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I. Delivery of Quality Education in South Africa and Challenges Pertaining Thereto 

1. Curriculum content

SADTU fully supports the recent national curriculum review and believes that the proposals will assist in improving the quality of education delivery.
· We welcome the reduction of the number of subjects in the Intermediate Phase (Grade 4 to 6) from 8 to 6. This reduction of learning areas and content will enable teachers to focus on developing deeper conceptual understanding than was previously possible.  In addition, the number of assessments will also be reduced making more time available for quality teaching and learning. The notion of integration which is a principle of NQF will be promoted by combining learning areas.

· The discontinuation of learner portfolios will also give learners and teachers more time to focus on other more educationally beneficial day to day classroom activities.

· The relationship between textbooks and quality education require deeper engagement. Schools need few good quality textbooks. For primary schools the content load needs to be reduced. We also call for more quality books to be produced in indigenous languages.   

· SADTU looks forward to engaging the Department of education on processes to reduce the teacher’s administrative load in relationship to planning and assessment. Focused plans and assessment will contribute towards improving learner performance.

· SADTU has always called for more time to be allocated to languages especially in the language of instruction. Since 1994, little has been done to promote mother tongue instruction or indigenous languages in the school system and in the universities. Indigenous languages need to be developed to the level of English and Afrikaans. 
Additional issue and recommendations around curriculum include the following:

· Give priority to content that will enable independent learning. For example, reading, writing and numeracy and to an extent sciences are critical areas for curriculum development in schools.  The characteristics of each phase are critical in informing the nature of independent learning.  Foundation phase is preparation for the intermediate phase and the intermediate phase is preparation for the senior phase and the senior phase is preparation for the FET phase and finally the FET phase is preparation for Tertiary Education. 

· The one size fits all curriculum content selection does little to address the education needs of learners. Categories of learners need to play a greater role in the nature of content selection.  Following the court cases in relation to sign language and in relation to learners with mild mental retardation, the one size fits all is no longer viable.  There is little point in placing learners in main stream schools arguing that they can progress at their own pace yet room for progress is defined by main stream learners. 

· Adequate resourcing of the curriculum is equally important.  In this respect it is important to extend the skills based knowledge project. Especially for those in rural areas, professional recruitment, inviting learning environments (adequate spaces for interaction) are all important. 

· Embellishing the teachers’ core role, teaching and learning, has to be strengthened.  Giving schools adequate administrative support is just as important in curriculum delivery as having the right curriculum content.  In addition creating communities of practice in schools can go a long way in maintaining subject related activities.  

2. Teacher development

As SADTU we believe strongly that well-trained and motivated educators are key to the delivery of quality education. 
· First, think where we come from. Often teacher training was delivered by poorly resourced Bantu-style education or embodied in a very conservative fundamental pedagogics. 
· Indeed, a substantial minority of our teachers were (and are) unqualified or under-qualified.

· Research findings show that many educators lacked essential content knowledge.

· Add to this the massive curriculum and policy change post-1994, resulting in so-called policy overload for teachers. New curricula, new methodologies and assessment systems all require new skills and re-training for the educators. There is a large degree of consensus that training and support to implement the new curriculum was inadequate.

So we need teacher development to bring the teachers up to speed in terms of the basics, but also to be able to handle new curricula and new policies.

Beyond this, looking forward, we also seek to instill commitment to the notion of life-long learning. In the new knowledge economy with its constantly changing educational demands, it is vital that the teachers keep learning, keep developing. 

We see teacher development underpinning the quest to deepen professionalism, and key to improving the quality of learning and teaching in the classroom.

In the light of this we have to commend the Department for working with teacher unions and other stakeholders to organise the Teacher Development Summit last year and to drive the subsequent research process to develop concrete strategies and plans for teacher development. This has been done with the full participation of the teacher unions. 
We believe that it is important that this current process be finalised as soon as possible and a concrete national plan be tabled for implementation. This must include proposals for the opening of training colleges – in some form or other – both to address the shortage of teachers and to provide on-going teacher development and support.
As we get into the detailed proposals of the National Plan for Teacher Development, we mustn’t lose sight of just why we believe that teacher development is key to improving the quality of learning and teaching in the classroom. 

As things stand we have too many poorly trained educators, contributing to poor learner outcomes and a negative image in the community, resulting in demoralization and low self-esteem – a vicious cycle. 

What we want is to achieve a virtuous cycle:

· This starts with the identification of teachers’ development needs to improve teaching in the classroom;

· We then need to facilitate development opportunities for educators with the objective of improving teaching and hence improving learner outcomes;

· This will improve the image of teachers and their own self-esteem – so that we start producing educators who take responsibility for their own professional development. This can only benefit the learners.

3. Class size

Contrary to World Bank orthodoxy that class size doesn’t matter, recent research indicates that class size does influence the quality of educational outcomes. Educators and parents instinctively know this. This is why the wealthiest and most successful schools have the smallest classes. This is also why SADTU has called for a maximum class size of 30.
SADTU has also criticised the current Post Provisioning Model as inequitable. Despite a marginal pro-poor bias of up to 5%, the model actually works in favour of the best resourced schools which have a full curriculum offering allowing them to take advantage of ‘small class subjects’. So a very poor no fee school may receive fewer teachers than a wealthy school with the same number of learners – whilst the wealthy school additionally collects high fees with which to purchase additional teachers and learning resources. In effect we have developed a two-tier system with semi-private schools being supported by massive subsidies within the state system.

The Department has proposed a new Post Provisioning Model to be introduced in 2011 which claims to be pro-poor. On the available evidence, SADTU cannot agree that the new model is pro-poor and will address the problem of class size. 

We have appended SADTU’s more detailed response to the Department’s proposed new post provisioning model which we believe is in some respects worse than the current PPM. 

Class size is a complex issue.  Reducing class size on its own is not going to improve teaching and learning.  Adequate attention given to teacher preparation time, teaching time, assessment time in relation to the number of learners in class is equally important.  This more nuanced view of class size will allow for consideration of the implications of inclusive education.  Teacher work load is not only about class size but also about the nature of the class itself.  

4. Managerial capacity at schools

Fundamentally principals like other education professionals have competency in a deep sense in pedagogy and subject areas. Yet their managerial task requires much more of them. SADTU fully supports the roll out of EMD programmes to begin to address this.

In addition principals require adequate administrative support and specialist staff to monitor various functions.  For example, creating a post for an IT specialist as a district service to schools is an important consideration.  Likewise specialised roles in schools can be supported to improve the managerial capacity in schools. In many ex model C schools principals are in a position to employ staff for admissions, for collecting fees and managing the distribution and collection of textbooks etc.  

Again a nuanced view about teacher workload including the management staff is likely to produced improved views about managerial capacity and way of enhancing those.  
5. Orientating schools towards specialisation

As SADTU we believe that this issue should be informed by the following principles:

· Every child is entitled to a holistic quality education and the full spread of learning areas that this implies – We are certainly not there yet and to start talking about specialisation may be premature.
· We support the notion of a single public education which provides a free and equal education – to quote the Freedom Charter - to all our children - We would oppose the establishment of elite schools along the lines of the UK academies, especially at a time when schools in the poorest communities are under-resourced. 
· We support the notion of an education system that pursues an education provision trajectory that 'OPENS THE DOORS OF LEARNING AND CULTURE' thus creating a better life for all sensitive society.

6. Values in education.

We have lost sight of the original vision of OBE – which was to develop critical citizens with rooted values – not simply to produce technical skills and knowledge outcomes. 
We live in a society increasingly characterised by ‘bling’ culture and a get rich quick mentality which leads directly to corruption at the expense of service delivery to the poor. As SADTU we wholeheartedly endorse the call made by the ANC and the Alliance for war on corruption. We further support the anti-corruption campaign by the SACP. As educators we believe that these issues need to be aired in the schools as part of the curriculum. We need to be providing appropriate role models to our learners as well as debating values and ethics.
We support an education  system that aims to build democracy, a culture of human rights and a value system based on human solidarity (S&T).

We need to sound a note of caution here. We do not advocate a return to the indoctrination that characterised Christian National Education. We need to be wary of seeking to inculcate a narrow and exclusive nationalism for example. 

However, we think we can all agree that a broad set of values – rooted in our constitution – needs to be part of our curriculum. We also need to address specific and current societal challenges such as xenophobia, corruption and crime – as part of the values curriculum. Beyond that, we believe it is important that the Department initiates a national debate on the content of the values curriculum that should be taught.
Generally, we believe that good teaching normally transmits the necessary values for learners to function effectively in society.  Our curriculum, as a document, is rich in the values necessary for good citizens.
II. Access to Education

1. Inclusive education

SADTU is very concerned that the issue of inclusive education has simply fallen off the agenda. It seems that little has been done to implement the policy recommendations of White Paper Six. The policy shift to inclusive education meant that little new investment has gone into the special needs schools, whilst there has been little move towards implementing inclusive education in the mainstream public schools.

A case in point is proposals from the Department to revise the Post Provisioning Model. Whilst the new model claims to be more equitable, the new model completely ignores special needs, and is silent on appropriate staffing ratios for learners with special needs. 

This resonates with the recent findings of the Social Surveys Africa and CALS (Centre for Applied Legal Studies) Access to Education Project (April 2010). The survey lists children with some form of disability amongst those most vulnerable to dropping out of school or repeating a year. 63% of caregivers surveyed felt that the school did not cater for their child’s disability.
As SADTU we would endorse the recommendation of Social Surveys and CALS that this issue requires focused research. Further, the whole issue of inclusive education needs to be fast tracked, with adequate support for special needs schools in the meantime.

Inclusion is an excellent idea to the extent that levels of support are provided for the different categories of barriers to learning.  White paper six spells out the intentions, however, providing quality spaces for these learners is a different matter. Proper diagnoses and level of support remains a grey area.

In addition, the one size fits all curriculum is problematic.  The current assessment policy and promotion and progression requirements are orientated towards mainstream learners. There is an extent to which the curriculum could be adapted. Note that schooling is not only about acquiring certain levels of instruction it is more than that and priority should be given to retaining learners in the system.  With proper diagnosis these categories of learners can be included into the system with due consideration to their specific characteristics and needs.      

2. Homeless children/orphans

Like learners with barriers to learning, homeless children and orphans require levels of support that are different from other learners.  Identifying the levels of support is important.  However, providing levels of support is not the schools responsibility alone. We require partnerships with appropriate agencies and departments.

Teachers can take into account the special needs of orphans and homeless children, but the teacher’s primary responsibility must remain teaching and learning. Perhaps bringing these learners into the Inclusive Education category could go a long way in providing the levels of support these children need.

3. Geographic location of schools and infrastructure

While it is not always possible, school should be located within a few kilometres from the learners’ home.  In the absence of this, especially for primary school learners, free public transport must be provided.

Currently in South Africa the school structure and the policies we have are completely different.  The factory models of schools continue to be used. School structures are long term investments and thought needs to be given to the different categories of instruction (Foundation Phase, Intermediate Phase, Senior Phase and FET Phase). We continue to use the old models for building new schools.  The model needs more work spaces for developing communities of professional practice amongst teachers and for collaboration.   

Access to, and the quality of, education is still greatly influenced by geographic location and resources. 

The findings of the Social Surveys Africa and CALS report list the following groups as being particularly vulnerable to dropping out or repeating:

· Youth residing on farms, especially coloured youth

· Children in informal settlements
· Children in poverty-stricken households

Transport and provisions of hostels have been identified as solutions to allow youth on farms to attend secondary schools at some distance from home. However, it essential to carefully monitor the conditions at hostel schools to prevent possible abuse.

The roll out of no fee schools will contribute to improved access for children of poor families. But we also need to address the other financial barriers to attendance: eg ‘voluntary’ school fund contributions; payments for extra-mural activities, trips etc; cost of additional books and equipment; school uniform and clothing. Two-thirds of no fee schools are collecting voluntary contributions according to the Department’s current NNSSF (National Norms & Standards for Schools Funding) survey report. It is essential that this should not become a barrier for poor learners.
With regard to school infrastructure, clearly the playing fields have not been levelled. Indeed the majority of our schools in poor communities do not have proper playing fields. Many poorer schools spend almost nothing on school sports and physical education.
The Department’s study evaluating the implementation and impact of the NNSSF (National Norms & Standards for Schools Funding) indicates the range of inequality between the wealthiest 10% of schools, which if anything are over-resourced, and the rest of the schooling system. The richer quintiles spend extra on personnel whilst parents pay for books. Poorer schools are using some of the non-personnel funding to pay for support staff which reflects the inequality in distribution of support staff. 50% of poor schools are receiving less than the threshold amount according to the survey.

4. Language barriers

The Social Surveys Africa and CALS report shows that home language is an indicator of children likely to repeat a year. Whilst less than 12% of children with English as a home language repeat, 41% of those with Sepedi as a home language end up repeating.
Our language policy is in crisis as indicated by the following: Our children are forced to learn in a second language which they hardly comprehend. This prevents or delays cognitive development across all learning areas. Many of our teachers are also teaching in a second or third language – for which they were not trained and receive little support. The resulting confusion is a real barrier to quality learning and teaching and is reflected in poor outcomes.

As SADTU we recommend the commissioning of a study to examine the impact of language use in South African education. This should include consideration of the following:

· The need for more resources to be devoted to language training for educators – both for English and African languages – at pre-service and in-service levels. 

· Focused research into language policy to develop options and strategies in relation to home language tuition, multi-lingualism and second language learning
· Enhanced status of African languages both as the medium of instruction and in their own right.

As SADTU we fully support the national curriculum review changes to devote more time to languages in the foundation phase.

5. Children in trouble with the law and education in prisons.

Reform schools which are part of Social Services are supposed to take care of these learners’ educational needs. However, the curriculum as it stands remains problematic.  An appropriate programme and appropriate progression requirement is needed.

Rehabilitation is a priority.  Again, levels of support remain an important consideration.  Not enough consideration is given to the rehabilitation of these learners into the family structures or the community structures if there are any.  Many of these learners are often abandon by their families.  
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Whilst there are improvements in the new model, many aspects of the old model remain, and some of the new proposals have consequences for educators and schools which require further attention.

Potential areas of improvement

· Targeted class sizes now favour the foundation phase – for smaller classes - over the senior phase. In the previous model it was the other way around - contrary to international best practice and experience.

· There is an important shift from learner:educator ratios used in the past – which of course included non-teaching educators - to actual class size. However there are areas which could be improved:

· These targeted class sizes are set rather high at 39 to 42 for (depending on quintile) for the senior phase. 

· Moreover, these are averages – so that the actual size can vary above this. It would seem useful to set a range of minima and maxima, rather than a vague average.

· There is also a question as to whether non-teaching principals (built into the new model) are part of the staff establishment – which will then increase average class size

· The new model claims to be pro-poor. The old model made a general commitment to use 5% of posts for redress purposes. The new model builds the pro-poor element into the model based on quintiles, eg for the senior phase the average class size for Quintile 1 (poorest) would be 39 compared with 42 for Quintile 5 (least poor). Our concerns would be:

·  There remain serious questions about the way the quintiles are calculated and whether the poorest learners always receive the necessary support

· This is the total extent of the pro-poor content of the new model – and may be even less than the current 5% commitment – which of course is minimal, to say the least

· The new model may assist with planning. It provides for a scenario A - based on the actual need for posts – and a scenario B – based on budget. Ultimately the budget scenario will prevail. But at least we would now know how much money is actually needed to run the system (assuming there is a transparent process of calculating scenario A).

Areas of concern: Linking provisioning of teachers and physical classrooms

There is a provision in the new model to hold back posts from schools with insufficient classrooms to accommodate all the teachers. The argument is that giving more teachers than the number of classrooms available is an inefficient use of resources, since the excess teachers will just be sitting around taking free periods. In other words a school – which on student numbers (and other criteria) – is entitled to say 12 educators, but only has 8 classrooms – such a school would only receive 8 posts, and the other posts would be held back and used elsewhere until the school had received the additional classrooms.

This proposal caused greatest consternation as it appears that the model is penalizing schools which are already under-resourced, in order to make financial savings. Specific concerns include:

· This approach does not address the underlying problem of overcrowding and infrastructure backlog. The approach should be to fast-track the building of classrooms/schools, not reduce the number of teachers thus further increasing class sizes

· This approach could also impact on the grading of schools, leading to down-grading

The creative alternative to the DoE’s penny pinching approach surely would be to develop strategies for improving delivery in situations of physical constraints using the full staff compliment – eg group work, multi-grade teaching strategies, some kind of shift system – as short-term strategies until proper physical infrastructure is in place.

Areas of concern: the issue of equity and redress

The new model claims to be pro-poor. At best this is marginally true. But there are other factors which contradict the pro-poor claim:

· Historically so-called “small class subjects” which provide for classes as small as 6 have favoured the best resourced schools which are able to offer a wide range of learning areas/subjects. These have been retained in the new model

· There has never been any rational justification offered for the specific class sizes attributed to these particular subjects. The presenters were unable to say what the basis of the weightings is. Seemingly they have been inherited wholesale from the earlier Morkel model – which was condemned at the time as favouring the richer schools.

· These better resourced schools also collect thousands of rand (millions in some cases) from user fees. This allows them to employ additional teachers (almost certainly depriving poorer schools of scarce skills). The model draws a veil over this aspect of the real system of post distribution existing within the public schooling system. 

Let us contrast this with the norms and standards for non-personnel non-capital spending which is genuinely redistributive towards the poorer schools – with the poorest schools receiving seven times as much support as the richest. It has been further proposed to link support to the size of fees charged. Why has there been no similar thinking in relation to post provisioning? – so that significant moves towards greater equity can begin. This is at the heart of the pro-poor debate since 80% of budget goes towards post provisioning – and yet the redress element in post provisioning is at best miniscule.

· The model deals in posts – not in the cost of individual educators – which in an equal system would provide no problem. In the South African public education system however – still scarred by racial and class divisions – we suspect that the highest qualified and best paid educators gravitate disproportionately towards the former model C schools. 

Further concerns

· No allowance has been made for ELSEN learners either in special schools or in the mainstream. Again the most vulnerable come last.

· There is no mention of new forms of provision of substitutes. The 2005 HSRC Report indicating the widespread prevalence of HIV pointed to the need for new forms of teacher substitution to cope with the rising levels of absenteeism caused by the disease.

· Ultimately the model is resource driven – scenario B – rather than needs driven

· The model builds in very large steps where the loss or addition of one additional teacher could result in the loss or gain of an HoD and a Deputy Principal.

· The model does not appear to have the capacity to ensure that educators are best utilized in relation to their areas of training and skill.

· Grade R is not part of the model. The tendency here has been for the DoE to try and provide for Grade R on the cheap.

· There is no focus on sports – where we have a major deficit in terms of poorer schools. It is an indictment that as we approach the FIFA World Cup in 2010 the majority of our schools have no physical education and sports programme to speak of. This new provisioning model does not assist in ensuring that schools have physical education teachers.

· Similarly there is no consideration in the model for the need to employ counselors, librarians, guidance teachers. This has to be integrated into the model.

· The model has not considered the implications of curriculum change for staffing levels and staff distribution.

· Does the model need to set an upper limit for the size of schools. Do we need a debate on just how big schools should be in South Africa? – so that we do not repeat the mistakes made elsewhere. 

Process and further research needed:
· Into the distribution of ‘small class subjects’ across schools by quintile

· Into the number, spread and utilization of SGB appointed educators across quintiles

· Into the spread and utilisation of educators according to qualifications and pay levels across schools by quintile.

· Effectiveness of the quintile system in supporting the poorest learners across the system

· Evaluation of the present weightings given to “small class subjects”

· Strategies for best utilizing educators in schools with insufficient physical space (classrooms)
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