective departmental and school strategies to change perceptions and

attitudes of most schools and teachers towards external evaluation.

Some implications

Irom this analysis on the existing policies, mechanisms, structures and processes of

school and teacher evaluation, the following emerges:
1. the importance of evaluating or appraising the appropriate functions of

organizations (department and schools) and staff work responsibilities that relate

directly to the core function of teaching and learning;
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the nced to appoint quality evaluators/appraisers with a high level of
professionalism and autonomy (from the departments and schools), and who

themselves are subject to the monitoring and assessment of their performance;

the assurance that school and departmental leadership can act with greater
authority in their accountability work and with more eftective strategies in their

supporting work, and be supported in these roles;

the importance of separating organizationally the function of performance
appraisal or management of organizations (schools, districts...) and staft
(officials, school-based personnel), from the function of development evaluation

or appraisal; these two tasks should be conducted by different agencies;

the value that comes from evaluating the underlying causes behind the poor
school and teacher performance by linking results to their context and to the
departinental structures responsible for enabling schools and teachers. In that
sense, what should be evaluared are the various levels of the education systems
(national, provincial and district/circuit) and the way they mediate policies and

delivery to schools;

the significance of monitoring the appropriateness of support for schools and

teachers with the view to improving 1t; and

the requirement of aligning all quality assurance (QA) bodies, structures and
processes to cnsure their coherence and effectiveness at the level of schools and

teachers; and

the necessity of developing an eftective data management system to ensure that
the different levels of {and actors in) the education system can access such

inforrmation for school improvement purposes.
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E. What we know from the international research on school evaluation and

teacher appraisal

Is there a role for school and teacher evaluation in their improvement process? What
are the links between school evaluation/teacher appraisal and improved student
learning? Can school and teacher evaluation serve the purpose of monitoring as well as
of developing schools and teachers? What are the similarities and differences of
~ school/teacher evaluation for monitoring and for development and should they be
performed by the same authority? If school/teacher evaluation is necessary for
development and monitoring, then what should be evaluated, by whom and how? These
questions are central to the concern of governments, policymakers, education change
agents, and academic researchers concerned with transforming schools and boosting
learning achievements throughout the world. And the same questions underpin the

quest of the South African government to improve education quality after Apartheid.

What follows, then, is a brief survey of the international literature on school evaluation,
teacher appraisal and student learning in response to one of the tasks assigned to the
Ministerial Commission on the National Education Evaluation and Development Unit,
namely, “to recommend mechanisms through which the evaluation and development of
schools can be undertaken.” The seven key questions selected for examination through
the literature represent key tensions and concerns within the South African school and

teacher evaluation and development context.
1. Internal or external evaluation?

School self-evaluation has the advantage of being a process which can mobilize school
partners by reflecting on their own strengths and weaknesses and working together
towards their development (McBeath, 1999). While it is true that school self-evaluation
generates a sense of school ownership, it can also be of poor quality, especially if schools
are complacent in their zones of comfort and play down their more difficult challenges,

or if they do not have on-site professional evaluators (Grubb, 2000). This is where
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external evaluation can be useful in verifying and enriching self-evaluation through a

more professional and objective evaluation process.

External evaluation can provide a mirror in which the school sees a reflection of its own
self. If the evaluation is not firmly evidence-based, the reflection is likely to be a
distorted image. No national system of rigorous internal evaluation which includes not
only general school performance, but also the quality and effectiveness of teaching and
learning, is known to exist in the absence of a criterion-based external evaluation
process. Under such conditions, the external evaluation provides a model for the

mternal evaluation.

To secure mutual trust and professionalism within the school community, external
evalnators should be brought onto an internal school evaluation panel, if applicable, for
a short time period. Such combination capitalizes on the respective strengths of internal
evaluators with their deeper understanding of the school-specific issues and challenges,
while the external evaluator(s) act as mentors and add professional, comparative and
objective evaluation expertise. It also provides an opportunity for school-based staff to

develop greater professional evaluation expertise (Grubb 2000).

2. Evaluation of performance or evaluation for improvement?

Many school inspections systems are designed to audit the strengths and weaknesses of
schools and to generate a process of school improvement. [t is assumed that schools
benefit from an evaluation of their performance because this 15 a generative process of
school nnprovement. Yet Flopkins (1995) and ns colleagues argue that 1t 1s important

to distinguish between two different kinds of school evaluation.

The first kind is the evaluation OF school performance, which collects information on
the school's performance, its pockets of excellence, strengths and weaknesses. Such
school evaluation is often based on a standardized evaluation instrument, with pre-
specified performance areas and explicit criteria to allow for a comparison of school

performance across the system.
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The second kind of evaluation is FOR school improvement and aims to identify the
institution-specific priority problems to assist with that school’s improvement goals and
strategies. It is difficult to combine the two in one system as each of these evaluations

has a different purpose, logic and instrumentation.

[t might be helpful to view the first category as monitoring (how good the school is)
and the second as evaluation (why it performs as it does and how it could improve).

Evaluation values the school and carries not only judgmental but explanatory authority.

The Ofsted system of school inspection in the United Kingdom has often been criticized
for claiming to be about ‘improvement through inspection’ (Hopkins et al, 1995).
However, after many years of changing and improving the Ofsted inspection schedule,
by 2004, significant evidence of improvements exist in the observed quality of teaching
and learning, educational standards, and leadership and management, especially in the

weaker schools which had been inspected (Matthew and Sammons 2004).

The same authors confirm that one of the biggest levers for school turnaround, as well
as one of the most significant factors associated with school failure, is the quality of the

principal (Matthews and Sammons 2005).

3. Evaluation for school support or performance monitoring?

It is often the case that high-performing school systems have split the two functions of
school support and monitoring between different authorities and people, with the
support pillar being done at district level and the accountability/monitoring pillar at
provincial or national level (Middlewood and Cardno 2001). Such separation, however,
led to problems of coherence between the support and monitoring interventions,
especially when recommendations of the inspection units were found to be largely
ignored by the departmental units in charge of school support. Working too often in
silos, developmental units would organise their own support activities targeted at

different aspects of school/teacher performance (Hopkins et al, 1995, Fitzgerald, 2001).
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As a result, resentment and frustration with this situation spread among schools and

1

teachers who felt confused by the different messages and focuses of the two units.

There are different ways of dealing with this challenge. The first is to improve the
collaboration between the people/units in charge of school/teacher monitoring and
school/teacher development and ensure a correspondence between the two, as one could
easily donnnate the other (Darling-1Tammond, 1998), Thus, it was not the separation per
se of these functions in different departimental units which was seen as the solution, but

rather a better coordination and balance between the two.

However, another way to deal with the tension was put forward by scholars such as
Middlewood and Cardno (2001) and Piggot Privine and Cardno (2005) who argue that
the fusion of school/teacher accountability and development functions in one system
with one instrument could enrich and complement one another and have a greater
impact on schools and teachers (Bartlett, 2000). However, they also acknowledge that
further tensions were likely to arise with such a tuston and that the leadership (at school
or district level) had to ensure they could manage and nwediate these tensions and

ensure that accountability and support work together to assist schools to tmprove.

For example, a typtcal tension in this combination derives from  school
monitors/supervisors at district and school level being expected to act as both players
and referces at the same time. This could lead to some form of collusion which could, in
turn, undermine the rigour of the school evaluation processes. Only with highly

professional evaluators eould such a systemn work eflectively.

In an unequal and immature schooling system, such as in South Africa, one could argue
that such combined system presents predictable problems as it is too advanced for the
dire operational realities and existing capacities of schools and districts (de Clercq,
2008). An additional problemn in combining teacher appraisal for development and
performance monitoring in onc system is that some teachers would be tempted to
comply with the sole desire of satisfying the rewards system attached to the

pertormance appraisal component. T'eachers could manipulate the system to qualify for

Lad
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a pay increase or progression, instead of identifying their weaknesses and developmental

needs.

This is why in any evaluation system it is important to monitor the evaluators and the
professionalism of their work, as well as the school cultures within which such

evaluation is to unfold.
4. Focus versus coverage?

An important consideration in appraisal and evaluation is what exactly is to be
evaluated. A comprehensive evaluation schema usually consists of a series of inputs,
processes or outcomes, the selection of which often reflect the main evaluation purpose.
Evaluation areas are not ends in themselves but serve a purpose. They also are
important because of their relationship to, and impact on, other school variables. Too
often evaluation items make up a long list of variables or checklist which does not

provide much insight on what is going on [or not] in a school.

The international literature is also clear that school evaluation should not be
cumbersome and time-consuming but should focus directly on the essential factors that
explain how and with what effects schools teach their students. Hopkins and
McGilchrist (1998) argue that the school improvement research (Henneveld and Craig,
1996) shows that the core function of schooling—teaching and learning--needs to be the
main focus of evaluation. Sinnema (2005) confirms that effective school evaluations are
those which encourage teachers to examine classroom practices and learner activities by
having explicit evaluation questions about the link between teaching and learning. Katz
et al (2003) go further and recommend that school evaluation should start with learners’
achievement results and that teachers should use these as a basis from which to reflect
on and assess what exactly in their teaching needs improvement in order to impact

positively on academic results.

Current practice in England requires the school to maintain a self-evaluation process

and record the findings on a ‘school evaluation form’ (SEF) which is updated annually.
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Not only do all staff contribute evidence-based evaluations to this composite picture, but
the views of students and parents must also be sought. The SEF provides the basis of
the SIP and plays an important role when the school is mspected. Most schools now

consider the SEF to be a usetul management tool.

The discussion of what to monitor in schools cannot be complete without an
understanding of the possible causes for poor performance. Schools and their teachers
are located inside a nested system and are not alone in influencing student learning.
Although they are most directly responsible for learning achievements, there are also
other factors that have a bearing on learning attainments such as the parent community,
the district and province, and the national education department. An evaluation
schedule or instrument should therefore be comprehensive enough to allow evaluators
to assess these spatial variables that impact on academic achievement in the classroom.
In other words, evaluation 1s not about simply accounting for achievements up and
down the chain of influences on classroom behaviours; it 1s about relating the chain of

influences to that single most important variable: learner achievement.

5. Expertise or inclusion?

The success or failure of school evaluation depends on the professional quality and
rigour of the inspectors and their reports (Matthews and Saminons, 2006). This touches
on the important dimension of the credibility and legitimacy of an evaluation report.
Schools are likely to accept the evaluation and its results if they respect and recognize

the professionalism, competences and authority of the evaluators.

Iexternal evaluators have the advantage of having accumulated evaluative experiences
across ditferent schools, whereas internal evaluators will understand more rapidly the
context of the school and its learners. As indicated earlier, by allowing external and
internal authorities to operate side by side, it 1s more likely that these evaluations will

have an impact on schools (Grubb, 2000).
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Inspections in England currently include some dual observations of lessons involving
the principal or other senior staff and the inspector, the latter taking responsibility for
the quality and accuracy of the teachers’ observation. Inspection is depersonalised as far
as possible, focusing on teaching rather than teachers. Wherever possible, processes
such as teaching and leadership are evaluated in terms of their impact on learning
achievement rather than for their own sake. Schools who use the same criteria for self
evaluation are becoming increasingly adept at making good judgments about teaching

and learning.
6. Accountability or Support?

Another important question concerns what kind of mix of accountability and support
schools need to change and improve (Fullan, 1991, 2003). The idea of school evaluation
is never a practice that is easy for schools and teachers to embrace. This 1s because
school evaluation is often perceived as a form of external accountability and

departmental control.

It is therefore important to impress on schools the need to account for what they do and
ofter to students by showing them the concrete benefits that could derive from
accountability-based improvement. Schools should be shown that such monitoring or

evaluation is not simply about their employers checking on what they do and produce.

Schools should be convinced that evaluations are there to be followed-through with
some kind of support or mobilisation of support capacity to assist schools in the
identified areas in which they need to develop and improve. As Barber and Phillips
(2000) argue, there should be an appropriate balance of school accountability and
support. Too often, school evaluations or inspections claim to be generative of school
improvement processes but often stop there because they do not conceptualize follow-
through support as a critical element of the accounting plan. Apart from learning about
their strengths and weaknesses, schools should be able to see how evaluation can lead to

more appropriate and focused forms of school support.
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Various kinds of evaluation follow-up action apply in the United Kingdom. In Scotland,
inspectors re-visit the school a year later to assess progress against recommendations
made. In England, all schools indicating concern are followed up by an HMI? every six

months until they are deemed to have improved to at least a satisfactory level.

Support interventions, which are the responsibility of the education department, have to
be designed with the schools’ main issues in mind. Since no ‘one-size-intervention-fits-
all-schools’ (Hopkins and Levine, 2001), the support will have to target each school with

the right mix of variables for turning around poor academic performance.
7. Tradition or change?

Reviewing the quality assurance systems in selected countries, different legacies,
cultures and traditions are evident. Cyprus, for example, with its centralised state
education system, has a teacher evaluation scheme, or an annual process conducted by
inspectors together with the head teachers, which aims at teacher promotion rather than
teacher 1mprovement (Kyriakides and Campbell, 2003). In Ilong Kong and New
Zeualand, where the education system 1s quite decentralised, the education department
guides and trains school leaders, while requiring each school to design its own staff
appratsal system whereby tcachers are cvaluated for their administrative duties for

promotion rather than for improveinent of their classroom teaching practices.

In other relatively decentralised schooling systems, such as the Netherlands, the teacher
functions are split: teacher evaluation is performed by principals while the inspectorate
15 in charge of school evaluation (Reetzigt ef al, 2003). In the UK, teacher evaluation is
also done by head-teachers as an internal process, although there have been attempts in
the last decade at introducing nation-wide teacher evaluation schemes, some of which

link teacher evaluation to pupil outcomes (Reynolds ef al, 20038).

Thus, in most of these developed countries, teacher evaluation systems are mainly

designed for accountability or promotion purposes and are therefore not explicitly

* Her Majesty's Inspector of Schools
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linked to teacher improvement. "L'his could be a consequence of different histories and
struggles located within national cultures. Teacher trade unions usually resist the links
between teacher evaluation and improvement and some scholars even argue that such a
link between the two is tenuous because teaching is a craft that does not lend itself to

quiclt scientific measurement and resolution.

What 1s clear from this literature is that changes to existing evaluation and monitoring
systems is enabled or constrained by the history of such practices within particular
national cultures. This does not mean radical or transformative changes cannot happen;
it simply means that leadership plays a crucial role in terms of what is possible in

shifting evaluation and monitoring cultures in radically different directions.

Conclusion

These tensions must be read within the context of a broader set of literatures on what
makes schools effective. Indeed, a wealth of school effectiveness research in the last 20
years has illuminated factors which contribute most to school improvement and the

achievements of learners.

In a major review of the literature commissioned by Ofsted, England, Sammons (1995)

and his team identified eleven key factors:

1. Professional leadership (leading professional, participative approach, firm and
purposeful)

2. Purposeful teaching (efficient organization, structured lessons, adaptive
practice, clarity)

3. Concentration on teaching and learning (maximizing learning time, academic
emphasis, focus on achievement)

4. Learning environment (an orderly and attractive working environment)

5. Shared vision and goals (unity of purpose, consistency of practice, collegiality
and cooperation)

6. Positive reinforcement (clear and fair discipline, feedback)
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7. High expectations (for all — educators and learners, communicating
expectations, providing intellectual challenge)

8. Pupil rights and expectations (raising learner self esteem, positions of
responsibility, control of work)

9. Monitoring progress (monitoring learner progress, evaluating school
performance)

10. A learning organization (school-based staff development)

11. Home-school partnership (parental involvement)

This line of research has been internationally influential. For example, a vigorous drive
to raise educational standards in Victoria, Australia, adapted the eleven characteristics
and assigned priority to professional leadership, a focus on teaching and learning and

purposeful teaching.

McKinsey’'s (2007) authoritative and topical international review of what makes the
difference between the performance of different education systems recognized that “in
many cases, extraneous factors hold back change and these problems need to be tackled
first to enable the school system to implement policies and processes that will improve
student performance.”

But the McKinsey review identified three guiding principles on which to base change:

‘1. the quality of an education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers;

2. the only way to improve outcomes is to improve instruction; and

3. achieving universally high outcomes is only possible by putting in place mechanisms

to ensure that schools deliver high-quality instruction to every child.’

This suggests that the quality of teaching and learning, school leadership, and the

capacity to improve, should be at the heart of whole school evaluation.
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Some education systems, such as those of South Korea and Singapore, have focused on
these principles and turned their schools around in a remarkably short time; others have
made little impact. Change is not, however, simply a matter of levels of investment in
education. Singapore spent less on primary education than 27 of the 80 countries in the
OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) states. The USA,
by contrast, increased public spending per student by 78% after allowing for inflation
and reduced class sizes substantially; yet here the reading scores of 9 year-olds, 13 year-
olds and 17 year-olds remained the same in 2005 as they had been 25 years earlier

(McKinsey).
Conclusion
Having offered a critical description and review of national policies concerned with
school and teacher evaluation and development, and having placed this discussion in

comparative and international contexts, the Report now turns to the key findings to

emerge from the evidence collected in the course of this study.
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F. REY FINDINGS

This short but intense investigation into education evaluation and development yielded
a wide range of data on the state of the education system in South Africa. Unfortunately,
not all this information—the submissions, the interviews, the documentary evidence-—
can be represented in this Report. The Committee restricts itself therefore only to those
findings that have a direct bearing on the Brief: to advise the Minister on the
establishient of a National Education Evaluation and Development Unit. In this

regard, the Committee tables 14 key findings.

1. that there s broad recognition of the crisis in education and the lomitations of existing

evaluation mustruments to, tn themselves, remedy the situation

Throughout the country, in each of the provinces, from government officials, unionists,
and teachers alike, the Committee heard the strongest expressions of concern, often in
very passionate terms, that there was an indisputable crisis in education, and that it
needed to be resolved as a matter of urgency. The unanimity of the response lent
courage to this report; indeed, it would be a serious mistake to underestimate the depth

and intensity of concern among atl education stakeholders,

The crisis in education cannot, of course, be simply linked to the limitations ol existing
evaluation strategies; nor can the various instruments for monitoring and assessment, in
themselves, resolve this crisis. Still, whatever 1s being done through monitoring and
evaluation, 1t has not shifted education performance in the desired direction at a

systemic level.

This means that whatever is proposed by this Committee in terms of an accounting
system on the status of schooling, such proposals must be read in the context of
systemic collapse of schooling, at least for the bottom halt of the education system. This
does not mean that schools do not operate on a daily basis with some degree of

tfunctionality; it simply means that whatever is happening (or not happening) inside
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schools, it has not altered the unmistakeable fact that the academic achievement of

learners as a whole does not match the levels of investment in the school system.

This does not mean, also, that there are not pockets of excellence within the school
system, among districts, and even within provincial structures. The Committee found
striking evidence of exceptionality. Such observations, on the one hand, give cause for
hope but on the other hand give cause for concern—since the school system cannot be
transformed as a system on the basis of exceptional performance among the few. It is
fundamental to the vision of government that all schools succeed and that all learners
achieve. But having excellent models of good schools—especially in disadvantaged
communities-—is a priceless resource when trying to lift the standard and improve the

practice of the rest of the education system.

The proposals that follow in this report take full account of the systemic crisis around
public schools, and seek to convey a measure of realism about what is possible under
such conditions with respect to evaluation and monitoring. At the same time, the
proposals convey an urgency in which the significance of monitoring and evaluation

under such conditions are clearly spelt out.

2. that there is widespread consensus on the need for stronger accountability measures

alongside developmental support to be introduced into the school system

The Committee finds that the present system for school accountability is wealk, uneven
and limited in scope. The accountability system is weak because of a pervasive culture of
resistance to strong measures of accountability within schools. The deep negativity
towards the apartheid inspection system should not be ignored in the way government

crafts a new and comprehensive system of accountability touching all schools.

Stakeholders interviewed testified readily to resistance among organized teachers to
classroom visits and observation by officials from the provincial departments of
education. The Committee found that in some provinces, and in some districts of other

provinces, such external observation was allowed and sometimes even welcomed. Often
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the nature of local school politics and the skills of a particular department official could
make access to classrooms easier or more difficult. But what this means is that in terms
of access to schools and classrooms, there is considerable unevenness in the national

system.

The Committee also found that while teachers were often singled out for attention in
public and media criticism of failing schools, the accountability net stretches wider than
individual teachers. The Cominittee heard harrowing stories of incompetent and
incapacitated district officials. The Committee heard repeated stories of the lack of
coordination of support at the level of provinces. The Committee also heard of the
confusion generated by the plethora of policies that placed heavier and heavier
administrative demands on teachers that drew professionals away from the classroom

into never-ending paperwork.

What this means is that proposals for new systems of accountability must of necessity
account for performance at all levels from the teacher, to the principal, to the governors,
to the district, provincial and national department authorities. While the teacher is
undoubtedly the most important influence on learning in the classroom, the extent to
which the act of teaching is nested within other supporting contexts cannot be

overstated.

The current system for accountability relies heavily on terminal examinations, in the
case of Grade 12 learners, and on systemic evaluation which targets only selected
grades (8, 5 and 9) and that on a sampling basis i.e. it is not an account of every school,
classroom and learner. A national system of accountability including learner assessment
data but also other kinds of data (such as teacher knowledge and classroom support)
must form part of the proposed comprehensive system for monitoring and evaluation of

schools.
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3. that there 1s reluctance in some quarters to change existing monitoring and evaluation
tnitiatives not only because of the potential disruption but also because recent measures

(such as IQMS) have not yet had enough time for expression in educational practice

The Committee found a pervasive sense of reform fatigue among South African
teachers. Whether it was curriculum change or assessment reform or new educator

regulations, teachers were tired of “yet another” round of changes to their work.

This sense of being overwhelmed by never-ending external demands on their work
predisposes teachers towards apathy, at best, and resentment, at worst, in the light of
what is interpreted as another round of changes through NEEDU. Teachers felt

strongly that teaching time was eroded by the distractions of countless policy changes.

In this context, there was a need expressed that existing and still relatively new
measures, such as the IQMS, be allowed to run its course in all schools before changing
the earlier attempt to streamline three previous reforms (DAS, PM and WSE) into a
single measurement instrument. In other words, to introduce another form of appraisal
just as teachers were becoming familiar with IQMS would send the wrong signal to

practitioners.

In this respect it was clear to the Committee that despite firmly expressed views on the
limitations of IQMS, this policy enjoyed political support through the ELRC agreement,
and that this consensus process had to be taken into account. Moreover, it appears that
in some provinces the core staff working with schools on IQMS was establishing some
operational rhythms in the implementation and was understandably reluctant to change

again.

It would not complete the picture, though, if the Committee did not also report
confusion and incapacity in other provinces where IQMS has hardly got off the ground.
In fact, it is reported that the recently appointed “moderators,” whose work it is to judge
the adequacy of implementation, have been able to visit more schools in certain

provinces than the IQMS district/circuit personnel.
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The judgment of this Committee is that there is no evidence, at this point, that IQMS in
its present form will be able to serve as an effective mechanism for accountability; on the
other hand, there might be a case for continuance with further refinement and
refocusing of IQMS with particular attention to learning achievements. This will also
offer some confidence to teachers and officials concerned about the withdrawal and

replacement of IQMS.

4. that there is considerable variation n the capacity of provinces and schools jfor the

ilerpretation and implementation of existing evaluation and development measures

FFor historical reasons that are well-understood, the better resourced provinces are
better able to techmically administer Whole School Evaluation, IQMS and other
monitoring and evaluation policy instruments. However, the technical capacity to
administer national policy does not necessarily translate into the managerial capacity to

bring about change and improvement in all schools.

Still, the Committee was on the one hand impressed with the craft and capacity available
In some provinces, the strengths of the professional teams, the quality of the
documentation, the institutionalization of policy processes, the strategic thinking
orientation of the leadership in the bureaucracy, the intellectual scrutiny applied to

school evaluation and teacher support, and the general dedication of key staff.

The Committee was on the other hand concerned about the lack of skill and capacity in
other provinces, the weakness and uncertainty among designated staff, the incomplete
and inadequate documentation, the confusion about policy and planning processes, the
crisis management ethos in the department, the lack of opportunities to stand back from

operational work, and the sense of lethargy in parts of the system.
It is clear to the Committee that the now overused adage used to criticize policy

positions and planning strategies—that one-size fits all—applies not only at the level of

schools but also at the level of districts and provinces. In order to attain uniformity of
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educational outcomes across the country, it will be crucial that a phased and strategic
approach be followed that recognizes both the diversity and the inequality still resident
in parts of the education system and its capacity to respond to the needs of teachers and

their schools.

The problem also calls for greater proportionality between expectations on schools and
their capacity to meet them. School improvement planning depends on an accurate
assessment of strengths and areas for improvement, and this in turn requires training,
practice and experienced support or mentoring. It is also a characteristic of schools not
used to internal evaluation that they find the ordering of priorities difficult, particularly
when asked to prioritise measures which will be of greatest benefit to the achievement
of learners and the standards they meet. Similarly, external evaluators are prone to
listing too many recommendations in weaker schools which lack the capacity to deal

with them.

Once again mentoring can be invaluable; in the experience of the Independent Quality

Assurance Agency (IQAA) in South Africa,

[the] approach is one of mentored internal evaluation for purposes of development. The
[trained] school personnel form the nucleus of an internal evaluation team and once a
school has booked an evaluation a mentor is appointed to work with them as they
undertake therr evaluation... The IQAA method depends largely for success on the quality,
commatment and enthusiasm of the mentors, as well as on their manner and tone while in

the schools

What these observations reinforce is the critical role of dedicated and skilled
professionals if any form of monitoring and evaluation is going to work in South
Africa’s fractured school system. It is especially important that those charged with the
delivery of vitally needed training and support be consummate professionals with the
capacity to advise and direct teachers and schools, and win their respect on the basis of

such capacity and credibility.
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This is the single most important lesson that must guide the appointment of key
personnel for the proposed National Education Evaluation and Development Unit.
Where the appointments processes are sloppy, and where people are appointed for
political or other irrelevant reasons, the entire monitoring and evaluation infrastructure
for schools 1s compromised. It is also important that the proposed unit draws on the
expertise and capacity within the relatively well-resourced provinces and bring such

professionals to the centre of the national monitoring and evaluation function.

5. that both authority and expertise at all levels (teacher, HOD, principal, school, district,
province, national) remain imporiant requivements for effective implementation of

monitoring and evalualion

The Committee finds that in order for an effective and credible system of accountability

with respect to schools to be established, both authority and expertise is needed.

Expertise should provide the backbone of the NEEDU proposal requiring, as explained
earlier, highly trained, competent and experienced professionals to take charge of the

monitoring and evaluation of schools and teachers.

[Towever. expertise will mean little unless the experts are endowed with the authority
to observe classrooms, evaluate teachers and principals, advise on support strategies,
propose penalties to act on bad behaviour, and make judgments about schools. Without
such authority, experts would not be able to impact on the school system in a
constructive manner. This point was made repeatedly in written submissions to the

Committee, such as the following sentiment by Khulisa Management Services:

... one of the key concerns that we have noted working as evaluators and auditors of the
Dok s the need for authority. When the Consortium goes inlo schools, il has only
minimal authority vested in us through the Dok letter, which 15 not always recognised or
accepted by the schools (for example: principals refusing access and in one memorable case,

abducting and holding a fieldworker)
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The Catholic Institute in its submission is strident in its recommendations on the
question of authority and independence: “An independent unit for evaluation should be
granted wide powers of oversight and monitoring. Tn making the unit accountable to

the Minister, we run the risk of future executive interference.”

The insistence on authority does not, of course, mean that anything goes when
approaching schools. Visiting times would have to be negotiated; structured feedback
could and should be demanded; evidence for judgments should be shared professionally;
accounts should be sensitive to matters of context and resources in particular; and
developmental follow-up can and should be required. But none of these conditions
should be allowed to stand in the way of, even deny, access of designated experts to

schiools and classrooms.

In this regard, it is important that any observation-based evaluation takes due account

of barriers to, and enablers of, effective teaching.

Such authority for officials to enter schools can only partly be secured through
legislation. It also has to be established through political agreement with the unions, on
the one hand, and through authoritative support from government, on the other hand.
There is evidence in the recent history of monitoring and evaluation agreements
between unions and government that despite consensus achieved through negotiations,

access can still be denied or delayed at the school gate or the classroom door.

This Committee recommends a political compact between unions and government that
lend authority to monitoring and evaluation experts to enter schools and classrooms in

every province and district of the country.

Authority and expertise exist in a symbiotic relationship inside schools. Experts gain
their authority on the basis of superior knowledge and professional approach. This
implies a programme of thorough training for experts so that their ability to advise and
transform schools through their actions gains them credibility in the eyes of local

practitioners.
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6. that deeper and more fundamental problems (e.g. curriculum organizalion, tame on task,
school dysfunctionality) undermine sophisticated efforts to monitor and evaluate school

and teacher performance

Monitoring and evaluation, as indicated earlier, cannot resolve systemic collapse. The
Committee received consistent reports from schools about confusion, suspicion and at

times outrage about the underlying dysfunctionality of schools.

Teachers and principals report on time lost because of absentee teachers, incompetent
principals, and under-prepared district officials. The culture of teaching and learning
has, for all intents and purposes, disappeared from especially rural and township

schools.

The crucial variable of time is lost through inattentiveness to instruction, on the one
hand, and the distraction of administrative work, on the other hand. The Committee
finds ready confirmation of the simple fact that schools are highly unequal in terms of

their attention to instructional time in classrooms.

It was instructive for the Committee to listen to the principals of turnaround schools.
Over and over again school leadership emerged as the critical force in transforming
schools from dysfunction into productivity. Whatever it is that NEEDU does, its
critical interventions will have to hinge on the school leaders, especially principals, if

schools are to deliver education quality.

There also appears to be continuing problems around curriculum. There 1s still
suspicion about outcomes based education and whether or not it is the policy-in-practice
of government. There remain, in some provinces, very articulate expressions by school
managers and teachers about the fatlure of curriculum implementation to address the
basic competences of literacy and numeracy in schools. The Committee heard harrowing
stories about official instructions to raise test scores across the board to compensate for

curriculum failure.
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The Committee also felt that the lack of clarity around the specific learning outcomes
and achievements at the end of each phase (e.g. the foundation phase) might also

contribute to the lack of curriculum effectiveness in schools.

In other words, there are both external (in terms of district support, for example) and
internal (such as curriculum organization) factors that would make it difficult for any

system of monitoring and evaluation to be effective.

7. that the system for evaluating teachers and schools s still considerably immature, with the

tcapacily for self-scrutiny among many (though certainly not all) professionals

The Committee found that internal evaluation was simply unlikely to produce valid and
reliable results especially when such evaluation was part of the chain of data for
decision-making about teacher compensation and advancement. As was the case with
continuous assessment, when schools are left to make their own judgments about
scholastic performance, those results are often out of sync with more objective, external

measures of the same achievements.

The ideal of internal evaluation must be upheld. It advances professionalism and
promotes democratic participation when teachers and indeed schools are allowed to
participate in evaluations of their own performance and capabilities. It should in fact be
the aim in every school to build a culture of monitoring and evaluation — by teachers,
peers and leaders — which 1s developmental in purpose. In such a culture, teachers Jearn
from each other, share and consult on their planning, and observe lessons among
themselves. Here the views of learners are also sought and the school grows as a

learning community.

However, this ideal is not attainable in an immature education system which is highly
uneven in resources and capacity. In this regard the Umalusi submission warns against
“Instruments [that’] are developed to address homogenous school communities” and in a

separate submission, the experienced educationist Professor Richard van der Ross
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similarly cautions against “the narrow interpretation of equity” that makes the same

demands on diverse communities and school cultures.

For internal evaluation to work—that is, where teachers and their peers make
judgments about their own labour-—it requires the capacity for self-criticism and for
objective judgment. This does not exist in the South African school system (and we
suspect outside of it in the broader society) for a complex of reasons. In this respect the
Committee does not believe that this problem is primarily one concerning the technical

expertise of teachers for self-evaluation.

Iirst, there are real questions of solidarity. A culture has developed in South African
schools in which teachers gravitate readily towards a defensive position of support and
camaraderie especially in relation to perceived external threats. Given the lingering
sensitivities around the external evaluation of teachers and teachers’” work, teachers
work to protect their colleagues and to seek maximum advantage for their peers. To act
“professionally” in making judgments about your peers based on detached, objective
assessments of what a colleague can/cannot do, i1s frowned upon in this culture of

solidarity.

Second, there are questions of collegiality. Should colleagues criticize each other? Is
there not a collegial bond that prohibits such judgment by another colleague or peer?
Are there not professional bonds in the working environment that preclude judgment
by others? Just as solidarity imposes a political constraint on peer judgment, collegiality

imposes a professional constraint on the same.

In the short-term, the only way to moderate internal evaluation is to balance 1t with a
strong sense of external evaluation. In the long-term, the task should be to reconstruct

notions of solidarity and collegiality by foregrounding the primary interests of the child.
As schools engage in self-evaluation, their efforts should be supported by training and

guidance. Credit should be given to self-evaluation reports which are frank and open

about what the school does well, and what it needs to do better; evidence-based,
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accurate self-evaluation reports, which include the views of stakeholders, should be
acknowledged. At the same time, self-evaluation reports that tender excuses, cover up,

engage in blame, and breed complacency, should be discredited.

The Commission feels that it is important not to lower expectations of teachers, any
more than one would of learners. But, equally, teachers need to be given the tools,

training and opportunities to meet those expectations.

There is also an urgent need for a nation-wide strategy for the re-professionalisation of
education provision which is not confined to teachers but which includes administrators
and officials responsible for the support and development of teachers and principals,

among others.

8. that the wssue of excesstve complexity in existing evaluation instruments s still not
resolved inside the crowded ecology of evaluation, appraisal, and development policies,

plans and processes

The introduction of IQMS was supposed to address a common complaint about the
main monitoring and evaluation instruments at the time: the Development Appraisal
System (or DAS), the Whole School Evaluation (or WSE) policy, and Performance
Measurement (PM). Yet despite the fact that the IQMS was to “streamline” evaluation
instruments, there is still considerable confusion among practitioners in the field about

the status of these various policies and how they relate to each other.

For example, IQMS did not replace WSE for there are still “units” in some provinces
conducting WSE in a weak relationship to the IQMS processes. It does not help that
WSE'’s founding document claims that this policy “does not interfere with” any other

evaluation-related policies.

There is still not sufficient clarity of distinction between DAS and PM, a point raised

also in other review reports (see Class Act 2007). There is still confusion between SIPs
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(School Improvement Plans) and SDP's (School Development Plans), and the

corresponding plans for districts.

The policy language in [QMS remains abstract and ambiguous lending itself to multiple
and conflicting interpretations across the education system e.g. the meanings of rating

descriptors and performance standards.

The purposes and locations of these different policies contribute to the confusion. At
national level, for example, IQMS and WSE fall under different directorates (though
officials rush to say this is being corrected). Similarly, at provincial level these
monitoring and evaluation functions f{all under a range of different units and
directorates each with their own logic, resources, capacities and meanings. The
Committee also found that some provinces are quite adept at interpreting and re-
interpreting [QMS for their own purposes (for example, the moderation instruments) so
that what the policy looks like in one province might be very different in another

proviuce.

T'he complexity resides not only in policy design across these vartous instruments, but
also m thetr implementation. Once again the variable capacity in the provinces for
maling sense of these various mnstruments leads to a wide range of implementation
approaches and outcomes. In some provinces and districts, Development Support
Groups function well, while in others IQMS is simply another burden for which there is
simply no time or capacity. In this regard teacher unions like the Suid Afrikaanse
Onderwysers Unie were adamant in its submission that “The nnplementation of
NEEDU must under no circumstances imply an additional administrative burden for

educators.”

It is not the lack of uniformity but the lack of common purpose that is in question in this
confusing array of monitoring and evaluation policies and plans. T'he goal should be
“simplicity and significance” argues Protessor Maurcen Robinson in her submission to

this Committee, rather than “a complex intrastructure.”
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9. that the existing system for evaluation and appraisal faces a growing credibility crisis
because of the functional breakdown between school/teacher evaluation and

developmental follow-through actions to effectively address problems identified

The Committee found a generally positive attitude among teachers and principals
towards monitoring and evaluation through interventions like IQMS and WSE. In
some provinces professionals testified openly about the value of expert visits, the
opening-up of educational work to outside scrutiny, the positive advice shared, and the

first opportunities to engage with peers about teaching and learning inside the school.

What disturbed these school staff was that after having their expectations lifted, the
intervention would come to an abrupt halt. There would be no follow-up visits. There
was no action on the data collected. Having sacrificed the time and resources to provide
documentation and evidence for their work, the school and its staff would not hear again
from the visitors. In some provinces, this emotional disconnect with monitoring and

evaluation was expressed strongly.

At this point the blame game begins. The school blames the evaluators. The expert staff
who did the visit blames the districts. The districts blame the provincial authorities.
The provinces blame the national department. The fact remains, the schools feel they
were “set up” and that there was no development benefits to their participation in these

processes.

The Committee feels strongly that for future monitoring and evaluation to enjoy
credibility among educational professionals, it must be followed-up sfrongly and quickly
with concrete development gains for the schools and teachers concerned. There is
already a despondency and deflation among teachers and principals because of the added
demands on their work; not to demonstrate positive gains for their participation in

external evaluations is to completely lose the attention and motivation of those on the

ground.
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Credibility rests with identifying not only observed strengths in place but also the
barriers to effective learning. Follow-up action must lead to a mechanism for referring
those problems that reside outside the school's control and providing support and

guidance for those that problerns that can be resolved within the authority of the school.

Such problems are not unique to South Africa, but have been successfully confronted

elsewhere by strategies such as:

¢ assessment of the performance of the local authority responsible for schools;

e co-option of a representative of the school staff onto WSLE teams;

e follow up visits by an external evaluator after a set pertod of time to assess the
extent to which recommendations have been implemented, and the factors which
enabled or acted as barriers to implemientation;

® joint obscrvations of lessons with the principal or other staft' so as to assess the
capacity for internal evaluation; and the

e increased use of experienced and effective principals as mentors to those facing

significant challenges.

The Commitree's proposals will further show that it is important to separate inspection
and evaluation from development and support; that is, those who make judgments about
school or teacher performance cannot be the same persons who provide the
development function. Yet separating these functions carries the risk of non-delivery

unless there 1s a functional or organizational mechantsm that binds these two tasks.
Whichever route is followed, the Committee wants it to be clear that the credibility of

evaluative interventions in the future depends crucially on the evidence of practical

support and follow-up among those evaluated,
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10. that the co-mingling of developmentally-focused evaluation and remuneration-focused

appraisal compromises the validity of measures of school or teacher performance

The Committee found that where evaluation measures were related to remuneration, it
provided less valid or reliable information for decision-making. That is, the pressure to
boost compensation within the system distorts any value that evaluation-for-
development measures might have. This is what was referred to earlier as an immature
system where the chances of objective, evidence-based information are reduced because

of compensation pressures.

Teachers and schools focus more attentively on matters of development and change
when the only outcome of interest is how to improve the conditions of teaching and
attainments of learning. There is far less pressure, with such a focus, to artificially boost

achievements for non-educational purposes.

The Committee therefore strongly recommends that the two important functions be
separated: data used to make decisions about levels of teacher remuneration, and data
used to malke decisions about development support. This does not mean that the system
is already mature enough to respond credibly and accurately to development-driven
inspection or evaluation; it simply means that an additional pressure to boost

achievements artificially is now removed.

The complete separation of the two data sets is, of course, not achievable in (or
recommended for) practice. Those working with school improvement will be interested
in aggregate as well as individual teacher performance data in order to transform
teaching, learning and managing in a particular school environment. Those making
decisions about remuneration would invariably draw on performance data (among other

kinds of evidence) in making compensation judgments.

Provided the “drawing down” of teacher data happens under two separate authorities,

and provided teachers are clear what the data is being used for (development versus
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compensation), there should be no contlict of purposes where the goal 1s remuneration,

on the one hand, and improvement, on the other hand.

The evidence-based remuneration function rightly belongs within the national
Department of Education from which base the necessary salary negotiations with
unions and other parties would proceed. The evidence-based developmental function is
ideally located within the provincial departments of education from where training and
support interventions are launched in the schools. The Committee will recommend that

such a capacity for separate development support is crucial to the work of the proposed

NEEDU.
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11. that in practice the evaluation instruments do not monttor the tmpact of policy on

teaching and learning; they monitor policy compliance

The Committee heard that many schools and teachers perceive some of the IQMS
school and educator performance standards to be directed at the monitoring of policy
implementation. These teachers felt that the evaluation items are designed to give the
department more control over whether schools and teachers comply with the new policy
directives. Given the long history of teacher suspicion of external interference in
schools, the policy monitoring function of government officials does not help change

attitudes.

The Committee was told that the existing list of performance standards is cumbersome
and time-consuming as it generates considerable volumes of paperwork for heads of
departments, and that it did not really capture adequately the most important core
function of schooling, namely the level of learning achieved in schools among their

particular learners.

Teachers also felt that there should be performance standards that are quicker and
easier to deal with, and that what should enjoy greater attention in monitoring and
evaluation is their work with learners and the reasons why academic underperformance

continues in the schools responsible for these learners.

District and provincial officials also confirmed that the evaluation instruments made it
difficult for them to monitor the quality of teaching and learning occurring in different

schools, quite apart from the causes for such low levels of education quality.
The evaluation instruments focus on useful aspects of the work of schools and teachers
but do not allow officials to identify and probe into the real causes behind the level of

performance.

The monitoring of policy implementation and the establishment of compliance with

government policy are, of course, important bureaucratic and administrative functions.
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But where concerns with policy fidelity become the sole or overriding preoccupation of
government officials working with the schools, there are two negative consequences.
One is that teachers begin to feel “probed” rather than assisted more effectively by the
provincial departments to improve their practice; the other is that the policy (policy
understood for the moment as a_formal declaration of official intent) itself escapes scrutiny

as a possible problem contributing to school, teacher or learncr failure.

The lesson for a new National Education Evaluation and Development Unit would be,
of course, to keep these two ambitions in balance—monitoring compliance and

facilitating improvement at the school level.

12. that the failure to separate curriculum support and advisory roles from curriculum

montoring roles constrains the credibulity of both

The Committee heard many schools and teachers complain about some curriculum
advisers who, when they visit schools, do not manage to provide adequate support to
teachers. And yet when teachers are monitored for their work performance by the same
district officials, they are accused of not implementing properly what they were asked to

do.

These schools and teachers felt that there was a problem with districts being expected
to support and monitor teachers at the same time, as they were then acting as both
players and referees in the education drama. If some of these district officials do'not

support teacliers properly, it 1s not fair for teachers to be monitored by them.
What was missing in the system, it was said, 1s an independent authority which could
evaluate the supporting work of these district officials in schools. If not, then officials

should in turn be evaluated by the schools and teachers they serve

However, the Committee also heard from some district officials that there are some

teachers who do receive support but who are reluctant to change and implement what
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they were trained or taught on back in their classroom. The reasons include the lack of
support in the school environment for those returning from training; and of course the
risk and the discomfort of disturbing familiar and comfortable pedagogical, curricular

and administrative routines.

This double role of advisers and monitors did not exist in the case of the WSE. Indeed,
the Committee heard that the WSE supervisors monitor schools but are not expected to
support them except through the recommendations made in their report. District
officials, together with the schools, are expected to act on the reports of the supervising
monitors, and support schools in specified areas of concern. This situation felt more

acceptable to many of our respondents.

The implications of separation are, of course, not this simple. By separating the two
functions (monitoring and support) there is the threat of distancing these roles. By
combining them there is, as shown, the threat of confusing the two roles in the

experiences of teachers.

The proposed National Education Evaluation and Development Unit will have to
recognize this tension, and work around it so as to address both the governmental

function to monitor and the professional obligation to improve schools and teachers.

13. that there is an unspoken complicity betwween school and district that compromases the

monztoring of IQMS educator performance

The Committee investigated the problem of reliability in the IQMS ratings, as reported
also in the Class Act report. It heard from many schools and teachers that it was very
difficult to make an objective interpretation of school or teacher performance out of
context. Although the IQMS acknowledges that contextual factors can influence the
final ratings, the scoring process remains a very difficult one because of the high amount

of subjectivity in the interpretation of scores.
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Some district officials also mentioned that at this stage of the reconstruction of the
education system, it was not a good idea to have internal teacher appraisal, especially
appraisals that combine professional development and performance management. This
explains why teachers were keen to assign high scores in order to receive the payment
reward. District officials also mentioned how difficult it was to moderate teacher scores
as educators and their development support groups often argued that they did the best
they could under poor school conditions and the challenging circumstances from which

the learners come.

In the end, many district officials agreed that they did not change many of the original
scores of teachers. It was the interpretation of the Committee that, because districts and
schools felt both overwhelmed by policy demands and paper work, they felt it easier to
accept teachers’ initial scores. Such acceptance of teacher’s scores was also a way to
prevent critical attention being visited on the districts and thelr officials because of the

low scores of schools and tcachers under their control.

Do that leadership os ervbical al prowncial and school level to make the best out of the

complerity of evaluation and development efforts and mnstrumenls

The issue of evaluation and development will always be a complex and contested issue
in schools. lTlowever, through its work with the principals who manage to turn-around
struggling schools. the Commirttee found that strong and credible leadership on the
ground can mediate and manage interventions such as external evaluation in ways that

advance school improvement.

Because of the reluctance of many teachers to change in relation to new demands on
their work, it is clear thar leadership assumes critical significance. I such cascs, the role
of leadership is to manage fear and anxiety, on the one hand, and move teachers and
other stakeholders towards change, on the other hamd. The leader has to convince
followers that change works in their best interests as teachers, and advances more

effective teaching and learning in the school.
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Such leadership can be developed and sustained at provincial and school-levels by
ensuring that networks of provincial officials and school staff develop to promote and

disseminate good practices in evaluation, monitoring and development.
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G. Core Recommendations

Intreduction

The Ministerial Comrmittee accepts that the deciston to establish a National Education
Evaluation and Development Unit has already been made, and that its task was, per the
Brief, to advise on the character and content of this unit. The recommendations that
follow do not therefore question or challenge the proposal for a unit to be established,
but offers focused advice on the nature and purposes of the unmt based on evidence

collected from the various sources accessed for this inquiry.

The Committee spent some time in deliberations on what this body should be called so
that it signals the kind of policy focus and intent for the unit in an unambiguous
manner. Several suggestions were made by members, including The South African
Inspector General for Education (SAIGL, pronounced Sage); the Independent National
Evaluation and Monitoring Agency; the South African Council for Educational
Evaluation and Monitoring; and many others, including of course the National

Education Evaluation and Development Unit.

The majority of Cominittee members {elt that any reference to “inspection” or
“inspector” or, {or that matter “inspector general,” would be a very sensitive matter
among most education practitioners and that such naming could distract from (and even

undermine) the essence of the recommendations in this report.

In addition, naming such a body should also be sensitive to other existing agencies

concerned with quality assurance.

The Committee thercfore does not take a position on the naming of the body. It should
be clear though that while the naming of the body could be a sensitive matter, the
contestation over the appropriate name does not, in the view of the Committee, diminish

or weaken the functions and objectives of this new initiative as spelt out in this report.
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IFor simplicity of communication, the body will be referred to in the rest of the report as

the UNIT.

Recommendations
Authority

1. The Ministerial Committee strongly recommends that the UNIT function as an
independent, statutory body operating at arms length from government but with

direct reporting authority to the Ministry of Education.

2. The authority of the UNIT should be established in legislation with two goals in
mind. First, to ensure that the UNIT has the legal authority and the political
mandate to conduct its work; and second, to clarify the mandate of the UNIT in
relation to other statutory bodies such as UMALUSI and of course the national

Department of Education itself.

8. The UNIT officials must be endowed with legal and political authority to enter
classrooms for purposes of monitoring and evaluation. Without such authority,
it is impossible for the UNIT to deliver on its mandate of accounting for

education quality in every South African school and classroom.
4. The UNIT will operate as a unitary structure at a national level with functional

responsibilities in the provinces; in other words, the provincial offices of the

UNIT will not enjoy a statutory status or authority of their own.

Governance

5. The Unit will be governed by a Board consisting of not less than seven and not

more than nine individuals appointed by the Minister. The composition of the
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Board must be based on expertise and not stakeholder-driven. The Committee
therefore recommends that these individuals must be appointed on the basis of
their knowledge and expertise relevant to the scope, functions and objectives of
the Unit and not on the basis of the interests of stakeholders in the education
system. The operational side of the UNI'T must be headed by a CEO who must
be an ex officzo member of the Board and the Dok should also be represented on
the Board. However, the majority of the members of the Board must be
independent and appointed on the basis of their demonstrated competence as

individuals.

Scope

6. The scope of the UNIT is the school system as a whole, including independent
schools; the UNI'T will not therefore be concerned with other components of the

education and training system, such as ABET and FE'T Colleges.?

The UNIT will not be responsible for the development or management of

schools, nor would the unit have any executive authority. However, in
accounting for the state of schools, the UNIT will make recommendations to the
relevant  education authorities accountable for action on proposed

recommendations.

8. The UNIT will absorb the Whole School Evaluation function of the national and
provincial departments of education as it currently stands, while the TQMS
function will continue to be honoured as an ELRC agreement operating under

the authority of the Department of Education.

9. The UNIT will, however, as part of its founding; mandate have the authority to

recommend changes to [QMS (and other evaluation indicators, as well as to

* The Committee recognizes the ongoing attempts to clarify the relationship between FET Colleges and
the FET phase of schools, but believes that pedagogically and culturally these two spaces merit separate
treatment in evaluation and monitoring
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10.

11.

Systemic Evaluation) to ensuve an overall alignment with the monitoring and
evaluation function across government and within the UNIT itself e.g. the focus
on learning and learning achievements as foundation for all other monitoring
and evaluation activities. In particular, the UNIT strongly recommends that the
two [QMS educator functions of appraisal for performance monitoring and
appraisal for development should not he done and verified by the same people,

whether within the school and the district.

In order for the UNIT to have optimal impact on development, the provinces
through their districts will have to carry responsibility for focused school
development support functions to enact the recommendations of the unit in a

responsive and effective manner.

The focus of the UNI'T will only be on accounting for the state of teaching and
learning in South Africa and not on the evaluation of teachers for purposes of
remuneration; while the teacher performance data might be used as part of the
evidence for decision-making about personne] remuneration, the UNIT 1s not at
all to be involved in teacher compensation issues, which i1s the mandate of the

Department of Education.

Functions

12,

The UNI'T will have the following core responsibilities:
12.1  to provide the Minister of Education with an authoritative, analytical and
accurate account on the state of schools in South Africa and, in particular,

on the status of teaching and learning in all schools

12.2  to recommend minimum performance standards for schools, mindful of the

different histories, missions and capacities of South African education
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institutions; evaluation in thesc circumstances must be seen to be fair,

contextually sensitive and credible.

12.8  to account for the attainment (or otherwise) of those standards by all

schools through a sophisticated monitoring and evaluation system

12+ to identify on a system-wide basis the critical factors that inhibit or

advance school improvement
12.5  to make focused recommendations for redressing the problem areas that
undermine school improvement and, in this respect, to recornmend

appropriate developmental interventions to support schools

12.6 o proposc appropriate sanctions to ensure that schools offer effective

education for all learners

12,7 to strengthen internal evaluation capacity within schools in ways that

relrably mform and complement external evaluation

12.8  to monitor the different levels of school support (governors, districts,
provinces and the national department) and the extent to which there is
considered action on proposed interventions, whether in the forin of

developmental support or in the form of disciplined action

12,9 to review and assess existing monitoring, evaluation and support
structures and nstruments on a regular basis to ensurc clarity,
coherence, and complementarity in the ways schools and teachers are

nmeasured and supported

12.10 to provide schools with evidence-based advice on how to pursue school

improvement in their particular contexts
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12.11 to promote school improvement through the dissemination of good

practice

Expertise

13.

1.

The UNIT will employ only the most skilled professionals drawn mainly from
education, but also supporting professions (the management sector), and who
have established reputations as credible and effective evaluators, managers and
turnaround specialists in the field of education and allied fields. It is proposed
that such highly skilled professionals be retained on performance-based
contracts rather than absorbed as permanent appointees, There may also be a
case for introducing the idea of professional partners, e.g. mentors who are
reasonably successful principals of other schools. It is very important to this
Committee that the professional expertise of the UNIT not be determined on the

basis of party political affiliation or loyalties.

The UNTT must have an in-house research and evaluation capacity to conduct
the mainly qualitaizve accounts on the state of schools as well as the assessment
of existing instruments and data in other parts of the system e.g. directorates in

government departiments.

. While the UNIT must have an in-house research and evaluation capacity of high

quality, the large-scale, systems-wide and mainly quantitatzve monitoring and
evaluation of the school system (Ial(in to the National Assessinent of Educational
Progress, or NAEP, in the USA)* should be outsourced to an external agency
such as the Human Sciences Research Council. The sheer weight of such a task

could, if housed within the UNIT, lunit the flexibility and adeptness of the new

* NAEP is a nationally representative and continuing assessment of what students know and can do in
various school subjects. Since this assessment is done annually and administered uniformly, it is an
authoritative account of education performance across that country. It not only makes for informed policy
decision-making, it also is used to guide practice in the individual states—quite apart from the rich database
for further research on schools and school improvement.
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body to respond to immediate and regular accounts on the state of schooling in

the country.

Approach and Methods

16. The UNI'T will provide advice to the Minister of Education on the state of the
schooling system in South Africa. The advisory reports of the UNIT will be
uncompromisingly evidence-based, drawing only on the best available
empirical data for its public declarations on the state of schools in South Africa.
Unvalidated internal accountability and assertions about effectiveness by

untrained educators carry little reliability.

17. In line with outcomes based education, the single most important measure of
school effectiveness to be adjudicated by the UNI'I" should be learning outcomes
Le. the quantity and quality of learning achieved by every learner in the school.
Other factors such as teaching, resources, leadership will only be assessed in
terms of their capacity to produce and sustain high levels of learning for all

children.

18. The UNI'T will have the authority to use the most appropriate and cffective
methods to conduct the monitoring and evaluation of schools, mindful of and

sensitive to the particular context. Such methods include

18.1  the observation of classroom teaching
18.2  the assessment of teacher knowledge
18.3  the assessment of lcarner knowledge

18+  the evaluation of school leadership practice

(11

18.5  the capacity of school governing bodies

18.6  the efhicacy of district, provincial and national support
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19.

20.

The sheer size of the schooling system (26,000 units) makes it impossible for the
UNIT to monitor and evaluate performance standards in all schools even on a 8-
5 year cyclical basis, even with optimal funding. It is proposed therefore that the
UNIT phases in its work over a number of years e.g. Phase 1 could limit the
monitoring and evaluation ambit to the weakest 25% of schools in all provinces
as a priority for action. While phase 1 could include a disproportionate number
of the weakest schools, it should also include a stratified sample of the rest of the

schools in order to benchmark the system as a whole.

The UNIT will have to ensure that there is clarity and consistency about the
defined role descriptions and task specifications of principals and other leaders in
schools and districts. They can only be held accountable through evaluation in

relation to clearly-defined expectations.

. The approach of the UNIT would not be to apportion blame to any one level or

stakeholder in the education system, but rather to provide focused analyses on
what stands in the way of education quality as expressed in learning
achievements, and on what can be done to remedy such problems. Moreover,
apprehension and fear will be reduced by evaluating teaching rather than

individual teachers.

. The UNIT activities should place a high premium on reducing the

administrative demands on teachers and school management as a result of this
intervention; for this important reason, the UNIT has to define its work in
relation to other and ongoing evaluation and monitoring activities in schools.
The combination and streamlining of all monitoring and evaluation work will

enjoy priority as part of the oversight work of the UNIT.
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Resources

23. The UNIT cannot function effectively unless it is adequately and amply
resourced within the national budget. The capacity to deliver will depend
crucially on what kinds of resources are available. The Committee feels strongly
that the real test of the legitimacy, viability and capacity of the UNIT to deliver
on its mandate will be the extent to which it 1s adequately prioritized and

budgeted for in the national government.

2+. The Committee did not make detailed estimations about costs and the
appropriate financing model since it was unclear what kind of organizational
arrangements and resource commitments are anticipated by government.
ITowever, one estimation was that in an annual cycle a fully staffed Unit would

cost approximately R420 million.?

Deliverables

25. The Unit will be required to

25.1  publish regular reports on the state of schools in South Africa such report
including empirical findings, recommended actions, and accounting
measures to assure responsiveness to identified problem areas. One form
of reporting could be a quarterly or annual published statement called

The State of Schools in South Africa

25.2  present written analytical reports should the Minister require urgent

information on the state of schools in the country

> This estimation works with 26,000 schools covering a period of 29 school weeks per annum with 892
assessors required to assess one school per week with associated professional and administrative costs and
infrastructure. A more detailed breakdown of these costs are available if requested.
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25.3  provide individual schools with status reports on teaching and learning
achievements as well as barriers to achievement and strategies for school

improvement
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H. Next Steps

The Committee believes that the time is right for urgent action on the
recommendations in this Report and would like to advise on the most important and

immediate steps that could be taken towards implementation:

1. 1t 1s important to introduce the UNIT into legislation as soon as possible. As the

report makes clear, the UNIT will require legislative authority (akin to that

enjoyed by Umalusi) as well as organizational clarity within the ecology of

quality assurance-related bodies concerned with schools.

2. it is important to identify senior, key people in the meantime who could develop
and elaborate the UNIT concept beyond what was possible in this Committee

Report.

3. it is Important to create a programme of initial training for key personnel using
the best available expertise nationally and internationally to ensure that from

the start the UNIT is launched on a solid foundation of protessional expertise.t

L. 1t 1s 1important to resource the immediate work of the UNIT by securing large-
scale funding commitments without which the work of this body will be

undermined from the beginning.

5. it is important to found an Interim Steering Committee to move the UNIT to
deal with the legistative, bureaucratic and political issues that must be
negotiated en route towards implementation. The Interim Committee should

also work towards a realistic and comprehensive budget.

& One recommendation from a senior management firm working with schools was that professional staff
be certified as 1SO 9000 “Quality Management Systems” people; they claim that “the effectiveness of this
training in establishing and maintaining management systems was demonstrated in the exemplary work
conducted in Gert Sibanda FET College in Mpumalanga.”
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Catholic Institute of Education

CfBT Education Trust, UK

Department of Curriculum Studies, University of Pretoria
Department of Education, Free State province
Department of Education, Western Cape

Hough & Horne Evaluators and Consultants

Independent Quality Assurance Agency

Khulisa Managemenl Services

National Professional Teachers Organisation of South Africa
South African Democratic Teachers Union
Suid-Afrikaanse Onderwyersunie

UMATLUSI

List of Indrviduals that made written submissions
Professor Richard van der Ross, Cape Town
Professor Maureen Robinson, Cape Peninsula University ot Technology

Dr AHC Uys, University of the North West

The above list does not include the more than 150 people interviewed individually and in groups

tn each of the nine provinces
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