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SUMMARY AND PRINCIPAL
RECOMMENDATIONS

he Review Committee on Curriculum 2005 was appointed in
February 2000 to provide recommendations on:

❚

Steps to be taken in respect of the implementation of the new
curriculum in Grades 4 and 8 in 2001

❚

Key success factors and strategies for a strengthened implementation of
the new curriculum

❚

The structure of the new curriculum

❚

The level of understanding of outcomes-based education.

The Report of the Review Committee was prepared on the basis of an
exhaustive review of existing research reports and papers, interviews with
teachers, principals, managers, trainers, publishers and departmental officials
as well as public submissions made by a range of individuals, organisations
and institutions.
The Report is based on the view that curriculum should be clearly steered by
principles that promote personal and social development and transformation for
the 21st Century. The social goals of social justice, equity and development are
pursued by confronting a dual challenge:
❚

the challenge of the past and moving beyond the legacy of apartheid

❚

the challenge of the future and developing a curriculum that will
provide a platform for the knowledge, skills and values for innovation
and growth, and cultural creativity and tolerance for an African
Renaissance.

The Report shows that while there is overwhelming support for the principles
of outcomes-based education and Curriculum 2005, which has generated a new
focus on teaching and learning, implementation has been confounded by:
❚

a skewed curriculum structure and design

❚

lack of alignment between curriculum and assessment policy
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❚

inadequate orientation, training and development of teachers

❚

learning support materials that are variable in quality, often unavailable
and not sufficiently used in classrooms

❚

policy overload and limited transfer of learning into classrooms

❚

shortages of personnel and resources to implement and support C2005

❚

inadequate recognition of curriculum as the core business of education
departments.

All these areas require attention. Their weaknesses are underpinned by and
require adequate resourcing, manageable time-frames for implementation and
regular monitoring and review.
In order to address these issues the Review Committee proposes the
introduction of a revised curriculum structure supported by changes in teacher
orientation and training, learning support materials and the organisation,
resourcing and staffing of curriculum structures and functions in national and
provincial education departments.
❚

In order to address overcrowding of the curriculum in the GET band, it
is proposed that learning areas in this band be reduced from eight to six
and that more time be allocated to languages and mathematics. These
rationalised learning areas should include languages, mathematics,
science and technology, social sciences (history and geography), arts
and culture and life orientation.

❚

In order to address problems related to the complexity of the curriculum
design and terminology, the Review Committee proposes that a revised,
streamlined National Curriculum Statement be produced for ECD,
GET, FET and ABET.

❚

The National Curriculum Statement has two main features: critical
outcomes, and learning area statements which specify outcomes and
assessment standards. These features should promote both conceptual
coherence and integration. The National Curriculum Statement should
be written in clear language.

❚

The implications of this proposal are that the existing twelve critical
outcomes should be retained, the sixty six specific outcomes should be
dropped and that Assessment Criteria, Phase and Programme
Organisers, Range statements, Performance Indicators, Expected Levels
of Performance are unnecessary and should therefore also be dropped.
In addition, there will be more time for languages and mathematics;
history and geography will form the core of a social sciences learning
area and arts and culture will have a place in the curriculum.
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❚

The values of a society striving towards social justice, equity and
development through the development of creative, critical and problemsolving individuals lie at the heart of this curriculum.

Critical to a strengthened implementation process are:
❚

A revised and streamlined outcomes-based curriculum framework
which promotes integration and conceptual coherence within a human
rights approach which pays special attention to anti-discriminatory,
anti-racist, anti-sexist and special needs issues

❚

a national teacher education strategy which locates teacher preparation
and development for the new curriculum in higher education and
identifies, selects and trains a special cadre of regional and district
curriculum trainers working with NGOs and higher education for shortterm orientation

❚

the production of learner support materials – especially textbooks –
which should become the responsibility of publishers and dedicated
units or institutes as proposed in the White Paper on Education and
Training (1995)

❚

ring-fenced budgeting for the curriculum

❚

reorganisation and reinforcement of curriculum functions both in the
DOE and in the provinces

❚

relaxation of the pace of implementation

❚

a managed process of phasing out the current C2005 and phasing in
C21

❚

the establishment of a task team to manage the phase out and phase in
process.

31 May 2000
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CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

C

urriculum 2005 is probably the most significant curriculum reform
in South African education of the last century. Deliberately
intended to simultaneously overturn the legacy of apartheid education and
catapult South Africa into the 21st Century, it was an innovation both bold and
revolutionary in the magnitude of its conception. As the first major curriculum
statement of a democratic government, it signaled a dramatic break from the
past. No longer would curriculum shape and be shaped by narrow visions,
concerns and identities. No longer would it reproduce the limited interests of
any one particular grouping at the expense of another. It would bridge all, and
encompass all. Education and training, content and skills, values and
knowledge: all would find a place in Curriculum 2005.
Despite these noble goals for social and educational change, there is a
perception that schools are not assisting in either creating new social values or
the skilled population that the country requires in order to compete globally. In
part, it must be recognised that education (or even a curriculum) cannot change
society or on its own produce national development. Vesting such hopes in
education are bound to lead to disillusionment. Education, and getting it right,
are however important because more and better education to a higher level for
all is both a good in itself and can create the conditions for enhanced social and
personal development. The success of Curriculum 2005 is ultimately necessary
because of the value vested in it as an instrument of social change and
educational achievement by broad layers of the society.
Since the role of schools should be both to assist the achievement of wider
goals of social justice, equity and development and also to develop the
intellectual abilities, critical faculties and social values of school students, it is
necessary to review Curriculum 2005 in terms of both the broader social and
educational goals in terms of which it was established. (DOE, 2000f; see also
Asmal, 2000c)

BACKGROUND
The history of the emergence of Curriculum 2005 (C2005) is crucial to an
understanding of its current difficulties. Its roots lie deeper than the transition
31 May 2000
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to democracy in 1994, but its specific form began to take shape in this context.
Here only a brief account can be given (see also Chapter Three).
C2005 arose out of coalition processes designed to ensure the integration of
education and training through the National Qualifications Framework (NQF).
As an assessment, qualifications, competency and skills-based framework, it
encouraged the development of a curriculum model aligned to the NQF in
theory and practice. This model drew on a variety of ideas current in the
international arena and reshaped them to fit local conditions. Included amongst
these was that of outcomes-based education. Local conditions and social
realities themselves, in turn, shaped consequent developments. Curriculum
2005 was not implemented onto a blank slate but in a context of immensely
complex social inequalities and realities and diverse educational politics. These
included most importantly a long history of radical and transformative
educational ideas and practices. It is this process of indigenisation through
policy formulation and implementation - what has become of Curriculum 2005
and the ideas that underpin it - that is the subject of this Review.
Key moments in the emergence of Curriculum 2005 include:
❚

the syllabus revision and subject rationalisation processes of the
National Education and Training Forum immediately following the
election in 1994

❚

the development of the National Qualifications Framework prior to and
immediately after the election resulting in the establishment of the
South African Qualifications Authority in October 1995 which became
operational in 1996

❚

the endorsement of the principles of the NQF in the White Paper on
Education in Training (1995); it argued that successful modern
economies and societies require citizens with a strong foundation of
general education with the desire and ability to continue to learn, adapt
to, and develop new knowledge, skills and technologies, move flexibly
between occupations, take responsibility for personal performance, set
and achieve high standards and work cooperatively

❚

the creation of two curriculum advisory bodies (the National
Curriculum Development Committee in 1995 and the Curriculum
Management Committee in 1996), which initiated two investigations
that produced a new curriculum framework for General Education and
Training

❚

the approval by the Council of Education Ministers of the new
curriculum framework produced by the National Curriculum
Development Committee in February 1996

31 May 2000
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❚

the operationalisation of the new national curriculum process in the
General Education and Training Phase in 1996

❚

the preparation of illustrative learning programmes and other
documents and materials as well as training of trainers in 1997

❚

the implementation of a national pilot, as well as a national in-service
education programme for teachers at 30 schools between 1 July and 31
December 1997

❚

implementation in 1998

(Information in this section was drawn from the submission by the DOE).
When the Minister of Education announced the introduction of the new
curriculum in 1995, implementation was scheduled for all grades (1-12) by the
year 2000. In 1997 the implementation time-table was revised to 2005 and, in
line with this, the new curriculum became known as Curriculum 2005.
By March 1997 a comprehensive plan for implementation had been produced.
The implementation plan, designed to take place between 1997 and 2005, was
revised several times. To date, Grades 1, 2, 3 and 7 have been implemented.
The intention is to introduce C2005 into Grades 4 and 8 in 2001 so that by
2005 implementation in all Grades will be completed.
From the start the process of implementation was attended by grave
difficulties. Despite enormous political will and effort, social demands were
seemingly not matched by financial, physical and human capacity in the system
to implement according to schedule. Initially, national pilots were to run from
Grades 1 to 3 and 7 to 9 in the second half of 1997 as preparation for full-scale
implementation starting in 1998 and going to 2001. The national pilot
supported by an INSET programme was aimed at reaching all 300,000 teachers
in the system. As implementation began in 1997, provincial protests led to a
scaling down of the scope of implementation to Grade 1. In August 1998, the
implementation of Curriculum 2005 in the senior phase was postponed from
1999 to 2000. Pilots in Grades 3 and 7 were begun in 1999 as these were due
for implementation in 2000. In 2000 Grades 3 and 7 were implemented and the
Minister requested advice on implementation of Grades 4 and 8 in 2001.
Many of these difficulties were linked to the wider, immediate post-election
context of social change and policy formation in which Curriculum 2005
emerged. This context shaped the trajectory of implementation in distinctive
ways. In the first instance, the period was marked by heightened social pressure
for visible change in all areas. And in the second, the context of belt-tightening
constrained considerably what it was actually possible to deliver. Curriculum
2005 consequently emerged as one of a plethora of new activities and policies
vying for resources and attention: the restructuring of national and provincial
31 May 2000
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education departments, the finance and governance of education,
rationalisation and redeployment of teachers and creation of new legislative
frameworks for policy across a wide spectrum of fields. All were considered to
be as important as the new curriculum for effecting educational change.
In spite of considerable effort and hard work on the part of new national and
provincial departments of education, and often against insuperable odds, the
combination of changes occurring at an extraordinary pace exerted severe
pressure on the system. Implementation was not always carefully thought
through, properly piloted or resourced and enormous stresses and strains were
consequently placed on already over-burdened principals and teachers in
widely-divergent educational contexts. While better resourced schools coped
but complained of excessive paperwork, inadequately resourced schools were
in addition hampered by poor infrastructure, large classes, and an absence of
the technologies of teaching, including educational resources such as
textbooks, exercise books, pens and pencils. The new curriculum philosophy,
outcomes-based education, also came under attack from academics (Jansen,
1997; Jansen and Christie, 1999). In this context, discordant voices advocated
either abandonment of outcomes-based education, adoption of voucher systems
and a ‘back to basics’ approach or more rapid implementation. Tirisano, the
Department of Education’s national mobilisation plan for education and
training, is to some extent an acknowledgement of these stresses and strains,
but clearly Curriculum 2005 itself also needed review.

TERMS OF REFERENCE
The establishment of a Review Committee was publicly mooted in November
1999. After a meeting in Pretoria in early January 2000 to consider the terms of
reference of the proposed Review Committee, the Minister of Education
announced the establishment of the Committee on the 8th February 2000.
The committee was required to investigate:
❚

Steps to be taken in respect of the implementation of the new
curriculum in Grades 4 and 8 in 2001

❚

Key success factors and strategies for a strengthened implementation of
the new curriculum

❚

The structure of the new curriculum

❚

The level of understanding of outcomes-based education.

In particular, the Minister sought ‘a substantive review of the new curriculum
and its implementation… the rationale for and viability of the learning areas,
learning programmes and phase organisers, the range of knowledge to be
31 May 2000
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covered, the assessment criteria and expected levels of learner achievement and
the rationale for and the viability of the sixty six specific outcomes to be
achieved in relation to critical outcomes’ (Asmal, 2000a).
In addition, the Minister said that he wished to receive an evaluation of and
recommendations on the implementation of the new curriculum in the
Foundation Phase and in Grade 7. This should cover field testing, teacher
orientation and follow up training, professional support services provided
within the provincial systems, classroom practices, the quality, quantity and
use of learning materials in support of the new curriculum and the level of
understanding of the new curriculum.
The brief was to review Curriculum 2005 and not outcomes-based education.
The Review Committee was given a time-frame to the end of May 2000 to
investigate these issues.

Methodology
The brief of the Minister requested that the Review Committee examine all
official evaluations conducted in the process of implementation and conduct
any other research it deemed necessary.
The review process accordingly included:
❚

document review

❚

site visits and interviews

❚

public submissions.

Document Review
Numerous evaluations and studies were conducted in the course of the piloting
and implementation of Curriculum 2005. The first step was thus analysis of the
methodology and findings of available official and unofficial sources on
implementation of Curriculum 2005 (see Sources Used).
Official evaluations are important but will tend, by their very nature, to support
existing policy directions. As such, they may sometimes be less probing than
unofficial evaluations. For this reason, the Review Committee found it
necessary to examine as much available evidence as possible, including both
official and unofficial sources, documentary as well as non-documentary. The
former included reports and evaluations produced for and commissioned by
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government departments, research agencies and foundations as well as short
papers, theses and articles written for an academic and wider audience.
Both official and unofficial assessments used a wide range of methods. Those
reviewed included qualitative and quantitative approaches. All contributed to
sharpening the Committee’s understanding of the local experience of different
aspects of the implementation of Curriculum 2005. Although they are uneven
in quality, the strength of the existing evaluations and reports is that they
uncover teachers’ and other constituencies’ perceptions and experiences of
implementation.
There are however limitations inherent in the kinds of data collected and
reported in the documents reviewed. The most obvious limitation lies in the
fact that the findings are often simply summaries of perspectives of the success
of C2005 or evidence of the affective response to implementation. The validity
or reliability of these perceptions was not in all instances verified. This
suggests that the research and evaluation of the impact of Curriculum 2005 has
suffered from the same problems as its implementation. Undue haste and toopressured deadlines has often led to thin research. Very few of the reports
provided information about the steps that were taken to ensure reliability,
validity and/or trustworthiness of the findings. Not all projects were equally
stringent or transparent about the criteria used for sampling. In some projects
the number of variables in the sampling procedure raised questions.
Nevertheless, many of the reports came to similar conclusions. This in itself
could be regarded as proof of the relative validity and reliability of the
perceptions and experiences described in the reports. And despite the
limitations of time under which the research for the documents reviewed was
conducted, they do testify to an admirable seriousness of purpose, vitality and
commitment in the local research community.

Site Visits and Interviews
The second step in the research process was a number of site visits combined
with key informant and focus group interviews. Site visits and interviews were
conducted to probe gaps and explore further questions that emerged in the
course of the document review. Selected schools were visited and focus group
interviews were held with principals, heads of departments and teachers. Key
informant and focus group interviews were also conducted with national and
provincial officials, trainers and publishers involved in curriculum
implementation.

31 May 2000
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Submissions
A call was made for public submissions in order to widen the range of
perspectives and experiences open to investigation. Here, too, care had to be
exercised for it is usually the voices of the powerful and literate that find their
way into the realms of policy-making and evaluation. A call for submissions
was made in both the print media and radio. Submissions were received from a
wide variety of practitioners including individual teachers, past and current
principals, a range of primary schools, NGOs, trainers involved in training for
Curriculum 2005 and outcomes-based education, teacher associations and
unions, tertiary institutions and publishers.

Discussion
The range of evidence consequently considered by the Committee has been
both as extensive and as deep as time and the capacity of the Committee to
garner and analyse sources has permitted.
The Committee has attempted as far as possible to reflect the results of the
findings in as fair a manner as possible. Evidence always comes in many
different forms, however, and requires interpretation. A common
understanding of the demands and complexity of implementation have guided
interpretation. Part of this complexity is embodied in the history and conditions
of implementation. The history as a conditioning factor will be addressed in
different parts of the Report. Factors conditioning successful implementation
are addressed in Chapter Two. For the rest, there was remarkable unanimity
across documents, interviews and submissions on those aspects which require
attention.
In the course of conducting this Review, many have argued that it is not
possible to provide a definitive review of a reform such as Curriculum 2005
until the passage of time has allowed its effects to be felt. Its impact, it is
maintained, can only be assessed after several years. Assessments in the shortterm will, by definition, be qualitative and indicative.
Such arguments carry a grain of truth. But they are based on a questionable
assumption about the nature of policy as something static, fixed and
unchanging. Approaches to policy implementation since the early 1990s have
emphasised that policy carries different meanings for different players from the
point of conception to the point of practice and implementation (see, for
example, Ball, 1994; Odden, 1991). These meanings are constructed within
specific historical and material contexts. Once implemented, however, policy
alters conditions, creating new circumstances which require constant, iterative
re-formulation and negotiation. As a process of constant negotiation and
bargaining, policy is and can be constantly open to change and improvement.
31 May 2000
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Curriculum 2005 was introduced to set aside the philosophical and pedagogical
basis of apartheid-education once and for all. Both at a symbolic and actual
level for many schools and teachers, things have changed, even in so far as
they may not have changed at all materially. The circumstances in which
Curriculum 2005 was implemented have changed; in many instances its
implementation along with other social and educational reforms has introduced
and created a different context, set of conditions and circumstances from those
of the immediate post-election period. These now need attention. It is from this
point of view that this review of Curriculum 2005 was conducted.

POINTS OF DEPARTURE
A number of assumptions, derived in part from a close reading of available
evidence, underlie the approach taken in the report overall. The first relates to
the relationship between Curriculum 2005 and outcomes-based education, the
second to the relationship between outcomes-based education and ‘back to
basics’ arguments and the third to a series of interrelated implementation
challenges addressed in the body of this Report.

Curriculum 2005 and Outcomes-Based Education
In the public domain, outcomes-based education and Curriculum 2005 are
often conflated and seen as interchangeable. There is seldom a discussion of
Curriculum 2005 without a discussion on outcomes-based education and there
is rarely a debate on outcomes-based education without reference to
Curriculum 2005. But what is outcomes-based education and what is its
relationship to Curriculum 2005? Closer examination of official and unofficial
understandings reveal some differences in emphasis between them.
Official Perspectives
Official documentation links the new curriculum to national goals and does not
distinguish clearly between C2005 and OBE. The vision of linked national,
curricular and learning outcomes are embedded in most official presentations
of C2005. In 1997, the DOE (1997a), for example, defined Curriculum 2005
as:
an OBE curriculum derived from nationally agreed on critical
cross-field outcomes that sketch our vision of a transformed
society and the role education has to play in creating it.

31 May 2000
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C2005 and the outcomes framework are in turn also linked with the vision and
goals of the National Qualifications Framework and SAQA. The Department
of Education’s Teachers’ Manual for Grade Seven describes outcomes-based
education ‘as the vehicle to deliver the critical outcomes defined in the
National Qualifications Framework’ (n.d., p. 2; see also Curriculum 2005:
Lifelong Learning for the 21st Century and Chapter Three).
The objectives of the National Qualifications Framework are defined as being
to create an integrated national framework for learning achievements, the
facilitation of access to, and mobility and progression within education,
training and career paths and the enhancement of the quality of education and
training (p. 8). The South African Qualifications Authority (SAQA)
submission defines the NQF as ‘a systemic framework for organising education
and training around the notion of learning outcomes’; OBE is seen as ‘an
approach to education’ while C2005 is seen as ‘the curriculum that has been
developed within an outcomes-based framework and is in the process of being
implemented in the schools.’
For Spady, a major influence on curriculum thinking in South Africa since
1994, outcomes-based education:
means clearly focusing and organizing everything in an educational
system around what is essential for all students to be able to do
successfully at the end of their learning experiences. This means
starting with a clear picture of what is important for students to be
able to do, then organizing curriculum, instruction, and assessment to
make sure this learning ultimately happens (Spady, 1994).

The DOE’s Teacher’s Manual for Grade 7 (n.d.) adapts Spady’s ideas to
describe a ‘South African’ version of outcomes-based education. It similarly
sees OBE as ‘in essence… defining, organising, focusing and directing all
aspects of a teaching system in relation to what we want ALL learners to
demonstrate successfully when they exit the system….’ (p. 11). Outcomesbased education sees ‘WHAT (outcomes) and WHETHER learners are
learning well as more important than WHEN and HOW they learn it’ (p. 10).
Planning ‘back’ from outcomes is a central aspect of the methodology.’ As
such, outcomes-based education entails a new method of curriculum design
which organises learning from exit assessment backwards.
While policy makers differ on some aspects of C2005, there is an
understanding of C2005 as a planned process and strategy of curriculum
change underpinned by elements of redress, access, equity and development.
To achieve these, C2005 employs methodologies used in progressive pedagogy
such as learner centredness, teachers as facilitators, relevance, contextualised
knowledge and cooperative learning. But, as one group of interviewees in the
31 May 2000
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DOE noted, curriculum change needs to be continuous taking into account
problems as they emerge:
C2005 is a political strategy that is used to drive change. There
was no way that it couldn’t be political. With time it is being
realised that the political is not the only side of the story. C2005
entails all factors that go with a curriculum. Initially content was
de-emphasised. There were blurring boundaries on the content.
Ignoring content is problematic; especially considering the fact
that teachers’ content is weak. Content is one of those things
that we must pick up which was left behind. (Teacher
Development Directorate Interview)

Unofficial Perspectives
Chapter Three shows how C2005 draws philosophically on progressive,
learner-centred education, outcomes-based education and concepts of an
integrated approach to knowledge. For those making submissions to the
Review Committee, C2005 and outcomes-based education are invariably
defined in terms of the principles of progressive pedagogy. With some
exceptions, evidence from evaluations, interviews and submissions on the
whole endorse the principles of outcomes-based education but question the
implementation. The basic principles of outcomes-based education are
positively defined as a ‘results-based’, ‘learner-centred, experiential and
integrated approach’, using ‘new methods’ such as ‘group work and continuous
assessment’ and as ‘having numerous advantages.’
For some, outcomes-based education ‘has given educators in the Foundation
Phase a new energy and tapped a creativity and skill that had formerly been
hidden’ (LINK Community Development submission). Whereas many tend to
see outcomes-based education as progressive pedagogy alone, there are others
who value it as an approach which does not prescribe method but both
facilitates a different approach to knowledge creation and generation as well as
engendering new teaching and learning relationships.
The version of the new curriculum which appears to have found favour is that
which is promoted in the Minister of Education’s Call to Action: active
learning. This ‘embraces the capacity of learners to think for themselves, to
learn from the environment, and to respond to … teachers who value creativity
and self-motivated learning’ (1999b, p.12).
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Analysis
Whether, how and by whom outcomes-based education and Curriculum 2005
was created and came into being in South Africa has been a subject over which
much ink has been spilt. The influences on both have been diverse. But
whereas outcomes-based education per se has its roots in the West, some of the
principles underlying it are far from new in South Africa. The educational
principles of people’s education find as much of an echo in it as do those of the
alternative, independent schools movements that have emerged in South Africa
from time to time. ‘Critical thinking,’ as Mfundi Sibiya of the South African
Democratic Teachers’ Union said at a conference on outcomes-based
education, ‘is not a novel idea in our society; OBE is neither complicated nor
unrealizable….’ (in Goolam and Khumalo, 1997).
The progressivist, learner-centred principles of outcomes-based education in
Curriculum 2005 are not new in South Africa. Scores of teachers across colour
lines have for many years experimented with alternative methods and
approaches. The name, form and shape taken in recent years are however new.
Amongst the most powerful in shaping it is Bill Spady, an American
educationist who now distances himself from what passes for outcomes-based
education in South Africa. Bill Spady became highly influential in curriculum
planning and development in South Africa after 1994. His appeal lay in the
schemata he produced to distinguish between, amongst other things,
‘traditional OBE,’ ‘transitional OBE’ and ‘transformational OBE.’ ‘Traditional
OBE’ encompassed negative elements of education, such as rote learning,
subject divisions, content-based knowledge and summative assessment.
‘Transformational OBE’ emphasised the opposite: learning shaped by
outcomes, integrated knowledge and formative assessment.
Spady’s ideas fell on fertile ground in circles responsible for developing
Curriculum 2005 in South Africa. Many have however begun to criticise his
polarised schemata, finding more appeal in concepts of the negotiated character
of curriculum and the influence of the multi-dimensionality of educational
practice and contexts of practice (see Jansen and Christie, 1999). Learning,
they would argue, for example, is not always either content or competencybased. It can involve both content and competency acquisition. Assessment is
not always only either formative or summative. Each can entail elements of the
other (Ogunnyi, 1999). Likewise the impact of outcomes-based education
cannot be equal in unequal conditions. There has been little recognition of this
reality of South African educational life or acknowledgement of the additional
requirements for successful implementation in resource-poor schools.
Now, even Spady is finding that in implementation his ideas have taken an
unrecognisable form: ‘Calling it “South African OBE,” he writes in his
submission, ‘is more of a professional embarrassment than those making the
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suggestion…will ever realize.’ In response to what he observes as gross
distortion and deviation from the original ideas, Spady calls for a return to the
source of the original idea. ‘Curriculum 2005,’ he writes, ‘needs to become
genuinely Outcomes-Based by developing a visible, compelling OBE
rationale….’.
Even as Spady’s ideas have in the process of implementation mutated into his
worst fears, so the implementation of outcomes-based education in different
national contexts has varied. A study by UCT educationist, Rob Sieborger
(1999), shows for example that the content given to outcomes-based education
varies significantly between England, Scotland and South Africa. Sieborger’s
interest is in the subject of history. It is not a subject in the South African
version of outcomes-based education in the General Education and Training
band, but is compulsory in the English curriculum for children between the
ages of 5 and 14 and is part of ‘Social Subjects,’ and also compulsory for
children from 5 to 14 in Scottish schools.
This example suggests that it is possible for the curriculum that we have now to
be modified to better address the need for improved teaching and learning in
schools. No curriculum, if it is to be a living curriculum, can be cast in stone.
Curriculum 2005 is not cast in stone and can change to address the problems
that have emerged in implementation. What must be resisted is the notion that
there is only one way of doing curriculum change. There are as many ways of
doing outcomes-based education as there are routes to a curriculum which will
enhance teaching and learning in South Africa.

Outcomes-Based Education and ‘Back to Basics’
In response to many of the problems encountered in the implementation of
Curriculum 2005, some have argued for a return to the basics of education.
‘Back to Basics’ arguments are as seductively simple as some versions of
outcomes-based education. But whereas a Spady-inspired view of the
educational past is one of time-based subject and content-specific knowledge,
‘Back to Basics’ approaches tend to hark back to a golden age where all could
read, write and do mathematics. Both versions are idealised misrepresentations
which deny the complexity and difference of the past. South African education
cannot return to a mythical past where everyone knew the three Rs; except for
a few, the majority did not.
In many respects, the ‘basics’ that children need to know now have also
expanded. It is no longer sufficient that children learn to read, write and do
mathematics, although that is the basis of all education. Higher levels of
reading, writing and numeracy are required at earlier levels. Equally important
is how children are taught and learn to read, write and deal with numbers, and
31 May 2000

12

REPORT OF REVIEW COMMITTEE ON C2005

with what goal in mind. Or, as the Academy of Science of South Africa put it
in its submission, ‘…science education is heavily dependent on educational
processes and experiences which stimulate curiosity and foster habits of
purposeful enquiry. In this sense, assessable outcomes focussed on what
qualifying scholars can do (their applied competence) are only a fraction of the
real outcomes which have to do with why and how they will do things.’
What South African education needs to do is go forward by improving the
alternative modes of teaching and learning that have started to be put in place.
This is especially so in a context where commitments to lifelong learning are
imperative to equip youth and adults for the challenges and demands of the 21st
Century. In the process, the ‘what’ of learning needs to be integrated with the
‘how’ and the ‘when’ with the ‘whether’. ‘Basics’ cannot be polarised from
‘outcomes’; this is as much a false opposition as those polarisations set up in
some formulations of outcomes-based education.
On the basis of available evidence, outcomes-based education in the form
described in the Minister of Education’s Call to Action is here to stay. On the
basis of evidence received in the form of evaluations, interviews and
submissions, a scriptural understanding of outcomes-based education cannot be
sustained. How C2005 has been implemented therefore requires evaluation
and modification.

Implementation Challenges
A number of submissions and reports have drawn attention to the conditions
affecting implementation. They underline the fact that the considerable
variation in the success of implementation has depended amongst other things
on:
❚

Resources (for training and information, instructional materials
[textbooks, exercise books, pens and pencils] and departmental support)

❚

Infrastructure (classroom space, desks, electricity, toilets, telephones,
fax machines, photocopiers)

❚

Conditions of teaching and learning (large classes, pupil:teacher ratios,
diversity of classrooms)

❚

Local and institutional capacity (staffing, leadership and management
of schools, planning, administration)

❚

Will to implement (readiness of teachers to engage with new ideas and
put them into practice)

❚

Pressure in the form of policy (mandated implementation)
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❚

Support from implementing agencies (professional development,
support and monitoring)

❚

Adequate and timeous information and training

❚

Feasible time-frames

❚

Participation

Each of these factors has been present in different combinations in different
contexts leading to considerable variability of impact and experience. On the
whole policy pressure and social and political will have been strong, but
resources, infrastructure, local and institutional capacity, support, information
and training have been variable in quality. Time-frames have not been feasible.
Improved implementation will require more attention being paid to these
systemic and institutional features (see Chapter Two; also Jansen in
WCED/Bak, 1999 and 1999b).
Implementation of an outcomes-based curriculum framework ultimately
however rests on adequately prepared teachers motivated to teach and
supported in their work (see Chapter Three). This observation has implications
for teacher education, preparation and support (see Chapter Four). In terms of
preparation, outcomes-based education, as one submission noted, ‘cannot in
and of itself alter a teacher’s perspective, practice and understanding.’ Or, as
an evaluation of implementation in Grade 1 conducted for the Department of
Education in the Eastern Cape suggested, ‘The paradigm shift required of
C2005 cannot be accomplished in a few weeks of training. Curriculum change
is an ongoing process that may take many years to achieve’ (1999, p.2).
The same might be said of attempting to change a life-time of practice through
workshops of limited duration, regardless of the effort that goes into it. Wellintentioned though much of the preparation for Curriculum 2005 was, it is no
substitute for a longer-term teacher education strategy of changing classroom
practice. The Cascade Model of training used in the implementation of
Curriculum 2005 can be improved upon and substituted by different forms of
short-term orientation (see Chapter Four). Indeed, there is evidence that
training efforts have improved with time. But rather than seeing the limited
results as being the fault of teachers, they must be seen as part of the
limitations of short-term training. More importantly, short-term training needs
to be seen as a supplement to, rather than the basis of preparation of teachers in
new principles and practices of teaching and learning.
Although resourceful and creative teachers are plentiful in the system, negative
images abound. The consequence, as the submission by Martha Mokgoko of
the Teacher Trust observed, is that ‘the teacher’s image and morale are
battered.’ This consciousness of not having any public value was evident in
several of the submissions from schools and teachers.
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It was also clear that teachers face inordinate pressures and demands in their
everyday lives. The cumulative impact of the negative public image combined
with the multitude of changes making themselves felt in schools and
classrooms is likely to backfire on the successful implementation of new,
innovative curricula. Without renewed public confidence and support of
teachers, their motivation not only to teach but to teach with enthusiasm will be
hampered.
By the same token, the key issue in classrooms is not so much whether teachers
use either textbooks or create their own learning materials, although the
presence of both is an advantage (see Chapter Five). The availability of good
teaching materials, a resource issue, is certainly central. This underpins
teachers’ capacity to create their own materials. But the use of learning support
materials depends above all on teachers themselves. Well-prepared and
motivated teachers can perform miracles with textbooks. Demotivated teachers
with a wealth of learning materials at their disposal can likewise produce
pedestrian lessons. The key issues here are both the availability of good
teaching resources and whether and how teachers are prepared and motivated
to teach, create and use learning resources.
Accordingly, our account of the preparation and support of teachers in schools
and classrooms is written from the perspective that motivated teachers are not
only well-prepared and educated teachers, but also teachers who are valued and
supported in their work. Public representations of teachers and their work play
a critical role. But this valuing and support is most immediately registered in
terms of the role played by departmental officials, from the school principal to
the district, regional and provincial offices (see Chapter Seven). The type and
nature of such support in turn depends on a number of additional conditions
being in place. One of these is adequate teacher education to lessen the need
for support; the other is training for departmental officials to enable them better
to provide support where it is needed.

Key Issues
A universal concern of research reports, submissions and interviewees has been
the terminology in which Curriculum 2005 is framed. Chapter Three considers
the unnecessarily obtuse use of language and proliferation of new terminology.
The exclusionary effects of this terminology require some comment here.
‘Even to first-language speakers’, writes a training NGO, COUNT, ‘the
terminology is obscure, tortuous and imprecise.’ For those who struggle to find
a place and a voice within the schooling environment – children with special
needs, second-language English speakers, female teachers, girls, poor and
hungry scholars in rural and urban areas, illiterate parents - the impact is
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doubly exclusionary. They should not be expected to struggle with an obscure
curriculum vocabulary as well as those hidden and invisible conditions and
practices which push out and marginalise people within schools. Instead it
should be the task of curriculum shapers to create curricula that are inclusive at
all levels, including the linguistic.
Another aspect of the use of the new terminology is the banishment from the
realm of educational discourse and practice a number of words and methods –
and by extension the people who use them – that should have a place in any
inclusionary educational curriculum. These include ordinary words such as
‘teacher’, ‘student’, ‘subject,’ ‘syllabus’, ‘discipline’ and ‘textbook’ (See
Chapter Three). It could be argued that a new democracy needs a new language
for curriculum. But when the effects are exclusionary, this argument must be
questioned.
Despite the fact that levels of understanding of Curriculum 2005 are
compromised by complex terminology, there is nonetheless extraordinary and
widespread enthusiasm and commitment to the new Curriculum (see Chapter
Six). The reason for this apparent paradox was explained over and over in
many different contexts: large numbers of people in schools and educational
institutions are committed to change and transformation. Curriculum 2005 (and
outcomes-based education, with which it is associated) signals change and
transformation. It is this signal more than any other which explains the
commitment to and belief in something which is simultaneously alienating and
frustrating. In addition, for those teachers who are grappling with the new
curriculum framework, there is excitement about the effect on learners and on
themselves as educators. This suggests that what needs to be kept intact is the
transformation agenda in Curriculum 2005 and outcomes-based education. The
commitment to a transformation agenda amongst South African educators is
deep. But this agenda needs to be deepened and made more real by addressing
those issues which inhibit and constrain full understanding and realisation of
the goals of transformation. Chapter Six shows how teachers’ willingness to
implement Curriculum 2005 has been undermined by inadequate resources,
poor training and policy overload.
For Curriculum 2005 to become an inclusive and truly transformative
curriculum, a great deal more flexibility than is currently the case is needed.
Such flexibility is needed not only in terminology and time-table of
implementation, for example, but also in participation. Participation by
women, for example, is constrained by time-tables which do not take into
account their private as well as their public responsibilities. A pre-condition for
a more flexible curriculum is a more open-ended process of its construction.
Curriculum 2005 and outcomes-based education do already presuppose a great
deal of teacher autonomy and participation. But the tight strictures imposed by
deadline and discourse need to be relaxed so that all can participate in making
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it a more meaningful curriculum. In so doing the institutional experience of
education will become a better and broader one for all.
Transformation and participation are predicated on a broadening of the
curriculum. Ironically, a certain narrowness defines Curriculum 2005. Subject
boundaries were broken down because of their alleged narrowness and the
artificiality of the boundaries between them. Subjects have disappeared and
been integrated into learning areas. But in the process some aspects essential to
transformation have been lost. Subjects like history and geography, crucial to
an individual and social sense of citizenship, are gone. For those who had a
broader curriculum before, it is now denied or confined to private schooling,
thus enhancing the attractiveness of private over public schooling. For those
who did not have access to an enabling curriculum, the curriculum continues as
a narrow expression of social goals to enskill for work alone rather than also
creating fully-rounded human beings. This broad goal of education (which in
many societies is the guarantor of economic success) appears to have been lost.
Chapter Eight discusses how the Curriculum can be broadened while retaining
its transformative goals and taking into account the difficulties currently
experienced with it.
Broadening and deepening the scope and vision of Curriculum 2005 in this
way will require resources. To date implementation of Curriculum 2005 has
been crippled by the lack of resources. This has affected most directly teacher
orientation and training, availability of learning resources and departmental
support. Adequately resourcing the curriculum is the most vital precondition of
its success. Recent budgetary approaches have argued for cutting back on
personnel expenditure in order to release resources for curriculum. This
Review Committee recommends finding other ways to release resources as the
process of retrenchment and redeployment is likely to have demotivating
effects on those teachers remaining in the system.
Relaxing the punishing deadlines and schedules of implementation currently
before us and re-ordering priorities so that a more balanced curriculum is
produced in a more open-ended way with a more long-term goal in mind could
assist in releasing resources. Goals and expectations determine outcomes.
Narrow goals and expectations will have limited results while gobbling up vast
resources. Resources can be committed in ways that realise longer-term,
broader goals. Such resource-commitments may certainly challenge the
currently prevailing climate of austerity but they are, in the final analysis, the
only and main guarantee of a democratic, peaceful and prosperous society.
Below are the key findings and recommendations contained in the Report.
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FINDINGS
The main findings are found in Chapters of the Report. These deal with the
findings in a substantive way. Here the findings and recommendations can be
summarised as follows:

Strong Support for Principles of OBE
Although understandings vary of what C2005 and OBE are, the large majority
of those who have had exposure to outcomes-based education support the
underlying principles of the new curriculum. This is regardless of the observed
flaws which are experienced as frustrating the good intentions and principles of
C2005.

Structure and Design of Curriculum 2005 Skewed
Many of the conceptual confusions, lack of clarity in policy documents and
unimplementability of Curriculum 2005 stem from basic structure and design
flaws. Dissatisfaction has focused on three main areas:
❚

The complex language and confusing terminology used in C2005
documents. Submissions point to three particular problems: the use of
meaningless jargon and vague and ambiguous language, the
unnecessary use of unfamiliar terms to replace familiar ones and the
lack of a common understanding and use of C2005 terminology.

❚

‘Overcrowding’ of the curriculum: The inclusion of eight learning
areas in the GET band has meant insufficient time for the development
of effective reading skills, foundational mathematics and core concepts
in the sciences.

❚

Progression, pace and sequencing in design: The C2005 design
structure is strong on integration and weak on conceptual coherence.
Integration is supported by five design features – 12 critical outcomes,
66 specific outcomes, learning programmes, phase organisers, and
programme organisers. In contrast, conceptual progression is relatively
neglected. Range statements, performance indicators and expected
levels of performance are intended to provide progression features but
have failed to act as mechanisms which promote sequence, progression
and pace. This is largely because curriculum designers have attempted
to avoid prescribing content.

These problems suggest attention needs to be paid to:
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❚

simplifying and streamlining the curriculum and its attendant
documentation

❚

rationalising the design features and reallocating teaching time to
languages and foundational mathematics

❚

enabling promotion of progression, pace and sequencing

Lack of Alignment between Curriculum and Assessment Policy
There is a lack of alignment between curriculum and assessment policy as well
as clarity regarding assessment policy and practice. On the one hand too much
time is being spent on assessment, leaving minimal time for classroom work,
and on the other there is insufficient attention to assessment in training and
curriculum planning and design. This suggests:
❚

the need for a coherent policy document on assessment aligned with the
curriculum and containing clear guidelines and procedures

❚

greater attention to assessment in teacher preparation for the new
curriculum.

Training Inadequate
Many problems and difficulties were experienced in the process of training.
These related to models, duration and quality of training. Because the focus
was on orientation to the new terminology, there was little attention to the
substance of OBE or C2005. There were complaints about the Cascade Model
of training and a sense that district trainers themselves often did not understand
Curriculum 2005 and did not themselves use the principles of Curriculum 2005
in their own methodology of training. Although there is evidence that training
has improved with time and experience, more attention needs to be paid to:
❚

strengthening and adapting the model/s of training and the duration of
teacher preparation

❚

addressing the quality of the trainers and training materials

❚

improving the quality of the content and methodology of training

❚

providing for follow-up in-class support for teachers

Learning Support Materials Variable in Quality and Often Unavailable
Problems with learning support materials in support of C2005 range from their
availability, quality and use as well as the training which teachers were given.
31 May 2000

19

REPORT OF REVIEW COMMITTEE ON C2005

The availability of learning support materials in schools for Curriculum 2005 is
uneven. The quality is variable as a result of design flaws in C2005 and the
unreliability of the evaluation process. There is overall low use of learning
materials. The absence of basic resources, such as pencils, books, exercise
books and duplicating machines in many schools exacerbates the problem.
Lack of classroom space is often a major constraint on effective use of learning
resources. In the majority of contexts, teachers do not have the time, resources
and often skill to develop their own materials. All three areas - quality, use and
availability - accordingly require attention.

Follow-up Support Insufficient
Teachers felt officials do not value their work. There is a widespread sense that
departments and school managements provide far too little support and cannot
in fact support them. Provincial and district capacity to implement C2005 and
provide support to teachers in classrooms is hampered by problems in the
organisation of curriculum support structures, shortages of personnel,
inadequate expertise of personnel and lack of resources for supporting C2005.
This points to a need for:
❚

reorganisation and consolidation of curriculum structures at national,
provincial and district levels

❚

Reinforcement of personnel

❚

Adequate resource provision.

Level of Understandings Variable
There are variations in the understandings of what C2005 is within and
between schools, as well as amongst and between teachers, trainers and
officials. Many endorse the underlying principles of learner participation,
activity-based education, emphasis on relevance, flexibility, anti-bias,
inclusion, holistic development, critical thinking and integration. But equally
many are confused about the design and implementation of C2005. It is
generally clear from all available evidence that although C2005 has generated a
new focus on teaching and learning, teachers have a rather shallow
understanding of the principles of C2005/OBE. Teachers are working under
conditions that are not conducive to their own learning and development.
Although there is substantial support for the principles of C2005, teachers are
being undermined in their ability to implement C2005 by lack of resources,
inadequate training and policy overload.
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Limited Transfer of Learning into Classroom Practice
As a result of varying levels of understanding combined with difficulties of
implementation in overcrowded classrooms, insufficient training, learning
support materials and support, overload, and lack of clear guidelines for
planning and assessment, there is little transfer of learning into the classroom.

Time-frames Unmanageable and Unrealistic
There is widespread agreement that implementation has been too rushed and
therefore inadequate. C2005 was implemented before it was ready for
presentation and without the foundations for good, inspiring training, effective
monitoring and a meaningful, on-going support process being put in place.
Recommendations are accordingly made to address problems that have arisen
in implementation.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Review Committee proposes a revised and streamlined curriculum within
a broad outcomes-based framework and implemented within manageable timeframes. Specific proposals include:

Structure and Design of the Curriculum
❚

Infuse human rights education and education for civic responsibility
throughout a curriculum which pays special attention to antidiscriminatory, anti-racist, anti-sexist and special needs issues.

❚

Simplify curriculum documents by producing a National Curriculum
Statement for ECD, GET, FET and ABET. The National Curriculum
Statement should express in clear terms what is to be learnt and at what
level it is to be assessed.

❚

Produce a streamlined National Curriculum Statement which should
include: critical outcomes and learning area statements comprised of
learning outcomes and assessment standards. This means dropping the
66 specific outcomes, assessment criteria, phase and programme
organisers, range statements, performance indicators and expected
levels of performance. The emphasis should be on clear and accessible
documentation.

❚

Reduce overload by rationalising learning areas from 8 to 6 in the GET
band (languages, mathematics, science and technology, social sciences
(history and geography), arts and culture, life orientation) and
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specifying three learning programmes in the Foundation Phase and six
in the Intermediate and Senior Phases
❚

Promote conceptual coherence by specifying learning outcomes and
assessment standards by grade and providing more time for languages
and mathematics in the GET band. Promote integration across learning
areas by using critical outcomes and assessment exemplars. Promote
integration within learning areas by learning area statements and
learning programmes.

Teacher Orientation, Training and Support
Here there are long and short-term proposals premised on the view that in the
medium and long-term teacher preparation and development needs to be
located in higher education. In the short-term a special cadre of national,
provincial and district trainers working collaboratively with NGOs and higher
education needs to be selected and trained. A coordinated national strategy for
the preparation of teachers is required. It should build on existing proposals for
the preparation of teachers in a manner which links pre-service and in-service
training of teachers with the Norms and Standards for Educators framework,
labour agreements for 80 hours INSET and support policies contained in the
Education Management Development Framework.

Learning Support Materials
Proposals to address the quality of LSMs include recommendations that the
DOE should provide clear statements to publishers and that textbooks should
be produced and evaluated in line with these statements. The DOE should
cease to be involved in the production of curriculum support materials. Instead
they are to be produced by dedicated units or institutes as proposed in the
White Paper on Education and Training (1995) and publishers.
Proposals to address the use of LSMs include phasing out ‘macro planning’
(see p. 75) and training teachers in the use of learning support materials, and
especially textbooks.
Proposals to address the availability of LSMs include provision of specific
funding for provision of readers and reading schemes for all Foundation Phase
classrooms; ring-fenced budgeting for curriculum and LSMs; separation of the
stationery budget from the budget for textbooks; improvement in the low rate
of retrieval; extension of the open list currently in use in to all provinces; the
institution of a national recommended list compiled by an advisory panel for
each learning area; a movement away from the existing tender procedures in
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book acquisition by schools and the creation in each province of a special
project team to co-ordinate and manage LSMs.

National, Provincial and District-level Support
In order to strengthen support for teachers in classrooms, it is necessary to
consolidate, realign and reorganise curriculum structures, roles and functions;
enhance the unit in the DOE driving C2005; train school principals, teachers
and managers as curriculum developers; promote collaborative relationships
between curriculum and support officials, NGOs and higher education
institutions and provide the necessary resources.

Critical Factors Necessary for Strengthened Implementation
These recommended changes for teacher preparation, learning materials and
departmental support for teachers in classrooms are necessary for strengthened
implementation of a streamlined curriculum. Cutting across the successful
implementation of a revised curriculum supported by trained teachers, good
learning materials and effective departmental support are three main issues:
adequate resources, feasible time-frames and regular monitoring and review.
The absence of these has hampered effective implementation. The problems
here are in turn linked to lack of co-ordination at the national level. There is
thus a need for strengthened co-ordination of curriculum at this level as well as
at provincial levels.

Pace and Scope of Implementation: Grades 4 and 8
It is clear from the work of the Review Committee that implementation of
Curriculum 2005 cannot continue in its present form. It is therefore
recommended that the revised, streamlined curriculum proposed in this report
be phased in as soon as possible.
It is also clear that it cannot continue at the same pace and within the same
rigid time-frames as before. This curriculum should be implemented with due
regard to the pressures already present in the system and the time required for
changes not only in the production of new curriculum documentation but also
in the areas suggested above, namely teacher orientation, training and
development, learner support materials and provincial support. The experience
of implementing Curriculum 2005 within tight time-frames suggests that a
more leisurely time-table is necessary in order for all aspects to be addressed
thoroughly and thoughtfully.
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What is to be done about Grades 4 and 8 is linked to the need for a revised,
improved curriculum on the one hand and to capacity in the system to continue
with Curriculum 2005 in its current form on the other. It is therefore necessary
to phase out implementation of Curriculum 2005 and phase in implementation
of the revised curriculum within manageable time-frames.
❚

The National Curriculum Statement, which provides the framework for
teaching and learning from grades 0 to 9, should be developed by June
2001. Once this has been approved, teachers should begin to orient their
teaching accordingly, paying particular attention to the Learning
Outcomes and Assessment Standards for each grade.

❚

Grade 4 should continue until it is overtaken by a revised, streamlined
curriculum. Grade 8 should continue on a modified basis. The modified
form should entail a reduction of the learning areas from eight to the six
proposed here and the Learning Outcomes informed by the National
Curriculum Statement. The Committee thus recommends that the
current C2005 trajectory be continued in the short-term with
transitional arrangements being made for phasing out implementation in
further phases.

The entire process will require leadership, vision and a planning and
management process aligned to Tirisano.

LIMITATIONS OF THE REPORT
This report was produced within the space of three months. It must be
acknowledged that this time-frame placed constraints on anything more that
could be done.
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CHAPTER 2
CRITICAL FACTORS FOR
CURRICULUM CHANGE AND
IMPLEMENTATION

C

ritical factors for successful curriculum implementation are many
and varied. There are also different ways of approaching the issue
of implementation. Chapter One pointed to those conditions which
have resulted in variability of impact and experience amongst and between
schools. This Chapter addresses the question in relation to the implementation
of Curriculum 2005 as a curriculum change strategy.
The same issues that have constrained successful implementation are those
whose improvement would make for strengthened implementation. The
argument of this report is that implementation has been hampered by the
structure and design of the curriculum, the quantity and quality of training
provided, the quality, availability and use of learning support materials and the
capacity of provinces to support implementation and especially teachers in
classrooms. But these on their own are not enough to ensure successful
implementation. Underlying each of these in turn are three major issues. These
three are: resources, feasible time-frames and regular monitoring and review.
The successful implementation of the structure and design of the curriculum,
orientation and training, learning support materials and support to teachers
were all constrained in the first instance by adequate financial and human
resources. Although the very emergence of a new curriculum to replace that of
apartheid education was an achievement, its structure and design was
compromised by the availability of human and financial resources to construct
it. Teacher orientation, training and development were limited by the quantity
and quality of training and trainers, both of which are financial and human
resource issues. The quality, availability and use of learning support materials
were undermined by scarce financial and human resources. Provincial capacity
to ensure provision, training and support for teachers in classrooms has
suffered because of the shortage of both human and financial resources. And
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implementation in classrooms has been hamstrung by inadequate physical and
learning resources.
Just as the structure and design of the curriculum, teacher preparation, learning
support materials and provincial capacity to support implementation were
constrained by limited resources, so each aspect of implementation was
affected by the time-frames adopted. Too-tight time-frames were unrealistic at
a time when newly-constituted departments not yet operating to full capacity
and without adequate budgets were expected to simultaneously formulate and
implement policies and programmes across every area of education. Chapter
Seven shows how provincial capacity to implement Curriculum 2005 was
undermined by an extremely high turn-over of leadership and management at
all levels of the system. Many schools also had no principals in the first four
years of the newly-established Departments of Education. These difficulties
were compounded by policies such as those for the redeployment of teachers
which had the effect of creating an extremely turbulent context in provinces
and schools. In this context, the implementation of Curriculum 2005 within the
time-frames decided upon was simply unmanageable.
Implementation of Curriculum 2005 was accompanied by a number of
assessments and evaluations. These were in different ways concerned with
teacher orientation and training, learning support materials and provincial
capacity. This Report reviews them in order to discover their main implications
for successful implementation. Without such a process of regular monitoring
and review, curriculum renewal cannot occur. Ongoing research on curriculum
change, supported at all levels, is critical both for its constant improvement and
for generating the debate and discussion that is central to an informed citizenry
within a democratic society. Monitoring and review on their own cannot effect
change, however. They need to be supplemented by wise judgement and
decisive action in key areas.
Efforts to implement without adequate resources and within existing timeframes has meant that the processes of implementation have sometimes been
counter-productive to the broader aims of educational transformation. If a
principal goal of implementing Curriculum 2005 was to overturn the legacy of
apartheid by enabling teachers to change their understandings of what is
possible and thereby transform classroom practice, then the results to date have
not been encouraging.
Former Model C schools appear to have been able to implement Curriculum
2005 with greater ease than the majority of schools largely because of being
better resourced. The will to introduce Curriculum 2005 has been strong in the
majority of black schools because of the link between this curriculum and the
goals of educational transformation. This commitment has however been
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inhibited by poverty of resources manifested at different levels. In addition, as
Chapter Six shows, policy overload and inadequate training have further
impeded curriculum change in the majority of schools. In order for enhanced
understanding and practice in all schools it is necessary that those factors
hampering implementation be properly addressed.
One of the main problems linked to these underlying issues has been the lack
of consistent co-ordination. From evidence gathered for this Report, it seems
that this is because curriculum has not so far been seen as the overarching idea
that embraces all aspects of schooling. The result has been a dispersal of roles
and responsibilities both between different directorates in the DOE, but also
between the DOE and the provinces. This is partly because curriculum is not
yet seen as the core business of departments of education. Seeing curriculum as
core business would mean centralising the co-ordination and resourcing of
curriculum in the Director-General’s office in the DOE in order to ensure that
the overall co-ordination of provision, allocation and distribution of resources
is taken far more seriously than it has been to date.
In conclusion, then, strategies for strengthened implementation need to be
focused on those areas which have impeded successful implementation
(curriculum structure and design, teacher orientation and training, learner
support materials and departmental support). Their success, in turn, depends on
adequate resourcing, feasible and manageable time-frames and regular
monitoring and review. For these to be effectively co-ordinated, the curriculum
component of the DOE and provinces needs to be strengthened and curriculum
itself come to be seen as the principal lever for change.
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CHAPTER 3
STRUCTURE AND DESIGN
OF THE CURRICULUM

C

ORIGINS AND INFLUENCES
2005 has three distinctive sources, each with its own lineage and its
own specific contribution to the conceptualization and design of
C2005. These are:

❚

A philosophy of learner-centred education

❚

Outcomes-based education

❚

An approach to the integrated and non-disciplinary division of knowledge.

These three sources are in some respects compatible with one another and in
other respects not. This Chapter will examine their particular contributions to
and implications for C2005; the curriculum design process and design features
of C2005, as well as responses to them. The Chapter then provides an analysis
of the principal assumptions and contradictions leading to problems which
require attention.

Learner-centred Teaching
During the apartheid years, the principal pedagogical alternative to the
education system’s Fundamental Pedagogics was ‘progressive education,’ a
form of learner-centred education nurtured in the liberal universities and the
English private schools. In the 1980s the progressive learner-centred approach
was linked to an egalitarian transformative project for South African education,
and the result, People’s Education, was presented as the alternative to
‘apartheid education.’ The main features of People’s Education that were
absorbed into contemporary policy (Kraak in Jansen in Christie, 1999) were:
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❚

an egalitarian political mission

❚

an anti-rote learning, critical thinking thrust

❚

a learner-centred approach to teaching

❚

teachers as curriculum developers

❚

group work rather than directive teaching

❚

community participation.

The main features of this framework survived intact through successive
versions of curriculum policy development – through NEPI (1992), IPET
(1994), ANC (1994) - and they are central to C2005 (DOE, 1997a). Another
dimension was added through discourses of ‘competency – based’ education
and training which were common in South African training circles in the
1980s. In the early 1990s, in the discussions between labour and business,
‘competency’ transmuted into ‘outcomes’. This led to the National
Qualifications Framework (DOE, 1996 and NCDC, 1996), a framework which
requires all education and training provision to be competency or outcomesbased.

Outcomes-based Education
There are different kinds of outcomes-based education. They differ as to how
outcomes are designed, specified and assessed. However, the principal feature
common to all outcomes-based education is a distinction between inputs and
outputs. Outputs (also described as standards) are centrally designed and
prescribed, while inputs are discretionary, and generated and managed locally.
Inputs include what teachers and learners bring to learning, indigenous
particularities and priorities, textbooks, management and support systems.
Since these vary across learning contexts, the key input of what is taught and
how it is taught should be as little prescribed as possible (Malcolm, 2000).
Quality is defined and assessed solely in terms of outputs.
OBE is thus generally seen as promoting equity (through the statement of
outcomes) but taking account of differences (by maximizing discretion in the
inputs). However, in reality the quality of outcomes is heavily dependent on the
inputs. The success of outcomes-based education therefore depends centrally
on the quality of the teachers – their content knowledge, their facility with
different teaching methods, and their access to learning programmes and
textbooks.
The language of ‘outcomes’ entered the language of curriculum reform in ANC
documents (1994) in a particular form. This formulation did not radically
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separate inputs and outcomes and still prescribed a ‘core’ curriculum.
However, in 1997 a fully-fledged model of outcomes-based education was set
out in Curriculum 2005: Lifelong Learning for the 21st Century. This model
specified outputs in the form of outcomes, left inputs largely unspecified and
proposed a continuous assessment model in which criterion-referenced
assessment underpinned classroom assessment.
With the implementation of outcomes-based education in various countries
across the world it has become clear that ‘questions of content and conceptual
understanding are troublesome in outcomes-based education’ (Malcolm, 2000).
Indeed, in all OBE systems questions of conceptual coherence, content,
sequence and progression have only recently begun to receive attention. This
has not resulted in a return to a ‘content-driven curriculum.’ Rather it has
meant recognition that teachers require, as a matter of equity and
accountability, greater guidance and support in content specification. This has
happened in one of two ways: either by stipulating finer and finer levels of
outcomes or by ensuring conceptual coherence through guidance on inputs.
The successive phases of C2005 development have done mainly the former.
These curriculum design and development processes are examined below.

An Integrated and Non-disciplinary Division of Knowledge
The term ‘integration’ has come into educational debate in South Africa from
three different directions. These are related but not identical. They include first,
the discussions in the early 1990s around the proper relation between education
and training, second, a specifically curricular initiative called ‘integrated
studies’, explored in a few independent schools in the 1980s, and third, the
view that schooling is a preparation for life and work. These debates have all
had a bearing on the development of learning areas in Curriculum 2005.
The definition and selection of the eight learning areas for C2005 grew out of
these diverse strands but also built on the curriculum framework produced in
1994 under the previous regime which proposed a division of fields of study
into seven learning areas (DOE, 1994). C2005 has added Economic and
Management Sciences to make up the eight learning areas. C2005 has also
added to the basic knowledge fields a set of design features. These promote
strong integration within and across the learning areas and integration of
learning with everyday life.
Implications for C2005
The philosophy of progressive learner-centered education, outcomes-based
education and an integrated approach to what is to be learnt, have all
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influenced the design of C2005. But this has resulted in certain
incompatibilities.
First, strong integration requires thematic continuity. In other outcomes-based
education systems these are either suggested or illustrative. But C2005 has
prescribed these in the form of phase organisers. In this sense, outcomes-based
education is at odds with such a prescription of input design features.
Secondly, progressive learner-centred education has influenced C2005
documents, the training of teachers in the new curriculum and the illustrative
learning programmes and support materials provided by the Department of
Education in a number of ways. Some of these ways, like the focus on the
learner, have been positive. But the polarised schema of South African
progressivism, useful as it was in the 1980s as a mobilising tool, seems now,
with the implementation of C2005, to have hardened into dogma. This has
resulted, for example, in the ‘prescription’ of preferred teaching
methodologies, namely group work. Indeed, for some, outcomes-based
education has become synonymous with group work (Khulisa, 1999; HSRC,
2000). ‘An alarming number of teachers think if you do group work you are
busy with OBE’ (Botha submission). This is clearly at odds with the
discretionary spirit of outcomes-based education which promotes considerably
greater flexibility and teacher discretion.

THE CURRICULUM DESIGN PROCESS
The White Paper for Education and Training (1995) called for the
transformation of the school curriculum and the establishment of democratic
structures to develop this curriculum. In line with this injunction, the postapartheid administration declared that curriculum development would be a
‘fully participatory process’ with ‘the teaching profession, teacher educators,
subject advisers and other learning practitioners playing a leading role along
with academic subject specialists and researchers’ (DOE, 1997a).
In addition, the Department of Education adopted the principle that the
curriculum should ‘emerge’ or ‘evolve’ and should not be designed as a
finished package for implementation by teachers (Rensburg [Deputy Director
General, DOE] and Hendricks [Director DOE] interviews). In these terms,
‘even the design had to be developmental’ and was ‘based on the principles of
consultation, collaboration and co-ordination’ (Hendricks interview).
Between 1995 and 2000 a wide range of committees was responsible for
different curriculum design activities. These committees, their composition and
their function, are set out in Table 1.
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Table 1: Composition and Functions of Structures that Developed C2005
Structure

Composition

Date

Functions

Consultative Forum
on Curriculum (CFC)

Representatives of national and
provincial education departments
and national stakeholders in
education

August
1995

National Curriculum
Development
Committee (NCDC)

Replaced CFC as more
representative structure

March 1996

Learning Areas
Committees (LACs
for each LA)
Co-ordinating
Committees (one for
each education
phase
Technical Committee
(assisted by
Reference Group)

Members nominated by
stakeholders (30 – 40 on each
LAC)
Representative of education
stakeholders (approximately 26
per co-ordinating committee)

July 1996

Appointments made by
nomination through the
Government Gazette
Reference group; three reps from
each LAC and two teachers from
each LA
DOE officials, provincial
representatives and various
stakeholders
DOE officials, provincial
representatives and various
stakeholders

February
1997

To oversee process of curriculum
restructuring
Initiated two investigations
Structures for Development of National
Policy Regarding Curriculum
A Curriculum Framework for General and
Further Education and Training
To consider public responses to above
documents
To reach consensus on a Lifelong
Learning Development framework for
South Africa
To write a rationale for their LA and
learning area outcomes, which reflected
the critical, cross-field outcomes.
To identify cross-curricular issues in the
learning areas and to cluster the LAC
outcomes for the development of learning
programmes.
To develop the work of the Co-ordinating
Committees towards one broad
curriculum (reduce SOs, endorse ACs
and RSs)

Committees
Committees

January
1997

Sept 1998

To develop performance indicators

Nov 1998Feb 2000

To develop Expected Levels of
Performance

Looking back, the C2005 curriculum development process had the positive
effect of involving a large number of people. This had not happened at a
national, officially-sanctioned level in South Africa before. Interviewees
commended the developmental and capacity-building opportunities provided
(Hendricks interview, von Papendorf submission).
However, because the C2005 development structures were established on the
basis of stakeholder representation, curriculum and subject experts were often
excluded or felt alienated from the curriculum process (Botha, Sieborger and
Schreuder interviews, IEB submission). Some of South Africa’s most wellknown and respected historians, for instance, who were keen to participate in
the development of a new curriculum, felt excluded from successive waves of
curriculum development (Seleti, 1997). At the same time, many of those who
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became involved in the curriculum development structures had limited
expertise or experience in curriculum issues (Lehoko [Chief Director DOE],
Botha and Hendricks interviews, IEB submission). A second problem that
arose from the stakeholder representation approach to curriculum design was
that representatives changed from meeting to meeting. This meant that there
was not always continuity amongst the personnel in the successive phases of
curriculum development and this had an effect on the resultant design.
In addition, there was not always continuity amongst structures in the
development of C2005. For example, the Learning Area Committees which
consisted of over 30 members each developed the specific outcomes, but a
thirteen person Technical Committee was responsible for reducing these and
developing the assessment criteria and range statements related to each specific
outcome. Although the Reference Group appointed to assist the Technical
Committee contained three representatives from each Learning Area
Committee, they played a negligible role in the work of the Technical
Committee (Sieborger, Glover interviews). The performance indicators were
developed by newly constituted structures which in general did not contain
members of the Learning Area Committees or Technical Committee. Finally,
the Expected Levels of Performance were developed by yet a fourth structure.
Finally, the different learning area structures rarely co-ordinated their efforts so
that successive features like specific outcomes, assessment criteria, range
statements and performance indicators were developed in different ways across
the learning areas (RADMASTE submission). Because of the lack of
continuity and co-ordination between the various departmental managers and
committees involved in the development of the framework, the curriculum
documents not surprisingly contain examples of lack of continuity,
inconsistency and incoherence.
The problems of continuity were compounded by the tight deadlines set for the
completion of the various curriculum development phases. Interviewees
repeatedly reported that too little time was given to the development of
complex and highly contested documents. While the DOE recognised that
curriculum design was complex and required considerable time for design,
testing, piloting, re-working and delivery, it also saw ‘a need to place a
premium on those issues which need to be addressed most urgently within
existing realities’ (DOE, 1997a). The haste to provide a definite break with the
past curriculum clearly compromised the quality and coherence of aspects of
the C2005 design (Hendricks interview, von Papendorf, IEB and CEPD
submissions, Malcolm, 2000).
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THE DESIGN FEATURES
The Learning Areas
The policy framework for C2005 is set out in Curriculum 2005: Lifelong
Learning for the 21st Century (DOE, 1997a). The document provides the
framework for Early Childhood Development (ECD), General Education and
Training (GET), Further Education and Training (FET) and Adult Basic
Education and Training (ABET). The skills and knowledge to be covered in
C2005 are divided into eight learning areas.
❚

Language, Literacy and Communication (LLC)

❚

Mathematical Literacy, Mathematics and Mathematical Sciences
(MLMMS)

❚

Natural Science

❚

Technology

❚

Human and Social Science (HSS)

❚

Economic and Management Sciences (EMS)

❚

Arts and Culture (A&C)

❚

Life Orientation (LO)

Curriculum 2005: Lifelong Learning for the 21st Century implies that C2005
applies to ECD, GET, FET and ABET. However, details of the curriculum are
currently only available for the GET band in the policy documents of October
1997 (DOE, 1997b, c, d). These policy phase documents declare an intention
to develop a National Statement, but this has so far not been implemented.

The Learning Programmes
The General Education and Training (GET) band (Grades R to 9) is divided
into three phases: Foundation Phase (Grades R -3), Intermediate Phase (Grades
4 - 6) and Senior Phase (Grades 7 - 9). The learning areas are presented in
different combinations in the three phases of GET. The combinations are
known as learning programmes - ‘the vehicles through which the curriculum is
implemented’ (DOE, 1997b).
The policy framework also suggests ‘notional time’ to guide ‘the relative
weighting of learning programmes within a Phase’ (DOE, 1997b). These
guidelines are presented in the following table.
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Table 2: Guidelines for the Weighting of Learning Programmes in C2005
Foundation Phase
LLC
25%

MLMMS
25%

Life Skills
25%

Flexible time
25%

Intermediate Phase*
LLC

MLMMS

Natural Science HSS and EMS
and Technology

35%

15%

15%

15%

Arts and Culture
and
Life
Orientation
15%

Senior Phase*
LLC

MLMMS

20%

13%

Natural
Science
12%

Technology

HSS

EMS

10%

10%

10%

Arts and Life
Culture
Orientation
10%
10%

*Flexible time 5%

Each learning programme has specific outcomes and each specific outcome has
three to four assessment criteria. The assessment criteria in turn each have
range statements and performance indicators.

Critical Outcomes (COs)
These are the ‘broad, generic cross-curricular outcomes which underpin the
Constitution and which are adopted by SAQA’ (DOE, 1997b). These outcomes
are intended to ensure that learners gain the skills, knowledge and values that
will ‘allow them to contribute to their own success as well as to the success of
their family, community and the nation as a whole’ (DOE, 1997b).

Specific Outcomes (SOs)
The specific outcomes were derived from the learning areas and refer to the
‘specification of what learners are able to do at the end of a learning
experience’ and include ‘skills, knowledge and values, which inform the
demonstration of the achievement of an outcome or set of outcomes’ (DOE,
1997b). The specific outcomes are not grade specific.
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Assessment Criteria (ACs)
Each specific outcome has three to four assessment criteria. They establish the
criteria against which a learner is assessed to have achieved the specific
outcome. ‘The criteria indicate, in broad terms, the observable processes and
products of learning which serve as culminating demonstrations of the learner’s
achievements’. The assessment criteria ‘do not themselves provide sufficient
details of exactly what and how much learning marks an acceptable level of
achievement of the outcome’. For this reason ‘the assessment criteria are
explained and detailed in the performance indicators’ (DOE, 1997b).

Range Statements (RSs)
Each assessment criterion is described in terms of range statements which
‘indicate the scope, level, depth and parameters of the achievement’. They
include ‘indications of the critical areas of content, processes and parameters of
achievement the learner should engage with to reach an acceptable level of
achievement’. The range statements provide guidelines but make provision for
‘multiple learning strategies, for flexibility in the choice of specific content and
process and for a variety of assessment methods’. They therefore do not
‘restrict learning to specific lists of knowledge items’ (DOE, 1997b).

Performance Indicators (PIs)
Each assessment criterion also has performance indicators which provide
details of the content and processes that learners should master as well as
details of the learning contexts in which the learner will be engaged. They
‘allow statements of the quality of achievement, that is, whether the
achievement is at the level required or whether the learner has surpassed this
level’ (DOE, 1997b).

Expected Levels of Performance (ELPs)
These are written for each learning programme by grade. They are expected to
‘inform parents, educators and learners in transparent and rigorous ways what
is considered quality work and what to aim for and whether their performance
or products measure up to valid and credible standards nationally’ (DOE,
2000g).

Organisers
Organisers are ‘the tools by which the outcomes are grouped for planning’
(DOE, 1997b). There are two types of organisers - Phase Organisers and
Programme Organisers. Phase Organisers are prescribed by policy for each
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learning area and each phase. Programme Organisers were used in the training
for C2005. They are ‘themes’ chosen by teachers from everyday life to reflect
local social priorities and are now widely advocated as the starting point for the
planning of lessons. ‘Macroplanning’, a concept used for planning with
organisers, was used in training for the Grade 7 level.

Responses to the Design Features
The introduction of the above design features as well as terms for their
implementation appears to have had two positive consequences. First, they
provide a symbolic break with the previous flawed curriculum. This was part
of South Africa’s ‘brave new world,’ a fresh start for education. Secondly, the
new design features and terms challenged all those involved in the planning
and delivery of education to think anew about things they had taken for
granted; to re-think what should be taught and how it should be taught and
assessed.
However, the overwhelming majority of public submissions to the Review
Committee indicate that the terminology in the C2005 documents also creates a
number of problems. First, the language used in the document is often vague,
verbose, overly academic and adopts a specialist vocabulary. For example,
‘esoteric linguistic terminology’ such as ‘kinaesthetic response’ and ‘discourse
markers’ are used in the LLC document for the Foundation Phase (Barnard
submission). Secondly, existing commonly understood terms have been
replaced with unfamiliar terms, which alienate ordinary people, as well as
those with some experience of the education system. For example, ‘learners’
for ‘pupils’, ‘educators’ for ‘teachers’, ‘auditory skills’ for ‘listening skills’,
‘verbalise’ for say, tell or write, learning support materials for textbooks and
other learning materials and resources.
Thirdly, different users employ the same terms quite differently. A key
example of this is that the Department of Labour, DOE and SAQA use
‘outcomes’ to mean different things (Parker interview). There are also various
understandings among designers and users of the meaning and function of
specific outcomes, assessment criteria, range statements and performance
indicators. Interviewees and submissions to the Review Committee agree that
there is not a common understanding even among DOE officials of these terms.
It also means that there is no agreement on the way in which many terms are
used. This is not surprising given that there is inconsistent use across the
learning areas of assessment criteria, range statement and performance criteria.
In some learning areas the range statements expand on the assessment criteria
and the performance indicators expand on the range statements. But this is not
true for all the specific outcomes in a learning area and it is not true for all
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learning areas (RADMASTE submission). Finally, there are considerable
differences in the way ‘integration’ is understood.
When a wide range of people complains about the ‘jargon’ of C2005 they point
to the above problems and the confusion and frustration caused by the language
used in the C2005 documents and the terminology associated with the
curriculum structure.

ANALYSIS
Introduction – The Values and Purposes of C2005
C2005 is regarded as a key project in the transformation of South African
society. C2005 is directed towards achieving ‘[a] prosperous, truly united,
democratic and internationally competitive country with literate, creative and
critical citizens leading productive, self-fulfilled lives in a country free of
violence, discrimination and prejudice’ (DOE, 1997a).
This posed a dual challenge to curriculum designers:
❚

The post-apartheid challenge. Here the role of the curriculum is to
overcome the stultifying legacy of apartheid education by ensuring a
deeper knowledge, values and skills-base for South Africa’s citizens;
these will in turn provide the conditions for greater social justice, equity
and development

❚

The global competitiveness challenge. Here the role of the curriculum is
to provide the platform for developing knowledge, skills and
competences for innovation, social development and economic growth
for the 21st century (Rensburg, 2000).

The goals to address the above challenges are expressed in the critical
outcomes, the curriculum design feature that guides the overall learning
purpose of the curriculum. The question is: has the curriculum been ‘designed
down’ in such a way that all learners have as great a chance as possible of
attaining the critical outcomes?
The descriptions of the learning areas for C2005 emphasise the role, especially
the social role, of each in the reconstruction and transformation of South
African society. Some of the eight learning areas are dedicated to this goal.
For example, Life Orientation is described as ‘fundamental in empowering
learners to live meaningful lives in a society that demands rapid
transformation.’ The other learning areas are also expected to promote social
and developmental values. The description of MLMMS indicates that this
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learning area should ‘empower people to work towards the reconstruction and
development of South African society.’ In the same vein Economic and
Management Sciences is described as ‘fundamental in preparing citizens of
South Africa to understand the critical importance of reconstruction,
development and economic growth for a sustainable economic future.’
The apartheid legacy runs deep and clearly requires that the curriculum of postapartheid South Africa deal forcibly and systematically with issues of justice,
democracy and respect for diversity and difference. However, it should also
address the means to promote innovation and economic growth as the basis for
social development for all. In this view of curriculum, learners are enabled to
contribute to society when they have been given access to the cognitive tools
required by such a society (see also DOE 2000f). Seen in this light, the two
challenges are indivisible: social transformation can only be successfully
pursued through widespread access to high level skills and knowledge, and
equally, innovation and development must serve the social values of our new
democracy. A high knowledge and skill curriculum thus becomes the means to
promote social justice, growth and development. The sections below examine
whether the C2005 structure, content and suggested pedagogy allow for
optimal achievement of these overarching social purposes.

Design and Structure of C2005
The documents reviewed, the interviews and submissions, all indicate some or
other breakdown in the translation of the C2005 policy and guideline
documents into learning programmes, learning support materials, assessment
tasks and lesson plans.
The evaluation documents and commentaries on C2005 suggest that this is
happening for two reasons:
❚

incoherence, incompatibility and flaws in the design of the curriculum
structure

❚

poor implementation, planning, and execution.

Commentaries on and evaluations of C2005 have, almost without exception,
focussed on its implementation. Such commentaries leave the structure
unexamined and take it as a given. It is the task of this chapter of the report to
investigate the design and structure of the curriculum. To do this it is necessary
to start with a simple model of curriculum structure which allows us to
establish the key nodes and processes of any curriculum structure and the key
ways in which these can vary. Such a curriculum model then allows us to see
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what version of curriculum structure we have in C2005, and then to establish
what such a version can and cannot do under specified conditions.
Every curriculum includes a demarcation of knowledge. This demarcation is of
two sorts:
❚

Lateral demarcation indicates how knowledge units and clusters are to
be demarcated from each other: which belong in the curriculum, how
sharply these should be demarcated from each other and how sharply
they should be demarcated from non-curricular everyday knowledge.
The particular challenge posed here for curriculum design is that of
connective coherence or integration – how to ensure coherent linkage
between knowledge units and clusters, as well as connections within
and between them.

❚

Vertical demarcation establishes which knowledge, within each
demarcated knowledge cluster, must be taught and learnt in what
sequence, and at which level of competence. This involves the notions
of sequence, pace and progression - what competences must have been
learnt before other competences can be learnt. Traditionally, vertical
demarcation has been determined within disciplines. The particular
challenge posed here is of conceptual coherence or progression – how
to ensure coherent linkage conceptually within each knowledge unit.

Different learning areas have different requirements in terms of integration and
progression. Some knowledge areas (arts, culture, technology) require
relatively little in the way of design to encourage learners to explore the
connective relations of the field at their own time and pace. The steps of
progression are largely implicit. Other learning areas presuppose an overt
stepwise ladder of concepts and skills that must be organised in a more
sequential and phased way to facilitate cognitive access (mathematics, natural
science, languages, and social science).
If we examine C2005 in terms of this simple template, there are two things
which become evident:
❚

the curriculum is divided into eight learning areas, each of which is
regarded as equivalent to the others in terms of the way knowledge is
organised and presented. Consequently they are all treated as having the
same design requirements

❚

the leading design feature, ‘integration,’ directs attention predominantly
toward connective coherence and only minimally towards progression.
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The analysis below first examines the current design and structure of C2005. It
then examines the relations within and between the learning areas and the
implications of the above for curricular content and assessment.
The dominant design principle of C2005, integration, rests on five design
features:
❚

the 12 critical outcomes, or ‘generic skills’ prescribed by SAQA

❚

the 66 specific outcomes to be related within and across learning areas

❚

the learning programmes which integrate learning areas

❚

the phase organisers, which are broad skill/issue clusters akin to the
critical outcomes

❚

the programme organisers, which are issues chosen by teachers from
everyday life to reflect local social priorities.

The reasons that integration became the dominant design feature of C2005
include the following: the designers saw themselves as needing to counteract
the rigidities of the old subject-based curriculum; to make the curriculum more
relevant to work and everyday life; to re-connect theory and practice. There are
undoubtedly others. This has meant though that attention to integration has
overshadowed attention to conceptual coherence and progression, which has
had a number of unfortunate consequences. Shongwe’s assessment of the DOE
MLMMS Grade 7 illustrative learning materials shows that the emphasis on
integration has meant that the non-mathematical tasks have grown ‘like a
tumour’ and ‘the body of knowledge that defines mathematics is obscured or
dominated by the non-mathematical considerations’(quoted in Vinjevold and
Roberts, 1999). The result is a weaker grasp of the central skills and concepts
of mathematics, which in turn jeopardise higher skill acquisition.
This is not to say that C2005 designers gave no attention to features of
progression. The range statements, performance indicators and expected levels
of performance are intended to provide the vertical or progression features of
C2005. But, because the main concern of the designers has been to foreground
integration, there has been an under-specification of the requirements for
conceptual coherence across all the eight learning areas. This underspecification has led to successive rounds of attempts to compensate for the
under-specified content, sequence and progression. Each round of curriculum
development was, it seems, unable to provide the needed specification because
of the strong integration logic that dominates the model (Nel interview, Taylor
submission). Consequently, there has been a proliferation of design features,
but not enough clarity. The result is a curriculum that is ‘technically overdesigned’ (PROTEC submission) yet remains under-specified.
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This relative neglect of conceptual coherence – of sequence, progression and
pacing – is particularly disabling for learning in those fields of knowledge
where attention to progression is structurally important, namely, in languages,
Natural Science, MMLMS, and HSS. These learning areas have an extended
knowledge base, in that they extend up into the FET and higher education
bands. The knowledge base is designed down from higher education and
Further Education, and the GET band is, in an important sense, a preparation
for these. This explains the concern about ‘how the conventional subjects will
be coped with, particularly where there is a collapse of traditional disciplines in
one area’ (PROTEC submission). Submissions from both geography and
history subject groups claim that the HSS of C2005 compromises the capacity
for learning in these areas. ‘A compulsory fusion of two academic subjects’, as
is suggested by the Learning Area of Human and Social Science, ‘... based on a
putative governing principle, for example “time and space”, might lead only to
superficial observations about “social problems” or “environmental
issues”’(History Departments of RAU, Wits and JCE submission).
Such a concern with preparation for further and higher education is sometimes
phrased as a criticism. Schooling, especially in the GET band, should be a
preparation for life and for citizenship rather than exclusively for further and
higher education, which is, after all, not compulsory and caters for diminishing
numbers of students. This is true. However, learning areas such as language,
mathematics and science do not only provide skills for further schooling. They
also provide all learners with ‘gateway skills’ – the basis for lifelong learning,
be it in the market place, in civic life, at the work place or in further formal
learning.
As the report on ‘Values, Education and Democracy’ puts it: ‘…our
educational philosophy should provide learners with tools to solve the many
problems that come with being human throughout the life cycle. We believe
that these tools are the same as the tools of science, broadly understood, which
are to bring all knowledge, however tentative and imperfect, of a problem, to
bear on finding its rational solution.’ (DOE, 2000f, p. 8). Without these skills,
learners do not have the foundation to progress in everyday life, work or
leisure. They are also without the basis to progress in formal studies. If a
design feature of the curriculum prevents articulation of the GETC exit skills
and knowledge with FET entry requirements, then we will have an
unacceptable failure rate at grade 10, and eventually insufficient high level
skills for civic and economic success in a global world.
When learning areas with distinctive conceptual coherence requirements are
driven mainly by integration requirements, then the potential for conceptual
progression is retarded (Free State Education Department submission). The
greatest hindrance to cumulative learning in learning areas with distinctive
conceptual coherence requirements is a learning programme that has no
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conceptual sequence and hence no learning progression path. It is true that
different learners approach learning in different ways, and might even learn
concepts in a non-prescribed sequence. But this non-prescribed sequence must
be an alternative route up the same conceptual ladder. There is no such thing as
an alternative ladder, of optional and replaceable concepts, at least not in the
gateway knowledge fields. From the reasonable point that learners may
construct different paths, it does not follow that there should be no main path.
If that happens, then a great many learners will construct or follow no path at
all, which is the same as saying that no cumulative learning will take place.
For example, in order to teach the simple algorithm ‘2+2=4’, the teacher may
very well ask the children to count the front and back legs of a horse. The legs
of the horse are used to stand for the concept ‘4’. Once the algorithm is
grasped, the conceptual ladder of the curriculum will then show that the
algorithm ‘2+2+2=6’ should follow. The teacher may then use the 6 wheels of
a truck to illustrate the task. Imagine, however, if the curriculum begins with a
programme organiser or theme like ‘horse’, or perhaps ‘farmyard’. If these
themes become the selector for what gets taught and learnt, the learner may
never get to the second algorithm. Simplistic as this example sounds, this is
precisely what we see in classrooms where teachers plan the lesson on the basis
of programme organisers or themes only (Vinjevold and Roberts, 1999;
Hoadley, 1999).
Programme organisers cannot drive conceptual development. The condition
for success is a prior grasp of the conceptual ladder that should underlie the
learning area. Where teachers have been seen to teach successfully by using
programme organisers it is because a scheme of conceptual progression tacitly
underlies the lesson (Botha, O’Connell and HSRC interviews). On the other
hand, if teachers have no progression scheme and only use the programme
organisers, no cumulative learning takes place, except for reasons external to
the lesson such as support at home. Learners from poor and educationally
deprived families generally do not have access to this kind of support.
We have argued that the emphasis on integration and the relative neglect of
mechanisms to ensure sequence, progression and pacing is particularly
disabling in those learning areas where conceptual coherence is structurally
important. But what of those learning areas where conceptual frameworks are
not as overt? These knowledge fields have strong relations to everyday life and
are in fact designed to link to worldly concerns rather than to a conceptual
ladder designed down from the FET. These learning areas are primarily
governed by the requirement to make connective links rather than to pursue
conceptual abstraction. Connections are thematically rather than conceptually
justified.
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How do curriculum designers ensure that in these learning areas there is not
undue repetition or omission of knowledge and skills important to the GET
band? Even more important, how is sequence and progression ensured? The
learning areas based on the more traditional disciplines have sequence and
progression clearly identifiable from their conceptual ladder. But in those
learning areas that do not have overt conceptual frameworks it is the particular
responsibility of curriculum designers to include mechanisms for promoting
increasing levels of complexity. In other words, conceptual progression is also
important in those fields that do not have overt conceptual sequences to draw
on, and this poses a special challenge to curriculum design, one which is not
visible in the present C2005 model.
To summarise, the C2005 curriculum model is strong on integration and weak
on conceptual coherence or progression. It over-emphasises connective
relations and fails to provide structured guidelines for sequence, progression
and pacing for higher order cognitive skills, either for the traditional disciplines
or for those learning areas which do not have overt conceptual frameworks.
The result is the risk of under-preparing learners - both those proceeding to
further training in the FET band and beyond, and those who end their formal
learning career at the end of the GET band and who need foundational skills
for lifelong learning.

The Learning Areas
Does the current division of learning areas and time allocated to the learning
areas adequately support the teaching of the gateway subjects and their key
skills namely reading, writing and mathematics? (Taylor and Alston
submissions; Nel, Lehoko and Schlebusch interviews).
Recent classroom-based research indicates that literacy and numeracy skills are
not being systematically developed in South African primary schools. Small
wonder then that ‘We are bereft of a strong reading culture’ (DOE, 2000f). For
example, the 35 school-based studies commissioned for the President’s
Education Initiative concludes that: ‘Books are little in evidence and reading is
rare. Writing is also infrequent, and, when practised by students hardly ever
progresses beyond single words or short phrases’ (Taylor and Vinjevold,
1999). Subsequent studies support these findings (Hoadley, 1999; Schollar,
1999; Vinjevold and Roberts, 1999). Hoadley’s study of Grade 1 classes in the
Western Cape found that:
Not once in the course of the eight days of observation were
learners exposed to or required to use books. Reading consisted
of working through lists of single words or sound recognition
exercises. No class readers were seen or used. In the course of
the observations in all four classrooms a total of five books were
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seen in the classroom: two Bibles, a Standard 3 Geography
textbook, a book on art ideas for teachers and one large book
covering the numbers one to ten with pictures and text in

English. Two teachers read from the Bibles, the other
books were not seen to be used (Hoadley, 1999 p. 16).
Proponents of the new curriculum deny that this is the fault of C2005 and claim
that these problems were prevalent before the introduction of C2005. It is very
likely that they are right, but this is all the more reason to ensure that these key
skills are dealt with adequately in C2005.
In the Foundation Phase the three learning programmes are given equal
amounts of teaching time (DOE, 1997b). In the Senior Phase LLC and
MLMMS are allocated 20% and 13% notional time respectively, which
constitutes less teaching time than they had in the previous curriculum. Those
learning areas with an overt conceptual ladder require more concentrated
teaching time than others do. Because the gateway subjects like language and
mathematics provide the skills required to progress in all other learning areas it
therefore seems reasonable that they should be allocated a special place in the
curriculum design (see also Westerford High School and Coetzee submissions).
In fact, some schools have begun to make adjustments of their own – ‘We do it
(i.e., C2005) on Fridays’ or ‘We teach before break and then OBE after break’
(Botha submission; North West province site visits). Others offer only one hour
per week of Economic and Management Sciences, Life Orientation, Arts and
Culture and Technology (Vinjevold and Roberts, 1999). This may be
happening for practical reasons rather than because some subjects are being
prioritised. In many schools, some of the new learning areas like Economic and
Management Sciences and Technology are not being taught at all. This is
largely because schools do not have the competent teachers, equipment or
textbooks to provide for these learning areas (University of Pretoria, Venter
and OrtStep submissions).
The DOE considered the high cost of implementing C2005 during its design
and made the necessary budgetary projections (Rensburg interview). However,
the Medium Term Expenditure Framework curtailed the expansion of
education spending. It is now plain that there are simply not the necessary
resources available in the short-term to provide the level of training and
textbooks required to support teachers, especially those in the new learning
areas.
In emergent learning areas like Technology and Economic and Management
Sciences (EMS), the content and conceptual boundaries are not yet as neatly
drawn as they are in the more established school subjects, so that their
distinctiveness from other learning areas is not easily apparent to teachers. This
31 May 2000

45

REPORT OF REVIEW COMMITTEE ON C2005

means that a key topic, like entrepreneurship for example, forms the backbone
of EMS in the lower grades, but is also treated in Life Orientation and in
Technology. With the current under-specification of content in C2005, teachers
are frequently at a loss as to what should be taught when. The result is undue
repetition of ground already covered rather than conceptual development and
progression. Common sense suggests that these topics should be taught within
the same learning area.

Curricular Content, Pedagogy and Assessment
The dominance of outputs over inputs aside, outcomes-based education
foregrounds four features prominent in curriculum reform the world over.
These are:
❚

the active learner and ideas of uniqueness and difference

❚

the active teacher who, rather than following a prescriptive syllabus,
makes decisions about what to teach and how to teach it

❚

the relative importance of activity and skills as a basis for knowing and
knowledge

❚

the relative importance of induction over deduction.

Together, these features are responsible for a ‘paradigm shift’ in teaching and
learning. In this perspective, the active learner becomes more visible, the active
teacher becomes less visible (though very active behind the scenes in lesson
design and materials construction), learning and outcomes become
personalised, and the outcomes of learning are conceived of as skills, often
generic skills (Muller, 1998). Positive as many of these developments have
been for building learner confidence and teacher empowerment, they have
come under critical scrutiny. In South Africa until recently the criticism has
centred on the impracticality of these trends for South African teachers and
classrooms (Jansen and Christie, 1999). However, in line with other countries
which have adopted models of OBE, criticism has begun to focus on the
‘openness’ or lack of specificity of the curriculum. A number of the interviews
conducted for the C2005 Review Committee as well as submissions have
claimed that C2005 has left out or under-specified what is to be taught, how
and at what level it is to be assessed.
What is to be taught: curricular content
Curricular content is by its nature never neutral. It is always connected to a
social project. This does not mean that its specification should be avoided,
however. What it means is that we should be as clear as possible about the
social project to be supported. This report is predicated on a curriculum based
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on the values of social justice, equity and development; one that seeks to foster
the values of human rights, anti-racism and anti-sexism, relevance, critical
thinking and problem solving (DOE, 2000f). It is to a curriculum content for
these values that we now turn.
Content knowledge is conspicuous by its absence in C2005 policy documents
(NCCRD, 2000; Malcolm, 2000, Schreuder, 2000, CEPD and Wits
EPU/SAHRC/CEPD submission). This is largely because C2005 designers, in
line with one understanding of OBE philosophy, have taken excessive care not
to prescribe content. Teachers are expected to generate content on their own.
But this can also mean that the ‘teacher thinks that because the curriculum is
not content-based then “any content is fine”’ (Department of Applied English
Language Studies, Wits, submission). This clearly compromises the range,
depth and quality of learning in all learning areas but also compromises the
transformation agenda of C2005. ‘There is a danger that teachers can practise
laissez faire curriculum development that pays little attention to, compromises
or even excludes content related to human rights and social justice’ (Wits
EPU/SAHRC/CEPD submission).
Some fields, like science and mathematics are especially dependent on the
selection and sequencing of content (Malcolm, 2000; Free State Department of
Education submission). Attempts to write outcomes for these learning areas
without content will necessarily mean under-specifying them. It is likely that
the C2005 cycle of development from assessment criteria to range statements
to performance indicators and finally to expected levels of performance, all
reportedly unsatisfactory, are so because it is not possible to specify outcomes
without content or concepts (Schlebusch, 2000).
If lessons are developed inductively from programme organisers or activities as
recommended in C2005 training, and if there is no curriculum document which
specifies core content to be covered, then there is a real chance that teachers
will miss out key content. In the case of mathematics, for example, it has been
said that ‘Under these circumstances, classroom activities all too often lose
sight entirely of mathematical knowledge…’ (Taylor submission). This
problem particularly besets inductive planning in learning areas with overt
conceptual progression requirements. Taylor reports that he and a team of
textbook writers tried to write ‘activities, which would bring out the Specific
Outcomes, Assessment Criteria, Range Statements and Performance Indicators'
(ibid.). Upon completion of this, the writing team found that large chunks of
mathematical content had not been covered. Theme or activity-directed lesson
development is simply not a reliable guide to systematic coverage of content in
concept-driven learning areas. When the content required for higher level skills
is omitted, then the omission is critical (Taylor, 1999; Reeves and Long, 1999;
Maja, 1999; Hoadley, 1999; Mc Donald, 2000).
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For this reason, the design features of C2005 lead to an under-specification of
content which places the acquisition of higher level skills at risk especially in
the ‘gateway’ learning areas. This inadvertently undermines the key purpose of
the new curriculum. When the under-specification of content is coupled with
poor subject content knowledge and a policy that minimises the role of
textbooks, then a great many teachers have no way of knowing when key
content and concepts are bypassed.
How knowledge is to be assessed: assessment standards
A comprehensive assessment policy did not accompany C2005 in the first year
of implementation. Many saw this as a serious gap given that ‘outcomes-based
education depends upon knowing whether learners are making progress in
relation to the outcomes of the curriculum’ (IEB submission). But even the
National Assessment Policy that has since been developed (DOE, 1998) has
some conspicuous gaps (IEB and CEPD submissions).
The most serious absence is that of the lack of specification of the destination
of the GET – the GET certificate (GETC). The absence of clearly defined
qualifications
‘makes
education
and
training
in
this
band
directionless/unfocussed’ (IEB submission). Specifying the GETC requires
‘defining the standards which make up the qualification so that we can
recognise it (the destination) when we reach it’. Without a clear exit outcome
statement, curricula cannot be systematically ‘designed down’, affecting all
levels of the GET. High schools, for example, cannot plan effectively for the
implementation of the senior phase of the GET without knowing what plans are
in place for the GET examination at the end of Grade 9 (Westerford High
School submission).
This raises the question as to how schools will account for learning in the GET
band. The assessment strategy promoted in the curriculum and assessment
policy documents is predominantly internal and formative, using methods of
criterion-referenced, continuous assessment but not assessment against a set of
external standards. These latter are seen as constricting. Yet, as other countries
that have experimented with OBE have found, there is no alternative credible
method of demonstrating either to parents or to the state whether learning is
happening or not, or to what extent. In other words, all assessment systems
must serve accountability as well as developmental purposes (Malcolm, 2000).
The difficulties with norm-referencing accepted, some form of clear normreferenced assessment statements or standards is essential.
A second problem is that C2005 has designed outcomes at phase rather than
grade level. This means that there are no grade-based benchmarks against
which to assess learner performance (CEPD submission). We saw in the
previous section on content that this absence has meant that teachers have no
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benchmarks against which to sequence and pace their learning programmes.
Other countries which have introduced OBE have specified outcomes by levels
rather than grades because of the very different competences of learners in the
same grade. However, submissions to the Review Committee suggest that for
the foreseeable future, South African teachers require grade-by-grade
assessment guidelines and learning outcomes in order to establish a minimum
acceptable level of sequence and progression (see for example Alston, Barnard,
CEPD, Meyer submissions). The DOE itself recognised the need for grade-bygrade guidance, and ELPs for each grade were developed to assist in assessing
learner progression. However these do not show clear enough levels of learner
progression (IEB and CEPD submissions).
A third problem is that National Assessment Policy indicates that assessment
should be based on the 66 Specific Outcomes. Many submissions to the
Review Committee indicated that this is beyond the capacity of the most
dedicated primary school teacher and has led to many problems (submissions
by Alston, Lyttleton Primary School, Northdale Primary School,
Bronkhorstspruit Primary School, Free State Department of Education).
Teachers are exhausted and despondent about the assessment demands which
take them away from precious teaching time. The outcomes are also addressed
in a superficial and fragmented way. In these latter cases, critical aspects of
literacy and numeracy, like reading and number concepts for example, are
neglected in favour of covering the 66 outcomes (IEB submission).
In purely practical terms, ‘the amount of paper work required to produce
assessment instruments to record all the data from the engagement with 66
outcomes and 237 assessment criteria and then convert the data into
meaningful progress towards an outcome is indeed daunting’ (Free State
Education Department submission). The above arguments are not against
assessing learners for their integrative and cumulative knowledge and skills as
required by the critical outcomes. It is in these assessment tasks that the crossfield integrative skills and real-life applications are most profitably assessed.
However, a rationalisation of some sort or another of the outcomes to be
assessed is clearly needed.
There are two final points to be made in closing this section. The first is that
there appears to be a contradiction in the policy on learner progression. The
DOE 1997 policy document for the Foundation Phase states that no learner
should fail but should progress to the next level with their age group. The
National Assessment Policy (1998) rules that learners may repeat a grade only
once per phase. It is accepted that thinking around assessment and progression
through the system may well have advanced, but this is not yet reflected in
policy.
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The second point has to do with the Quality Assurance directorate. This
directorate is responsible for running the systemic assessments at the end of
Grades 3, 6 and 9, but is presently not structurally aligned with the curriculum
directorate of the DOE (see also Chapter Seven below). It is worth pointing out
that until we have base line data from the systemic assessments, the system is
‘flying blind’ and we will not be able to design appropriate curriculum and
teacher support interventions or assessment standards.

CONCLUSION
This chapter has suggested that the following features of C2005 require
attention:
❚

The complex language and confusing terminology: The vast majority of
submissions to the Review Committee commented on the complex
language and terminology used in the C2005 documents. Curriculum
documents by their nature convey complex ideas. However, the
submissions point to three particular problems: the use of meaningless
jargon and vague and ambiguous language, the unnecessary use of
unfamiliar terms to replace familiar ones and the lack of a common
understanding and use of C2005 terminology. These have all caused
confusion and frustration among users of the documents.

❚

‘Overcrowding’: The inclusion of eight learning areas in the GET band
has meant that insufficient time is provided for the development of
effective and efficient reading skills, foundational mathematics and
core concepts in the sciences. In other words insufficient time and effort
is allocated to the development of knowledge and skills in the
‘gateway’ subjects. This can be dealt with by:

❚

❚

rationalising the learning areas

❚

re-allocating teaching time

Progression, pace and sequencing in design: The C2005 design
structure is strong on integration and weak on conceptual coherence – it
is over-designed but under-specified. Connective coherence, known in
C2005 as ‘integration’, is supported by five design features: the 12
critical outcomes prescribed by SAQA, the 66 specific outcomes to be
related within and across learning areas, the learning programmes in the
Foundation and Intermediate phases which integrate learning areas, the
phase organisers, which are broad skill/issue clusters linked to the
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critical outcomes and the programme organisers, which are themes
chosen by teachers from everyday life to reflect local social priorities.
In contrast, conceptual coherence has been relatively neglected. The range
statements, performance indicators and expected levels of performance are
intended to provide the progression features of C2005. However, these
have proved unnecessarily cumbersome and have, by and large, failed to
act as mechanisms which promote sequence, progression and pace. This is
largely because curriculum designers have attempted to avoid prescribing
content.
The structure of C2005 as a result has too many design features and not
enough content specificity (see submissions by Northern Province
Department of Education, Free State Department of Education, Alston;
Taylor, 1999).
This problem can be dealt with by reducing the redundant design features
and including mechanisms which clearly and explicitly promote integration
on the one hand and sequence and progression on the other.
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CHAPTER 4
TEACHER ORIENTATION, TRAINING
AND SUPPORT PROCESSES

T

he successful implementation of Curriculum 2005 has depended on:

❚

the orientation, training and support process

❚

the availability, quality and use of learning support materials

❚

national, provincial and district-level support for the process and
teachers in particular

An understanding of how implementation has occurred in these areas and with
what effects will help to cast light on the level of understanding of outcomesbased education and classroom practice. This Chapter will focus on how and
by whom teachers were oriented and trained for the new outcomes-based
curriculum and will consider responses to the duration and quality of training
provided.

BACKGROUND
The orientation, training and support of teachers for implementation of
Curriculum 2005 took place in a unique context of rapid social change. It posed
a major challenge which had the effect of disarming regular institutions. As
such, it was a challenge not properly seized.
The process of training and orientating teachers for implementation of
Curriculum 2005 began in 1997. In late 1996 the Heads of Education
Departments Committee approved a ‘broad strategy’ for implementation
(DOE, 1997a). This strategy included a national pilot project and a national inservice programme for teachers. Both were to be conducted between 1st July
and 31st December 1997. The in-service programme for teachers was to consist
of:
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❚

an advocacy phase directed at the approximately 300 000 teachers in
the education system to prepare for implementing OBE

❚

a national mechanism for training Foundation Phase and Intermediate
Phase teachers

❚

distribution of policy documents, illustrative learning programmes and
learner support materials to teachers as part of the training

❚

an evaluation and monitoring mechanism.

The DOE initially commissioned the Media in Education Trust (MiET), a nongovernmental organisation, to provide a core of 20 officials from each province
with a basic understanding of C2005. These ‘master trainers’ would then
cascade the knowledge and understanding that they gained to district officials.
District officials would in turn cascade the information to classroom
practitioners and other educators in their respective districts. This training
model, commonly referred to as the ‘Cascade Model’, became the primary
means of preparing the majority of educators for C2005 implementation. It is
still the dominant training model, although it has been adapted quite
substantially.
Although the national Department of Education has led the process of
orientation and training, provincial departments were seen as key to the
implementation of C2005 through provincial implementation teams. They were
also seen as responsible for the provision and distribution of learning support
materials. Subsequent to the MiET training, the Schools Directorate at the
DOE took the responsibility for training teachers to pilot and implement C2005
for further implementation (CEPD, 2000).
Pilots were conducted in a number of schools in each province for Grade 1 and
Grade 7, the first year in each phase. A pilot for Grade 8 is planned for later
this year, as Grade 8 is the first year of implementation in the secondary
schools (Hendricks interview). However, the time-frame of implementation has
made it impossible for the lessons learnt from the Grade 1 and Grade 7 pilots to
impact on full-scale implementation (CEPD 2000). The time-frame, planning
and execution of the implementation have been strongly criticised by the
provinces, teachers and the Curriculum Management Committee (see Gauteng
Education and Training Council, 1999; HSRC, 2000).
In 1998 the CMC organised a two-day workshop to devise strategies aimed at
improving the implementation of Curriculum 2005. Since this workshop, a
number of national and provincial initiatives were developed to improve
implementation. These initiatives have included involving provincial officials
in the process of developing national training documents (Hendricks
interview).
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Currently, DOE training takes the form of annual training workshops
facilitated by DOE officials and attended by provincial and district officials.
Officials interact with draft training manuals prepared by DOE officials and
NGOs to help them facilitate workshops in their respective provinces and/or
districts. Officials believe that the quality of the training they receive from the
DOE has improved in the last year (Warmbaths Workshop, 2000, focus group
interviews).
Provincial/district workshops with teachers are conducted as short, three to five
day sessions. These were first conducted during school hours. After restrictions
were placed on training during school hours, training continued on weekdays
after school hours and at weekends.
The challenges of implementation continue to be felt at all levels. The
submission made by the Northern Province Department of Education
succinctly captures both the initiative taken and the difficulties that continue to
be experienced by provinces poorly endowed with resources:
The capacity of the province (to provide teacher training) was
found wanting. It was supplemented by external support of
national and international development agencies. The provincial
budget could not fully cover operational activities directly related
to C2005. Teacher training was done at three levels, that is
training of education development officers, training of lead
teachers from schools or clusters of schools, in-school training of
peer teachers. The training was enhanced by insisting that
schools form clusters to continue dialogues on C2005 and
attempt to develop learning activities and support materials.
Teachers feel that the minimal time set aside for training and
classroom support was not sufficient.
Teacher training is a challenge considering the number of
teachers, about 58 000 as against the number of available trainer
facilitators. Teacher support is minimal and not regular. The lack
of a paradigm shift by education managers at all levels of the
system impacts negatively on teacher training.

It is evident from the above that teacher preparation and development for the
implementation of C2005 was designed to take place in three phases. The
phases of orientation, training and in-school support were perceived as having
specific functions in the process of developing teachers. By and large, the
Cascade Model has been the most common model of delivery of the first two
phases of the strategy.
Available evidence suggests that the preparation of teachers for the
implementation of C2005 is not part of a national strategy for teacher
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development. The concurrent powers between the national and provincial
legislatures and the split of teacher education between three national
directorates have resulted in a lack of coherence and the absence of an
integrated teacher development strategy (Parker interview). This situation has
impacted negatively on the implementation of C2005.

PROBLEMS WITH THE CASCADE MODEL
The greatest strength of the initial Cascade Model lay in the ideological domain
(Taylor and Vinjevold, 1999). As an advocacy strategy it was a bold attempt to
popularise outcomes-based education and demystify C2005 at a time when
there was a great deal of confusion and anxiety (Potenza and Monyokolo,
1999). However, the Cascade Model has been widely criticised as an
inadequate model for delivering effective training (Khulisa, 1999; CEPD,
2000; HSRC, 2000; University of Pretoria and NAPTOSA submissions). It
failed to prepare either officials or school-based educators for the complexity
of C2005 implementation. In the first instance the ‘cascading’ of information
resulted in the ‘watering down’ and/or misinterpretation of crucial information.
Secondly, trainers lacked confidence, knowledge and understanding to manage
the training process.
District officials who conducted training were criticised for not understanding
the terminology themselves and for using the teaching methodologies that were
not in line with outcomes-based education (Bryanston Primary School,
COUNT, Free State Education Department, Gauteng District Training Team,
Gauteng Education and Training Council, Heine, Waja submissions). Too
many of those who do the training have been out of the classroom for too long
(Kahn, 2000). The training also created misconceptions that textbooks and
content knowledge were no longer necessary in the new paradigm (Taylor and
Vinjevold, 1999).
There are different views in reports and submissions on what needs to be done
about the Cascade Model. Some submissions (for example, by NAPTOSA)
argued that the Cascade Model was unavoidable, but that training at upper and
lower levels needs to be improved or ‘should be revisited to see if it could be
made to work’ (University of Pretoria, Faculty of Education submission). The
Gauteng Education and Training Council (1999), by contrast, argued that ‘the
Cascade Model is discredited and must be discontinued; alternatives must be
found.’ For Waja, ‘the cascade approach is understandable’ as long as the
quality of the training and trainers is addressed. ‘The weakness of this
approach,’ he wrote, ‘is aptly encapsulated in the proverb “the blind leading the
blind.”’ The CEPD (2000) report argues that the ‘cascade model should be
strengthened with adequate follow-up support measures.’ In addition, there
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should be ‘fewer levels in the cascade model to limit dilution of the training’
(UCT submission).
To solve problems emerging in the course of implementation, a number of
provinces have adopted different strategies to adapt the Cascade Model. In the
North West province a team of core trainers move from district to district
conducting workshops, while in the Western Cape regional teams perform the
same function. A number of provinces, including some of those already
mentioned, group schools into ‘clusters’ to facilitate training. In the latter
instance, ‘expert’ teachers are often utilised as ‘master trainers’ (Information
drawn from interviews, workshops and Gauteng Education and Training
Council, 1999).
Training for Grades 2 and 3 seems to have been better than training for Grade 1
(CEPD, 2000 and interviews with provincial departmental officials). Different
provinces have adapted the original model in a number of ways to suit local
needs and conditions. In all these models there seems to be a trend towards
training smaller numbers of teachers at a time, arranging schools which are in
close proximity to one another into clusters, and allocating one or more subject
advisors to each cluster.

EXTENSIVENESS OF TRAINING
Time constraints affected the process and often impacted negatively on the
organisation, management and other logistical arrangements relating to
training.
With regard to provincial and/or district training for Foundation Phase
implementation, one study found that the majority of educators (90%-98%)
have received some or other form of training (HSRC, 2000). An evaluation of
implementation of OBE in Grade 1 Classrooms conducted in the Eastern Cape
pointed out, however, that while ‘92% of educators had received training’ in
that province, ‘only 36% found it good or excellent.’ (1999, p. 11)
More recently, there is evidence that even as training has been uneven,
difficulties are compounded by redeployment policies. Interviews with teachers
in Vuma Combined School in Mpumulanga revealed that redeployment had the
effect of shifting teachers not trained in C2005 or OBE into classrooms where
they were expected to implement C2005. This observation was reinforced by a
report on a SADTU Survey on OBE (2000) which noted that ‘in some schools
teachers who had received training the previous year were not given Grade 1
classes, instead teachers with no training were given these classes’.
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QUALITY OF ORIENTATION AND TRAINING
Reviews of the implementation of C2005 indicate that the quality of orientation
has been weak. Often what was called training was actually orientation. As a
result, observations were made that ‘in most cases the training has played an
advocacy rather than a skills development role’ (CEPD submission). A further
index of the quality of training is provided in the observation that the level of
engagement, understanding, and involvement with the processes of curriculum
development diminished the further down the hierarchy of the education
system one goes (Khulisa, 1999).
The main problems experienced by teachers revolved around the training being
too abstract and insufficiently focused on what the theory meant in practice. A
study by Jansen on implementation of outcomes-based education in Grade 1
argued that ‘teachers uniformly feel that their preparation for C2005 was
inadequate and incomplete’ (1999, p. 208). Another by Hiralaal found that
‘whereas the majority of teachers felt that training had given them some
understanding of C2005, mainly African teachers expressed uncertainty about
the Foundation Phase policy document as well as the policy on assessment’
(2000, iii). Vinjevold and Roberts (1999) found that Grade 7 teachers had been
unable to apply their new understanding to classroom practice. And the Khulisa
study in 2000 found that ‘training was too short and there was insufficient
hands-on training.’ Training had provided increased levels of understanding of
OBE but there were real difficulties with what it meant in practice for
‘designing learning programmes, integration and continuous assessment.’
A further weakness of the training was the perception that was created that in
C2005 ‘anything goes’ (Interviews with teachers in KZN schools). Many
teachers appear to have left the training workshops not knowing what it was
they ought to teach. A SADTU report on results of a survey conducted on OBE
(2000) put it graphically:
With the introduction of a new curriculum to the South African
education system, teachers are desperate for support, both in
understanding and accepting the changes required of them and
in implementing these changes in their classrooms.

One of the main problems with the training that has been conducted is that it
has focused on teaching the terminology rather than engaging with the
substance underlying the terminology (Almost every report and submission
made this point). The complexity of the terminology has not allowed teachers
to come to grips with the basic implications of outcomes-based education for
classroom practice. Teachers have expressed dissatisfaction with the ‘glut of
OBE literature’ which is described as intimidating, user-unfriendly and of poor
quality. The Phase Documents, in particular, tend to alienate classroom
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practitioners because they are ‘peppered with unnecessary terminology’ and
contain very little practical guidance.
Many reports and submissions had proposals on how to improve the quality of
training. These contained suggestions for both content and methodology of
training. Several public submissions recommended that training should
concentrate on substance rather than form or terminology. A submission by
SADTU made specific suggestions about the need for training in assessment,
designing learning programmes, planning integrated activities and producing
support materials; handling large classes; research skills; cooperative learning
strategies and team building. It points out that aspects of school culture such as
corporal punishment and alternatives to it need attention and in particular
‘building respect between learners and educators’. The NAPTOSA submission
made the point that in training, educators ‘…need to be invited to be critical of
what is being done rather than being discouraged from asking questions.’
A submission on training from the National Union of Educators states that the
need to offer short courses for Grade 7 teachers became clear after the
‘disastrous’ attempts at training Grade 7 teachers in most districts. The union
found that, in general, teachers did not have an overview of the big picture of
the new education system and where Grade 7 fits in the new structures.
Principals had been marginalised and were not in a position to support
teachers. Although new learning areas were introduced there was no attempt to
train teachers in the knowledge and skills aspects of the new Learning Areas.
There are no teachers trained in EMS, Life Orientation, Arts and Culture and
few trained to teach Technology. In all learning areas, it is unlikely that the
majority of teachers are able to interpret the 66 SOs or that they are aware of
current issues central to the values and attitudes aspect of the learning areas.
The call for greater substance and specificity was repeated in different ways
time and again. The DELTA Foundation, which works closely with Bill Spady,
emphasised that ‘teacher education should be as basic as possible and provide
teachers with concrete, usable and workable examples’ and that workable
report card examples and guidance and development on authentic assessment
was essential. The implications for training of a study by Hiralaal (2000, p.
100) in Pietermaritzburg were that there is a need for more training in
assessment, concepts, the number and use of resources and compilation of
portfolios. The results of an evaluation of training in Gauteng by Khulisa
Management Services (2000) reiterated the need for training on integration,
designing learning programmes and assessment methods, but it also showed
that training needs to ‘get rid of the jargon’. It emphasised amongst other
things differences between group work and collective work,’ providing training
on timetables, classroom management and facilitation skills’ and ‘hands-on
experiential training’ (see also Eastern Cape Education Department Evaluation
Report, 1999). The SADTU report (2000) also illustrated a need for
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information on how to use learning support materials and ‘information on how
to purchase material, what information is available from publishing houses and
how to develop their own material.’
A joint submission by the Wits Education Policy Unit, South African Human
Rights Commission and Centre for Education Policy Development suggested a
further broadening to training teachers in ‘understanding and working to
transform unequal power dynamics within groups.’ The submission highlights
the notion of training for social justice. It recommends that anti-racist and antisexist approaches to outcomes-based education and within Curriculm 2005 be
developed in order to ‘institutionalise human rights education.’ ‘Human rights
education,’ they write, ‘should be the guiding principle in the process of
transformation.’
These problems are related in part to the design flaws in Curriculum 2005, in
part to the use of unnecessary jargon in departmental documentation and in part
to the shortness of the training. Under normal circumstances, teacher education
and training in itself does not necessarily change teachers’ classroom practice.
Teachers classroom practice is informed by a range of factors including how
they have themselves been taught, their own ideas of what good teaching and
the needs of students are and what is possible within different teaching and
learning environments. New ideas are assimilated into already-existing
frameworks and practices. Expecting teachers to change a lifetime of practice
after a three-day workshop is not realistic (MASTEC submission). All that
such a workshop can do is provide basic orientation. It cannot be a substitute
for longer-term preparation and orientation (Free State Education Department
submission).
The recent restriction of training to out-of-school hours has led to
dissatisfaction amongst some teachers. Proper training cannot however be
conducted during school hours. The solution needs to be carefully thought
through. A submission from PRAESA recommended that teachers should be
trained intensively for a day a week for a whole year. The University of
Pretoria Faculty of Education recommended that ‘a training plan for the year
might help address problems of scheduling for teachers and schools.’ And the
submission by BG Shau from KwaZulu-Natal noted, ‘Training of educators is
also problematic, in a sense that it is not intensive, it is done haphazardly. The
area needs thorough planning, eg teachers should be trained during vacations’.

PARTNERSHIPS
A number of submissions expressed concerns that the Higher Education (HE)
sector, colleges and NGOs are not adequately involved in the training process.
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Where some involvement exists, it seems the messages sent are not always the
same. These varied interpretations raise issues of quality assurance.
NGOs like MIET, READ, MCPT, the IEB, PROTEC and the Teacher Trust
have been involved in partnerships with the DOE and various provinces. They
have developed materials for advocacy and training and trained trainers in
order to strengthen implementation of C2005.
Teacher support has also been provided through partnerships with SABC
Educational TV, some NGOs and publishers.
The Kgatelopele Initiative in the Northern Province was an attempt to meet
training needs in the province with the assistance of NGOs. An evaluation of
this initiative found that INSET pilot programmes run by NGOs have the
greatest chance of success if they are piloted before going to scale
(OSF/Perold, 1997). It noted that there is no quick-fix in teacher development.
The process of change requires time, commitment and constant engagement.
Teacher unions have also added their weight to the training and this support is
seen as of considerable importance. Although one study found that teacher
unions were not involved in Curriculum 2005 (Williams, 1997), the SAOU, for
example, has been involved in training teachers in the North West and SADTU
has formed a partnership with MIET to strengthen training in a number of
provinces.
While NGOs and teacher unions and/or organisations have in some cases been
visibly involved in in-service training, the same cannot be said of most tertiary
institutions. With the exception of the Western Cape and the Northern
Province, where education departments have formed partnerships with these
institutions, tertiary institutions seem to have been marginalised by
departments of education and have not, of their own accord, become involved
in departmental initiatives. Some are, however, offering short, certificated
courses on outcomes-based education and C2005 and these seem to be popular
with teachers (see Unisa submission). With regard to pre-service training,
research reports indicated that the majority of tertiary institutions have not yet
adjusted their programmes to prepare prospective teachers for C2005. Informal
communications with these institutions indicate that a number are currently
engaged in restructuring their courses to align them with the new Norms and
Standards for Educators. These require, among other things, that prospective
teachers be trained in terms of the requirements of the school curriculum.
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FOLLOW-UP IN-SCHOOL SUPPORT
There is virtually no ongoing support and development when teachers are back
on site after receiving orientation and training at workshops (see Khulisa, 1999;
Khumalo, Papo, Mabitla and Jansen, 1999; NCCRD, 2000; CEPD, 2000;
Marneweck and Spreen, 1999). A single subject advisor for a district in the
Northern Province has to attend to 170 schools, a number which normally
requires six people (Sunday Independent, April 16, 2000).
Teachers feel that, after initial training, they are left to either ‘sink or swim’
(Interviews with teachers in KZN schools). There are no support structures in
place to help teachers deal with the pressures of classroom implementation.
Much of this is ascribed to a shortage of suitably trained personnel at
provincial and district levels, as well as shortages of transport and other
infrastructural needs (see below). These are in turn linked to resource
constraints. In addition, school managers and departmental officials at district
levels and circuit levels are not involved in curriculum implementation
processes (Gauteng Education and Training Council, 1999; HSRC, 2000).
Consequently they do not understand the needs of teachers.

CONCLUSION
Orientation and training for Curriculum 2005 in the form of two to three day
courses appears to have reached a large number of teachers. The duration of
training was too short and the quality of trainers was inadequate. Training
tended to focus on terminology rather than on how and what to teach within an
outcomes-based framework. As a result, there appears to be limited transfer to
classroom practice. Follow-up training and support has not been forthcoming.
Although there is evidence that training has improved with time and
experience, the results of this review suggest that much more attention should
be paid to:
❚

Strengthening and adapting the model/s of training and the duration of
training

❚

Addressing the quality of the trainers and training materials

❚

Improving the quality of the content and methodology of training

❚

Providing for follow-up in-class support

31 May 2000

61

REPORT OF REVIEW COMMITTEE ON C2005

CHAPTER 5
LEARNING SUPPORT MATERIALS

T

he DOE regards adequate learning support materials ‘as essential to
the effective running of an education system and asserts that these
materials are an integral part of curriculum development and a
means of promoting both good teaching and learning’ (DOE, 1998e). C2005
accordingly demands well-resourced classrooms that ideally should include
LSMs such as textbooks for each learning programme and other print-based
materials (including readers, atlases, dictionaries), stationery, teaching
equipment such as maps, charts, globes, skeletons, as well as equipment and
consumable materials for learning areas such as Technology and Arts and
Culture. In addition, policy requires that teachers are not only able to use new
textbooks effectively but also prepare learning materials themselves as well as
make use of old materials in new and appropriate ways.
It is however increasingly clear that the management of LSMs and approaches
to training adopted in C2005 have undermined this vision. This is evident with
regard to the quality, use and availability of two kinds of LSMs, namely
textbooks and the curriculum support materials produced by the DOE.

THE QUALITY OF EXISTING LSMS
This section considers the quality of textbooks as well as the curriculum
support materials produced by the DOE in the implementation of C2005.

Quality of Textbooks
Several submissions expressed concern about the paucity of good material used
in implementation of Curriculum 2005. The new textbooks are described as
‘woolly or quite superficial’ or else ‘essentially a re-issue of the old textbooks
with SOs, ACs and PIs annotated in the margins’ (Grove Primary School
submission). One submission referred to the artificial integration of learning
areas in textbook development: ‘Instead of writers developing genuine organic
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links between learning areas, and having tasks which really need inputs from
different learning areas, they are faced with demands to show how their book
represents a bit of every learning area’ (Setlhare submission).
Where Foundation Phase teachers have had access to materials, they have
demonstrated anger at the lack of coherence between policy, expectations and
learning support materials (Interviews at Vuma Combined School,
Mpumulanga). They also complain of a lack of ‘a pattern’ in the approach to
the teaching of reading in the new C2005 materials (School visits in Free State
and Mpumalanga). As a result, they claim that learners are reaching Grade 3
without learning how to read. They argue that the approach to teaching reading
needs to be ‘more systematically presented’ in the textbooks. In relation to
choice of content and context, publishers noted the repeated use of the same
programme organisers, such as ‘Transport’ by different textbook series in
almost every grade of the Foundation and Intermediate Phases (PASA
Interview).
Grade 7 textbooks cover a variety of levels, in terms of content, concepts and
skills. But there is little consensus amongst authors on appropriate levels of
complexity for each grade (Botha submission). This appears to be a result of
the lack of policy guidelines for levels of performance in each grade. Because
there is so little content specification in the curriculum, a sample of ten Grade 7
HSS textbooks, for example, deals with the full gamut of South African history
from pre-colonial hunter-gatherers to post-apartheid politics and economics.
Presumably this same range will be covered in later grades. This runs counter
to the well-established view that historical knowledge and skills need to be
logically developed over consecutive grades and well-supported by appropriate
materials. (South African Historical Association, RAU, Wits and JCE
submissions).
The under-specification of content and concepts by grade is likely to lead to
repetition of the same content and concepts in subsequent grades. It is also
likely to undermine attempts to deepen the subject knowledge of teachers
(Grove and Bryanston Primary School submissions).

Curriculum Support Material Produced by DOE for Grade 1: Quality,
Availability and Use
The DOE attempted to mediate the Foundation Phase Policy Document by
providing national illustrative learning programmes (ILPs) and learner support
materials for each learning programme. There were a number of weaknesses
with this process:
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❚

In most provinces the Grade 1 documents were received in December
1997 (for the school year beginning in January 1998), after the initial
training of Grade 1 teachers had already taken place. Similarly, national
exemplars of learner support materials were developed and translated
into all official languages but only reached schools between April and
June of 1998 (Jansen and Christie, 1999; Eastern Cape Evaluation,
1999).

❚

Various evaluations indicated that both the Policy Documents and the
national illustrative learning programme documents tended to be kept in
the principal's office and hardly used by teachers at all (Palmer
Development Group, 1998; Papo, Cele, Comney, 1999).

❚

Particularly ex-DET schools did not receive sufficient numbers of
learner workbooks in the required languages.

❚

Many Grade 1 teachers appeared to be planning their lessons without
using these exemplars because they found it too time-consuming to
refer to so many documents on a regular basis (Potenza and
Monyokolo, 1999).

❚

Most of the policy documents have only been available in English
(NCCRD, Czierniewicz, 2000).

Curriculum Support Material Produced by DOE for Grade 7 and
Grades 4 & 8: Quality, Availability and Use
Curriculum support materials produced for Grade 7
In 1999 a consortium of NGOs, under the auspices of the Teacher Trust
produced the Grade 7 curriculum support materials. This consortium worked
with the DOE to design the national training for Grade 7 that was cascaded to
all the provinces. Draft materials were produced in two weeks (Kibi interview).
Provincial workshops were held to interrogate these draft materials and
produce final materials. In many cases, these workshops seemed to have had
the effect of weakening rather than strengthening these training materials.
There is no data yet on the availability and use of these materials by Grade 7
teachers throughout the country.
‘Macro planning’
It was in this context that concepts of the macro, meso and micro planning
were borne. These concepts now strongly inform implementation of C2005 in
Grades 3 and 7 in most provinces, as well as the curriculum support materials
that have recently been developed for the training of Grade 4 and 8 teachers.
Although national documents present ‘macro planning’ as only a recommended
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approach, it has already assumed the status of national policy in the eyes of
provincial officials.
Briefly, ‘macro planning’ is an approach advocated by the DOE for designing
learning programmes in the Senior Phase at school level. The way in which it
has taken hold in most provinces involves using a grid to cluster SOs according
to phase organisers and programme organisers. Schools have been encouraged
to select the same programme organisers (essentially themes) for all eight
learning programmes to facilitate integration. Theoretically, each school selects
a different set of programme organisers and therefore has unique needs in
terms of learning support materials to support these programme organisers.
There are a number of problems with macro planning:
❚

It adds another layer of complexity to the process of translating the
curriculum framework into practice that frustrates and confuses
teachers (Von Papendorf, Western Cape Primary Science Programme
Trust, Cohen and Monyokolo, North West DOE submissions).

❚

It entrenches the over-emphasis on integrating around a programme
organiser at the expense of conceptual coherence within learning
programmes.

❚

The repeated use of a single programme organiser not only results in
boredom for the learners but undermines the development of higher
order skills (Vinjevold and Roberts, 1999).

❚

Most significantly, interviews with teachers in the Free State and
Mpumulanga suggest that it prevents teachers from making use of
textbooks as they find that none of these match the programme
organisers they have pre-selected. In this way, ‘macro planning’
guarantees a lack of alignment between the curriculum framework and
LSMs, and results in teachers feeling that the textbooks they have are of
no use to them.

Implementing eight learning programmes in the Senior Phase was likely to be a
daunting task. Complicating the process of implementation by introducing
‘macro planning’ has severely weakened both the training and the
implementation process.
Curriculum support materials produced for the Grade 4 and 8 pilots
Curriculum support materials produced for the Grade 8 pilot include:
❚

Learner's Handbooks

❚

Educator's Guides
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❚

Educator Development Manuals

❚

Educators’ Support Manuals on various management issues

The writing of these materials was completed at a national workshop in March
2000 for use by provinces in the Grade 4 and 8 pilots and for training Grade 8
teachers this year.
These curriculum support materials show a marked improvement on what was
produced for the training of Grade 7 teachers. However, poor planning on the
part of the DOE has led to the work being done in a extremely rushed manner.
This militates against the conceptualisation and development of quality training
materials. Secondly, the level of skill among those producing the materials is
variable and as a result, the quality of the products is uneven. These two
problems will be explored briefly.
The rushed nature of the process can be illustrated by an example. In February
this year, the DOE issued a tender calling for the development of educator
training manuals and learner handbooks for all learning areas (for Grades 4 and
8). The due date for the work to be completed was three weeks after the call for
tenders went out. The award of the tender itself could not be done within this
time period. Nor could the actual development of the training manuals be done
at such short notice. A submission by a consultant from one of the NGOs that
participated in the development of training materials in February and March
2000 made the following observation:
We had been informed that we had to provide writers on the
Friday before the first workshop. I was contacted on the Sunday
night. This meant that the more experienced writers were already
tied up and unavailable and we scraped together a team with
inadequate knowledge of OBE and writing ... For such an
important process, surely government should give sufficient
notice... I gather that the NGOs often find themselves taking on
the impossible for government, just to be able to stay afloat
financially. This results in inadequate materials that will further
confuse and frustrate teachers. Instead of being a healthy and
exciting starting point, they may obstruct the transition to OBE.

Poor planning in this area is compromising quality. Materials of this
complexity and importance cannot be produced overnight. The documents that
are required will need a more professional, considered and thoughtful approach
if they are to make a real impact in the classroom.
The second major problem with the materials is that a number of those who are
producing the materials do not appear to have the requisite skills. For example,
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there is confusion about the levels of learner capacity at each grade. The
Learner's Handbook for Grade 8 HSS learners includes the following activity:
‘Write a six paged essay comparing the constitutions of South Africa,
Zimbabwe and the USA with regard to division of powers, human rights,
language rights, basic rights and freedoms and public protectors.’
The accompanying Educator's Guide recommends that teachers find copies of
the three constitutions and give these to learners. No other resources are
provided. The challenge for a Grade 8 classroom teacher is enormous especially without any source material. Expectations such as these are likely to
simply underline existing inequalities.

THE USE OF TEXTBOOKS
For the majority of teachers, textbooks are crucial to effective implementation
of the curriculum. Contrary to policy, the training offered by both national and
provincial departments from 1997 - 1999 reinforced the controversial view that
teachers and learners do not need textbooks (Gauteng Education and Training
Council, 1999; SAIDE submission). Rather, teachers were encouraged to
design and produce their own learning programmes and learning materials. The
Norms and Standards for Educators document (2000) supports this view by
stipulating that a teacher should be an ‘Interpreter and designer of learning
programmes and materials’.
But what does it mean in practice for teachers to produce their own LSMs? For
each learning programme, even under the revised, more streamlined version of
C2005 advocated in this Report, a teacher would need to:
❚

understand the curriculum framework as a whole at a level that would
inform the conceptual design of the learning programme

❚

be an expert in the content, concept and skills outcomes of each
learning programme at each level/grade

❚

have access to substantial resource materials

❚

master the design of a learning programme in a way that ensures
progression of concepts, content and skills outcomes in the mind of the
learner by giving due attention to assessment standards

❚

be able to graphically illustrate materials (pictures, graphs, maps)

❚

have the computer, printer, photocopier and other resources available
for the physical production and reproduction of the materials.

Despite willingness to do so (SADTU, 2000), few teachers seem in a position
to undertake this task (Taylor and Vinjevold, 1999). Indeed, site visits to
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schools in the Free State, KwaZulu-Natal, and Mpumalanga have shown that
most teachers do not have the time, the resources or often the skill to be
involved in the development of high quality, educationally appropriate learning
programmes and materials. At best, a proliferation of photocopied worksheets
has resulted (PASA submission). Generally, these worksheets are organised
around a programme organiser, with scant attention to the progression of
content and concepts, skills, values and attitudes.
Given existing resource and time constraints in the majority of schools, every
teacher or school should not be expected to duplicate these tasks. Professional
materials developers are perhaps better able to produce materials that display a
thorough understanding of the curriculum framework, a detailed level of
content and skills knowledge, high quality design, layout and printing. In short,
professionally produced LSMs are critical resources for teachers struggling to
facilitate complex forms of learning which are outcomes-based.
On the other hand, the provision of textbooks and other materials should not
inhibit teachers who are ready to develop their own learning materials. Indeed,
resources should be made available to encourage teachers to produce materials
like worksheets to supplement textbooks (GDE/GICD 1999). However, high
quality textbooks can provide ‘an invaluable safety-net’ for teacher who are
feeling unconfident about what the new curriculum requires of them (Rhodes
University submission).
Studies have found that textbooks are the most cost-effective way to improve
classroom practice, and that the availability of sufficient textbooks and
stationery is one of the most important factors in improving learning (CEPD
submission; Taylor and Vinjevold, 1999). Another study cautions that
supplying adequate amounts of textbooks is not enough in itself. Such supply
has to be accompanied by professional development that enables teachers to
understand the pedagogical approaches underpinning the textbooks they use
(Czerniewizc, 2000).
Evidence from site visits has shown that there are cases where teachers do not
use textbooks even when they are available. This may be a result of teacher
trainers, wittingly or unwittingly, undermining their value. More research is
required to determine why this is the case. Both Foundation Phase teachers and
Grade 7 teachers in the Free State and Mpumalanga cited the reason as being
the mismatch between their pre-selected programme organisers and those used
in the textbooks.
Many Foundation Phase teachers have chosen to order learner workbooks over
readers or reading schemes. This has led to a shortage of reading materials in
most Foundation Phase classrooms which has serious implications for the
teaching of reading. Most young people today do acquire the rudiments of
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literacy, but ‘not the high level reading skills that should make literacy a
vehicle for economic and political empowerment and personal and cultural
enrichment’ (Fleisch, 2000). Children’s ability to acquire high level reading
skills depends on access to books and exposure to effective early reading
methodologies.
If money is available for books, reading must be given first priority (Cook
submission). ‘Any other subject can (although not ideally) be taught without a
textbook but reading must have reading books’ (Alston submission).

AVAILABILITY OF LSMS
Although the availability of LSMs was not substantially addressed in reports
and submissions as an aspect of the implementation of Curriculum 2005, it is
widely acknowledged that lack of LSMs in schools compromises curriculum
change. A SADTU report on a survey on OBE (2000), however, has revealed
widespread dissatisfaction with the availability of LSMs. It noted that:
❚

each school received insufficient material – it could not go around to
meet the needs of all grade one teachers

❚

support material was received too late and therefore some schools had
to delay implementation of OBE in Grade One

❚

teachers were given insufficient time to purchase material and therefore
made hasty choices of material which now proves to be problematic

❚

teachers wanted information on how to purchase material, on what
information is available from publishing houses, also on how to
develop their own material.

There are five main elements that affect the availability of quality LSMs - the
budget, the provisioning process and the evaluation and selection of materials,
the language of teaching and learning and historical inequalities.

Budget
A critical factor that affects availability of LSMs is budget allocation. The
following problems relating to the budget require consideration:
❚

Allocations for LSMs are in general inadequate. In the1999/2000
financial year R794.7m was spent on textbooks and stationery for all
the provinces (DOE, 2000e) when R1, 4 billion was required to supply
LSMs for the phasing in of Grades 3 and 7 and to top up existing
textbook stock for the rest of the grades (DOE, 2000e; see also
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Financial Mail, 28/1/2000). This figure excluded stationery. There are
indications that there may be a decrease on the textbook budget in the
2000/2001 financial year (Madiba Interview).
❚

Too much of the already limited allocation is spent on stationery. In the
1999/2000 budget one third of the LSM budget went to stationery.

❚

The budget for textbooks and other LSMs is only spent towards the end
of the financial year. Because Departments generally run short of
money in other budget items, they spend part of the LSMs budget on
other items because the funds for LSMs are not ring-fenced (PASA
submission).

❚

There is no clear budget planning for the funding of LSMs. This results
in ad hoc funding strategies. As a result of this lack of planning,
publishers have little idea how many books will be required in the
system as a whole (McCallum Interview).

❚

Implications of the Norms and Standards for the School Funding for
LSMs have not been made clear to provinces and this has led to
inefficiencies and delays (Free State DOE Interview).

❚

There are no national guidelines on managing of the cost of textbooks
despite the fact that a number of cost-saving options are available. In
addition, there is no inter-provincial collaboration so that, for example,
there are multiple orders of the same book in different provinces at
different times and the possibility of a discount for large orders is lost
(Proudfoot Consultants, 1999).

It was extremely unfortunate that the inaugural year of C2005 (1998) coincided
with a crisis in provincial budget management, with the result that the
preparation of most provincial education departments was seriously
compromised or even disrupted (DOE, Call to Action, 1999).

Provisioning Process
Supplying textbooks and stationery to schools is a complex process. Once
curriculum policies and guidelines are available, publishers require
approximately two years to produce quality textbooks. Publishers have
requested that they be provided with enough lead time for the trialling and
development of quality materials (PASA submission; Monteith and Weldon,
1999).
Submission of new curriculum materials, evaluation and selection, preparing
catalogues, ordering books, awarding tenders to suppliers and supplying
textbooks to schools cannot be done in less than one year. This process
involves virtually all the directorates within provincial departments as well as
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the schools, circuit, district and regional offices, and a number of external
bodies such as the Tender Boards, publishers and suppliers.
According to the ‘Business Reviews’ of the provisioning process in all nine
provinces undertaken by Proudfoot Consultants in June/July 1999, there are 23
major steps involved in getting LSMs to schools. Many of these steps require
close co-ordination between different sections and directorates. The process
differs quite substantially from province to province. In provinces that do not
have approved lists, steps relating to submission and evaluation of LSMs
would not be included. The major steps are summarised in Appendix 1.
A major problem in most provinces, until mid 1999, is that no one owned or
had overall responsibility for LSMs. Provincial officials did not appear to
properly understand the steps in the process and far too little time was given to
different stages of the process. Deadlines were missed and simply condoned
and re-negotiated (Proudfoot, 1999). As a result textbooks have, until recently,
not been delivered to schools at the beginning of the school year. In both 1998
and 1999, new materials in support of the curriculum reached the schools late
in the year, despite President Mandela's directive (DOE, 1999b).
The management of the tendering process has, in many instances, been
responsible for the delays experienced (Madiba Interview). In the Eastern
Cape, for example, despite special provisions to hurry up the process, the
tendering process for LSMs for the 2000 school year only started in November
1999 and involved awarding tenders to 292 suppliers. As a result, placements
of orders only started in January 2000.
In KwaZulu-Natal, successful suppliers were awarded tenders on 8 October
1999. A waiting period is provided to allow companies that may feel aggrieved
to appeal against the awards. In this case, appeals were only heard on 24
November, resulting in a delay of nearly two months in the supply chain. The
tendering process is a weak link in the supply chain. It needs to be strengthened
or replaced with a more effective mechanism for getting books to schools.
Once tenders have been awarded, there are still problems with the actual
delivery of books to schools (Madiba Interview). In Gauteng and the Eastern
Cape, furniture removal companies and butchers were awarded tenders to
supply books in 1999. These companies did not have warehousing or storage
facilities and this led to delays in delivery (Kibi Interview). Similar delays have
been reported in other provinces. Some provinces have now instituted penalties
for poor performance by suppliers.
There are still reports of non-delivery and inaccurate deliveries where schools
feel they have no recourse to suppliers (Interviews at schools in Mpumalanga).
There are even cases where books are delivered late, 'locked up and saved for
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the following year' (GICD, Khulisa Management Services, 1999). In 1999, the
HSRC found that 14% of teachers surveyed reported to have received
textbooks with 60% calling for more LSMs to be provided for both teachers
and learners.
It is important, however, to note that the priority given to the delivery of
textbooks by the Minister of Education in collaboration with the Minister of
Finance and their provincial counterparts led to a marked improvement in the
delivery of textbooks in a number of provinces at the beginning of 2000
(Second Report on the Provinces to the President from the Minister of
Education, DOE, April 2000). In the Free State, Gauteng, Northern Cape and
North West, the bulk of textbooks for the 2000 academic year had been
delivered by the end of November 1999. These efforts need to be sustained and
effective systems built in the remaining provinces.

Evaluation and Selection
The approval of materials is a critical step in the process of provisioning - it is
the point which determines whether teachers and learners receive high quality
materials that support the approach and spirit of the new curriculum or not. The
current management of the evaluation and selection process is however
questionable (PASA and Moodie submissions).
At present there are essentially two systems. The Western Cape and Gauteng
operate an open list. This means that there is no approved list and teachers
choose the material they want. Marketing and promotion is the responsibility of
the publishers and booksellers. The remaining provinces produce a list of
approved books from which teachers then choose. The approved list is
generated by a group of officials and teachers. It is designed to play a gatekeeping role to ensure that inappropriate LSMs do not find their way into the
classroom.
There is widespread evidence that the approval process is inconsistent
(provinces frequently disagree on whether a textbook meets curriculum
requirements) and that significant numbers of poor quality books are approved
while many better texts are excluded. The process of choosing evaluators is
unsystematic and evaluators are poorly trained - they often have not received
training in OBE itself. The evaluation process is rushed, the instruments used
for evaluation are inadequate, the criteria in checklists are inadequately and
inappropriately applied and there is a reliance on technical criteria rather than
on pedagogical principles (NCCRD, 2000; Czerniewizc et al, 2000; Setlhare
submission). There is also evidence that corruption is beginning to creep into
the evaluation processes that lead to approved lists.
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A related problem is that once an approved list has been produced, teachers are
still required to choose from among the approved titles. Because of inadequate
training, teachers are generally not empowered to make informed choices
(SADTU, 2000). There has been very little focus on the evaluation and
selection of textbooks in the content of the C2005 training. Where there are
book displays they often happen before teachers have been trained in OBE and
in some cases, after the closing date for requisitions (Free State DOE
Interview). In many cases, teachers simply order from a catalogue without ever
seeing the materials (Interviews in Mpumalanga schools).

Language of Learning and Teaching
A concern that relates to the availability of textbooks in the Foundation Phase
is the language of teaching and learning. There is strong evidence that mothertongue instruction should be used in the first years of formal schooling and that
this is a major determinant of social, emotional and cognitive development
(DOE, PRAESA submissions). However, many teachers in the Foundation
Phase are opting for a straight-for-English approach. Provincial officials and
teachers cite the unavailability of textbooks in African languages, or the
delivery of textbooks to schools in the wrong languages as the primary reasons
for this (Free State DOE Interview). Publishers, however, argue that even in
cases where they do produce books in all official languages, orders for these
books are so small that it is uneconomic to print them (McCallum Interview).

Impact of Historical Inequalities
Historically disadvantaged schools do not have the resources - reference and
textbooks, stationery, paper, photocopying facilities and other technologies of
teaching - to implement C2005 effectively (Sol Plaatje Primary School
submission). Observations of Grade 1 teachers implementing C2005 in 1998 in
KZN and Mpumalanga showed that:
Teachers within well-resourced classrooms were clearly
reflecting C2005 principles … in one class, the following were
all used within a five day period: individual, computer-based
learning, sophisticated teacher aids, learner-prepared materials,
audio-visual facilities, other specialist equipment and five
different learning sites outside the classroom – including a field
trip…. Within 5 km of this school, another teacher read off a
lecture to Grade 1 children for long periods of time, and then
disappeared for hours while these children tried to teach each
other. The packed classroom, without any facilities or materials,
simply experienced the same scenario day after day throughout
the period of observation. (Jansen, 1999)
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These issues clearly need to be addressed.

CONCLUSION
Budget allocation and the provisioning, evaluation and selection processes
impact on the availability of appropriate textbooks. Currently the quality of
textbooks being used in schools is variable as a result of design flaws in C2005
and the unreliability of the evaluation process. Poor planning and uneven levels
of skill on the part of the developers undermine the quality of curriculum
support materials produced by the DOE. Teachers need textbooks along with
other learning support materials and they need to be trained to use them
effectively. Teachers generally do not have the time, the resources and the skill
to develop their own materials, although this should also be encouraged.
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CHAPTER 6
TEACHERS’ UNDERSTANDINGS
OF C2005

INTRODUCTION

U

nderstanding of C2005 and OBE exists in the South African
educational system at differential levels and is of varying quality.
Although a careful analysis of these levels of understanding may prove to be of
great academic interest, the Review Committee is in the final analysis
interested in how this understanding impacts on the classroom. This Chapter is
thus focused on teachers’ understanding of C2005 (on the basis that C2005 and
OBE are often understood as the same thing) since this is the primary
determinant of what happens in the classroom.
It goes without saying that this understanding does not exist vacuously and did
not emerge spontaneously. Situations and contexts always co-construct
knowledge and it is self evident that what we know is determined by how we
came to know. In an attempt to provide a context for teachers’ understanding
of C2005, it is important to take into account the various factors that influenced
this understanding. Most currently practicing teachers did not come to learn of
C2005 through formal training (that is, three or four years of pre-service
training). The nature and sequence of implementation of C2005 meant that they
had to rely largely on policy documents, workshops, views of education
officials and NGOs. Of course the views and insights of colleagues also played
a role in shaping the understanding and practice of teachers of C2005.
As we approached the task of seeking to determine levels of understanding of
C2005, we did not do so with an anticipation that everything was working
optimally and that there would be great victories to report. On the contrary we
were searching for evidence of small victories, of shifts in practice, however
small, that demonstrated that something was happening that is leading us away
from the legacy of our educational past. We realized that the implementation
of C2005 was not a ‘zero defect’ approach and that ‘it did not envisage that all
teachers would be 100% prepared and competent’ (submission by DOE). At
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the same time we were careful to capture the nature of the ‘defects’ and to gain
a sense of the contributing factors and their impact on levels of understanding
of C2005.
Schools and classrooms were visited to see how teachers were dealing with the
challenges of C2005. We expected to see struggles, frustrations and problems,
but also innovation, coping mechanisms and exemplars. Some of the successes
and problems are described on the basis of evidence gleaned from these site
visits and discussions with various players involved in the implementation of
C2005, as well as a review of the relevant literature. The identification of gaps
and the recognition of gains should form part of ongoing review of the
curriculum development process. Issues emerging from this work demonstrate
the following:

OVERWHELMING SUPPORT FOR PRINCIPLES OF C2005
Generally, teachers have a positive attitude to the intent and purposes of
Curriculum 2005 and are taking very seriously the challenges of
implementation. They are working hard at improving their skills to cope with
the demands of these challenges and are eager to participate in any programme
which will help in this regard. The point here is that we did not detect a great
deal of cynicism towards Curriculum 2005 and one can generally count on the
goodwill and participation of most teachers. Teachers at some (not all) exModel C schools are the exception to this rule. The most positive attitudes were
in evidence at a school where the principal had implemented a personal
development programme for teachers.
The question could be raised as to the reason for these positive attitudes. From
our site visits it would appear that teachers support C2005 because of the
observable positive changes it has brought to their learners and in their own
professional lives. It was most apparent that, when teachers are asked ‘what has
changed since you have implemented C2005?’, the most frequent answer from
teachers is: ‘I have changed!’ This is then generally followed up with an
explanation that this change has been brought about by a realization that
learners are much more capable or resourceful than the teacher assumed. Some
of the statements by teachers included:
❚

‘I came to realize that if I only know five things, I can only teach five
things. But through OBE I realized that my learners can add another
five things and so we all know ten things.’

❚

‘I changed as a person when I realized what my learners can do through
OBE.’

❚

‘I have relaxed a little and my children have relaxed a little bit also.’
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❚

‘My learners are much more confident now than they were before.
Some of them even call me by my first name.’

A trainer (von Papendorf submission) makes the point that:
teacher understanding is most effective amongst teachers who
are enthusiastic and have made an effort to read, attend
workshops, cluster meetings and learning area meetings.
Primary teachers are much more open to OBE now than they
were when it began. With each subsequent year training becomes
easier as there is less fear and resistance …. .

The significance of this is that irrespective of teachers’ level of understanding,
the positive attitude of teachers is an important precondition for further
professional development. The advent of C2005 has provided a fresh challenge
for teachers and provided a new impetus for professional development.
Needless to say the period of re-deployment and retrenchment which coincided
with the introduction of C2005, had an extremely negative impact on teacher
morale.

A NEW FOCUS ON LEARNING AND TEACHING
The implementation of C2005 has generated intense public debate on
educational issues. This debate has captured the imagination of the media and
there is every indication that it will continue to be a major public issue in South
Africa for the immediate future. This debate has also spilled over to staff rooms
at schools. Teachers report that they are often locked in fierce debate about the
merits or demerits or one or other aspect of C2005. Taken for granted concepts
and assumptions about education are being re-examined and interrogated.
There are also indications that teachers involved in the implementation of
C2005 have begun to work with and learn from colleagues within and across
schools and that teacher talk has begun to centre around whether and what the
learners benefit from lessons. This new focus on teaching and learning is a
welcome development.
Teachers in the Foundation Phase seem to be more positively inclined to the
implementation of C2005 than teachers at Grade 7 level. Senior Phase teachers
struggle with several issues such as time-tabling and assessment and feel less
supported than teachers at the Foundation Phase.
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SHALLOW UNDERSTANDING
Available evidence indicates that:
❚

the level of teacher understanding of C2005 is generally weak and that

❚

there is a wide gap between what teachers say they know and what they
actually do.

Most submissions express concern over the likelihood of teachers ever
acquiring a deep understanding of C2005 with its associated ‘dazzling’ array of
concepts. The implications for learners are clear. As pointed out by Taylor and
Vinjevold (1999), C2005 has resulted in a ‘bewildering mix of concepts….
(whereby) it seems most unlikely that learners will develop a systematic
understanding of any of these ideas’ (p.121).
Furthermore, the mismatch between what teachers say they understand and
how they externalise that understanding, became very clear during site visits.
Group interviews and classroom observations together with questionnaires
were used to gain a sense of teachers’ understanding of C2005 and OBE. In
the group interviews teachers described what they believed determines the
essential features of C2005. Generally, the responses point to changes in
classroom arrangements such as group-work and learner-centred activities
where the teacher plays the role of the facilitator.
However, it is often the case that when these concepts are implemented in the
classroom, teachers show evidence that they had embraced the form rather than
the spirit and content of the ideas. Teachers may be aware of the need to make
learners participants in the learning process. However this was understood
more in procedural terms rather than as something which promotes learning.
Many learners in the classes observed still do not participate fully in the
learning process since teachers are still providing a great deal of direct
instruction and are still pre-occupied with content coverage. In ELSEN schools
particularly, teachers emphasised the need for direct teaching of concepts prior
to engaging in activities.
To take an example: a Grade 7 teacher at a school in one province was doing a
lesson on air pollution. She divided the class into groups and asked them to
discuss what they thought air pollution was all about. However the groups
were told to ‘be quiet’ in their groups and they were indeed unnaturally quiet.
There were approximately 12 learners in a group and they all looked on as one
learner in the group wrote down ‘the answers’. Next the teacher called for
report-back from learners. At this point she turned to the observer and
explained that ‘OBE is about listening to learners, not about giving them
knowledge’. She made no comment whatsoever on the value of the learners’
ideas. Finally, she launched into direct instruction on the topic of air pollution
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and water pollution. No links were made with pollution in the ‘real world’ or
even in the immediate school environment. Also learners were not encouraged
to refer to books although textbooks dealing with the topic were available in
the classroom.
As for the distinction between C2005 and OBE, teachers revealed more
‘confused understanding’ than a common understanding of what C2005 is and
how it differs from OBE. For most teachers, officials and managers
interviewed, C2005 and OBE are simply alternative ways of expressing the
same set of ideas.
There are also several popular myths about C2005 held by teachers. Some of
these are: ‘C2005 has nothing to do with content’; ‘In C2005 anything goes’;
‘Textbooks are not to be used in C2005’; ‘Group work is compulsory for the
implementation of C2005’.
That teachers have not reached the required level of understanding of C2005
should not detract from the gains already made. The emerging culture of
teacher collegiality, networking and reflection bodes well for teacher
development. The identification of gaps and the recognition of gains should
form part of ongoing review of curriculum development processes.

TEACHERS UNDERMINED IN THEIR EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT C2005
MORE SUCCESSFULLY
Several factors impact on teachers’ ability to develop personal mastery of
concepts of C2005. Some of these factors include:

Lack of Resources
Teachers are quick to add that, although they are eager to implement
Curriculum 2005 and believe it is beneficial to their learners, they would not
lend their support indefinitely in the absence of the necessary support (LSM,
training, facilities). Most schools visited were grossly under-resourced.
These difficulties were more pronounced in ELSEN schools. In the two
ELSEN Grade 7 classes visited (one in a township and the other in a highly
resourced urban setting), the learner:teacher ratio is no more than 10:1. Yet the
challenges to make learning relevant to learners with special needs are such
that in under-resourced ELSEN schools, teachers are demoralised by their lack
of success.
Teachers are also desperate for illustrative learning and teaching support
materials. Learning Programme Units (LPUs) developed by the Wonderboom
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school in Pretoria were widely used by all schools (including ELSEN schools)
visited in the Eastern Cape. Teachers found them to be of great assistance to
the extent that these materials have replaced the use of policy documents.

Inadequate Training
Although most teachers received some form of training, the training was
generally regarded as insufficient and at times inappropriate. This has a
negative impact on the level of confidence of the teachers. Most expressed a
need for training that was less theoretical and more sustained. Dissatisfaction
with short 2-3 day training workshops without follow-up support, was a
general feature (see Chapter Four).
It is interesting to note that the training in the various provinces vary widely.
In the Northern Province, most of the training is being done by
provincial/district officials. This appears to work quite well in combination
with the formation of cluster groups of schools, particularly in rural areas. It is
evident that, unlike the Western Cape and KZN, where NGOs are active, there
are no other service provide who are assisting with the training or
implementation of Curriculum 2005 in several other provinces. Furthermore,
the universities in the Western Cape play a significant role in the training of
teachers for C2005. In some provinces, such as KZN, the teacher unions are
also active in C2005 training.

Policy Overload
The enthusiasm and support mentioned as a strength is subjected to strain and
constant threat. As pointed out in NCCRD (2000), the implementation of
C2005 is happening within an environment that is undergoing many
revolutions. Curriculum reform is just one of a number of changes being
introduced into the system. As demonstrated in many reviews and
acknowledged in the DOE submission, one of the biggest limitations of the
transformation process has been the lack of integration and coordination of the
different pieces of educational policy. The innovation overload has led to
increased levels of burnout and uncertainty. Whilst acknowledging the need for
systemic planning, integration and coherence, which most reports call for, we
should be reminded of the caution that current systemic reform initiatives may
ironically increase teacher overload and confusion. Macro planning (see p.
75), assessment practices and new ways of reporting to parents all add
additional administrative burdens on the teacher.

31 May 2000

80

REPORT OF REVIEW COMMITTEE ON C2005

CONCLUSION
It is clear from all available evidence (evaluation reports, submissions, as well
as classroom observations and interviews) that teachers generally have a rather
shallow understanding of the principles of C2005/OBE. They have, in many
cases, developed a false clarity that is evidenced in the mismatch between what
they claim to know and the manner in which they externalize that
understanding in the classroom.
It should be recognized that teachers are working under conditions that are not
conducive to their own learning and development. Indications are that teachers
in particular feel overwhelmed by a ‘barrage’ of changes, some of which are
perceived to be threatening their professional status, job security and deeplyheld beliefs (Gauteng Education and Training Council, 1999; Marneweck and
Spreen, 1999; PEI reports, 1998; submissions by SP van Tonder and various
groups and individuals). They feel over-burdened by what they regard as
excessive and unrealistic demands that are being made on them. There is a
perception that their efforts are not being valued and that they are not being
supported by education departments either by way of adequate resourcing or
training. In addition to this, they feel that their professional image is constantly
being ‘battered’ by negative media reports which depict them as lazy,
dysfunctional and disorderly.
At the same time, educators at all levels of the system are excited about the
effect which C2005 has had on learners and on themselves as educators.
Learners are perceived as being much more involved in their learning and are
steadily developing more confidence and creativity. Teachers are engaging
more actively with learners, are accepting more responsibility for the selection
and development of learning materials and activities and are reflecting more
seriously about the effectiveness and appropriateness of their own teaching
strategies. Teachers are generally supportive of the principles of C2005,
although many have expressed the need for C2005 to be made more accessible.
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CHAPTER 7
NATIONAL, PROVINCIAL
AND DISTRICT-LEVEL SUPPORT

T

his Chapter describes current prevailing conditions with regard to
support for the implementation of C2005 from national through to
district levels. The following issues will be addressed:

❚

The roles and functions of the DOE and provincial education
departments
Organisational issues at national and provincial levels

❚
❚

Personnel issues, and
Resource issues and problems.

❚

ROLES AND FUNCTIONS IN POLICY
The development and implementation of C2005 has to be understood within
the context of the roles and functions of different levels of government as
stipulated in the South African constitution and other relevant frameworks. The
national department is charged with initiating and developing national policy,
norms and standards. The DOE therefore has to monitor the implementation of
national policy, norms and standards at provincial level, and also to actively
support provinces in such implementation (DOE, 2000d, pp. 5-6). Under the
principle of co-operative governance, the DOE is supposed to develop policy,
norms and standards in consultation with the nine provinces.
The provinces have two main roles and functions. First, and following from the
latter principle, provinces are supposed to inform national policy development
through relevant contributions to policy development processes. Second,
provinces are responsible for successful implementation of national policy,
norms and standards.
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The meaning of this constitutional framework for C2005 is very clear. The key
role and responsibility of the DOE is to develop all aspects of the policy
framework for the national curriculum. The key role of the provinces, on the
other hand, is to take responsibility for all aspects of the implementation of
C2005. In the case of C2005, these aspects include, for example, the
orientation and training of teachers, school managers and district support staff,
the interpretation of C2005 policy into teacher support materials, and the
provision of relevant LSMs.

ROLES AND FUNCTIONS IN PRACTICE
From the establishment of the stakeholder-based National Curriculum
Development Committee in 1995 through to the process of developing
‘expected levels of performance’ (ELPs), the DOE appears to have
successfully fulfilled its role of developing a national policy framework for
C2005. Some might argue, however, that the way in which the DOE fulfilled
this role was erratic; it tended to react to criticisms during implementation
rather than anticipate and pre-empt issues. The belated development of ELPs
and an assessment policy are examples of this (see, for example, CEPD, 2000).
The DOE counters such criticism by indicating that the process of curriculum
development was expected to follow a ‘ready, fire, aim’ rather than a ‘ready,
aim, fire’ or ‘all ducks in a row’ sequence where every aspect would be ready
for implementation (DOE submission).
Constitutional provisions stipulating provincial responsibility for
implementation assumed an even distribution of human, financial, and physical
resources. Early on in the process of curriculum development and
implementation it became clear that the task of implementing C2005 was going
to be far too difficult for many of the nine provincial departments of education.
As a result, the idea of the DOE merely playing the role of policy development,
monitoring and support had to be shelved as a result of the insufficient
capacities of provincial departments to implement C2005 on their own.
Provincial capacity to implement has been affected by the extremely high
turnover of leadership and management at all levels of the system. In the first
instance, the process of integrating and staffing new departments in 1994/5
occurred simultaneously with the development and implementation of new
policy. In the second, the pressures on provinces to deliver have taken their
toll. Only Gauteng and the Western Cape retained their Heads of Department
for a full five-year period. Some provinces have had up to four Heads of
Department over the last six years. In some cases, the Head of Department was
in an acting position for more than a year. In some provinces, districts are a
new invention and have also required staffing. This extraordinarily high
turnover of leadership and management has adversely affected continuity and
performance of poorer provinces.
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Many schools also had no principals in the first four years of the newly
established Departments of Education. Only in the last two years have school
principals been appointed, bringing stability to leadership and management in
schools. Many of these principals, as indicated above, have not received
orientation to Curriculum 2005 in order to support its implementation in
schools. Ongoing restructuring, like the redeployment process, has diverted
attention from curriculum and adversely affected the morale of managers and
officials. In many schools, job losses have had to be sustained or anticipated.
The uncertainty that was generated did not promote positive attitudes towards
Curriculum 2005.
In this turbulent context at provincial and local level, the DOE has as a result
undoubtedly led the implementation of C2005 (DOE and Moodie submissions).
It has conducted pilot runs, developed illustrative learning programmes (ILPs),
and taken responsibility for training provincial core training teams. Having said
this, it would be mistaken to underestimate the contributions made by
provinces. Provinces in general, and teachers in particular, took up the task
they faced in implementing C2005 with enthusiasm and commitment.

ORGANISATION
There are four general organisational issues that seem to affect the
implementation of C2005. These are:
❚

vertical organisation, which relates to different organisational structures
and levels of authority

❚

horizontal organisation, which relates to the location of various C2005
support functions across different directorates

❚

non-alignment of organisational structures and

❚

problems with the definition of roles and functions of support officials.

The problem of vertical organisation has two elements. The first element,
which is related to the different ways in which provincial departments are
vertically organised, seems to make it difficult to talk of implementation in
common terms across provinces. While some provinces have provincial head
offices, followed by districts, and then circuits and schools, others have an
intervening level in the form of a region between provincial head office and
districts (Eastern Cape, KZN and Northern Province). Districts in the provinces
with ‘regions’ tend to be largely administrative entities with no curriculum
support functions in evidence.
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The second problem associated with vertical organisation is the authority status
of some district offices. Managers who head some of these offices are in posts
designated below the level of director, which is the minimum post-level with
‘authority and budgetary control’ (NCCRD, 1999a). This has tended to affect
the ability of these offices to take decisions that translate into funded mandates
for support of C2005.
A problem of authority was also reported in regard to the Schools Directorate
of the DOE, the national unit that drives C2005. A national official saw the
directorate as not having sufficient clout, and hence its C2005 support effort
being seen more as marginal rather than as a core business of the DOE. This
points to a need for a mechanism to locate C2005 as a core business of the
DOE conceptually and organisationally.
The second organisational issue relates to horizontal organisation. The problem
with current horizontal organisation (largely affecting provinces, but also the
DOE to a limited extent) is that implementation and support of C2005 is
located in different directorates. The Eastern Cape, for example, has staff
involved in support of C2005 located in the Curriculum Development and in
the ECD Directorates. This tends to lead to fragmentation in the provincial
support effort, and at times even leads to friction between officials in the
different line functions. In addition, Curriculum and Examinations subdirectorates in the national and provincial departments are often distinct and
only very loosely coupled. At national level, this fragmentation even occurs at
the more fundamental level of policy formulation, as evidenced by the
development of a national Assessment Policy that did very little to clarify the
summative assessment issues occupying the minds of many teachers
implementing C2005.
The problems of vertical and horizontal organisation intersect to produce a
third organisational problem. This problem is a lack of alignment of
organisational structures in which the functions of implementing, supporting
and monitoring C2005 are located at national, provincial and district levels.
This lack of alignment, coupled with perceived ad hoc planning, often leads to
reported clashes between national and provincial C2005 support programmes.
The third organisational problem encountered is the apparent lack of clearly
defined tasks for some provincial and district officials. Provincial officials in
the Eastern Cape told us, for instance, that they had to define their job
functions as they went along. The lack of clearly defined job functions
arguably compromises support for C2005 as it makes long-term planning by
officials in some provinces difficult (see Motala submission; CEPD, 2000).
Some re-organisation of departmental structures is presently taking place at the
DOE and in various provinces. In fact, in some cases, such as the Schools
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Directorate at the DOE, there is a second round of re-organisation taking place
since 1994. This report argues that this re-organisation should be informed by
the need to address the organisational problems, identified above,
compromising the implementation and support of C2005.

PERSONNEL
The question of personnel is closely tied to the organisational issues discussed
above. The following four key personnel issues appear to affect the
implementation of C2005 at national, provincial and district levels:
❚

a shortage of staff in curriculum development and support units

❚

the thin spreading of existing C2005 support staff through performance
of multiple functions

❚

lack of administrative support to C2005 support staff, and

❚

lack of adequate training of C2005 support staff.

The first issue is that of serious shortages of personnel in curriculum
development and support units. While we could not find literature that
suggests accepted international standards for numbers of curriculum
development and support personnel at comparable national and provincial
levels, there is general apprehension at both national and provincial levels
about the shortages. The NCCRD (2000a) cites the figure of 200 as an accepted
norm for national support staff in the Netherlands and New Zealand. While the
two countries are hardly comparable to South Africa, it is worth noting that the
School Directorate of the DOE, the unit that drives C2005 nationally, has no
more than ten members. The document also suggests 16 as the minimum
number for support staff at district level. This figure is, however, very much
based on intelligent guesswork. There is evidence to suggest unevenness in the
extent to which the problem is experienced in various provinces and districts.
The problem of a shortage of personnel seems to exist at two levels. First, the
number of posts allocated to the curriculum development and support units
appear to be insufficient for the task at hand. Second, even where reasonable
numbers of posts have been approved, the filling of these has been rather slow,
with some provinces only recently having filled in the bulk of their posts, and
some provinces still having large numbers of posts unfilled.
In several provinces, the problem of personnel shortages has temporarily been
solved through the deployment of some staff made redundant by the closure of
colleges of education. This option, however, does not appear to have been
opened to the support structures of the DOE. The deployment of college staff
to support C2005 is, however, beset by problems of low morale and high
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turnover as the staff are often anxious to find more secure jobs (KwaZulu-Natal
Curriculum Unit interview).
The second issue is the insufficient amount of time spent by existing national
and provincial personnel on supporting C2005 due to performance of multiple
functions. Over and above their role of supporting the implementation of
C2005, officials at national, provincial and district levels have various other
tasks. These tasks include the maintenance of the interim syllabus (NATED
550), development and support of school governance, promoting the Culture of
Learning Teaching and Service (COLTS) campaign, and supporting the
Review and Modernisation project in the FET band. The effect of this problem
has been that human resources at all levels have been stretched too thinly, with
serious consequences for sustained and meaningful support of C2005.
The third personnel related problem is a reported lack of administrative support
for curriculum units in some provinces (Eastern Cape and KwaZulu-Natal
curriculum unit interviews). The result of this appears to have been the
spending, by professional support officials, of disproportionate amounts of
time on administrative tasks related or unrelated to the support of C2005.
Given available evidence (NCCRD, 2000) that the number of administrative
staff is greater than the number of professional staff in almost all provinces
(Gauteng being the exception), this lack of administrative support to C2005
arguably suggests the treatment of C2005 as a non-core business in some
provinces.
Fourthly, there appears to be a problem with regard to a lack of adequate
training for provincial and district C2005 support personnel. Despite the
enthusiasm and hard work of many provincial and district officials, there is a
strong perception that they are themselves not adequately prepared to support
teachers in implementing C2005 (see Grove Primary School, Cohen and
Monyokolo, Mokoena, Lenong, Stirling High School Governing Body,
PROTEC and Curriculum Development Project submissions). A similar
observation was made by the DOE (1998f) in respect of quality assurance
activities in the provinces.

RESOURCES
The following two key resource issues are discussed below:
❚

problems with transport for C2005 support officials, and

❚

problems with the allocation of and access to funds to support C2005.
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The first resource problem is related to transport. Professional support staff at
provincial and regional/district levels have experienced severe problems with
transport. The problem appears to be more serious in those provinces whose
districts stretch over large distances (such as Northern Cape), and those with
large rural constituencies (such as KwaZulu-Natal, Northern Province and the
Eastern Cape). Transport problems have reportedly caused several C2005
programmes to be either postponed or delayed. Provinces were unanimous in
pointing out that transport is one of the main problems making ongoing support
of C2005 rather difficult if not impossible.
Several provinces, for example the Free State, Eastern Cape, and Mpumalanga,
have found ways of trying to address the transport problem, albeit reportedly
unsatisfactorily in the case of Mpumalanga. Over and above the provision of
pool vehicles, vehicle subsidies have been offered to many support officials.
Mpumalanga has been using hired vehicles as a stop-gap measure. Despite all
these attempts, however, transport remains a problem. Even where some
transport has been provided, there were reported instances where such transport
was found to be inappropriate for use in less developed road infrastructure (see
for example, KwaZulu-Natal Curriculum Unit interview).
The second resource problem is the funding of C2005. Two issues, namely,
allocation of and access to funding, are discussed below. It is worth noting that
some of the problems alluded to above are somehow related to a general
problem with the funding of C2005 at national and provincial levels.
While some provinces have allocated funds for the support of C2005, it
appears that the main source of funding for C2005 at both national and
provincial levels has been the Education Policy Reserve Fund (EPRF) or
Special Grants. Feedback from many of the provinces suggests that without the
EPRF, C2005 would not have been implemented at provincial level. While the
provision of EPRF funding has been seen in a positive light, there is concern in
some of the poorer provinces like KZN that failure to secure funding from the
mainstream provincial budgets has had the effect of marginalising C2005 in the
province.
Some provinces also voiced frustrations with the bureaucratic processes
required to access EPRF funding. They blamed their frustrations on the
centralisation of the EPRF at provincial level, and the perceived lack of a sense
of urgency on the part of provincial treasury staff. Provincial C2005 support
staff complained about the numerous forms requiring the same information
which they have to fill in when they have to access the EPRF. Given the
problem of a lack of administrative back-up pointed out earlier, professional
support officials felt that their time could be better spent than in filling in
forms. An official of the DOE argued that the problem of accessing the EPRF
was more than just a problem of bureaucratic red tape, but also had to do with a
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lack of the skill of accessing such funding by provincial and district officials.
This was said to point to a need for training in such skills.
Funding is clearly a complex issue that is linked to competition over
allocations to personnel and non-personnel spending. The challenge for all
levels of the education system is to formulate a creative balance between these
competing interests in a way that enhances the capacity to support C2005 or
any other programme in the broad educational transformation project.

CONCLUSION
From the above discussion on support for C2005, it is clear that policy
frameworks limit the role of the DOE to that of developing norms and
standards for curriculum and define the sphere of implementation as belonging
to the provinces. In practice, the DOE has played a leading role in curriculum
implementation. Provincial and district capacity to implement Curriculum 2005
and provide support to teachers in classrooms is hampered by problems in the
organisation of curriculum support structures, shortages of personnel,
inadequate expertise of personnel, and lack of appropriate transport and
financial resources for supporting C2005. In this context, support and
monitoring of implementation is a task that has not been adequately
undertaken. This indicates a need for reorganisation, reinforcement of
personnel, and the provision of necessary resources at national, provincial, and
district levels.
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CHAPTER 8
WHAT IS TO BE DONE?

E

arlier chapters have examined:

❚

the structure and design of the curriculum

❚

training, orientation and development of teachers to support curriculum
change

❚

quality, use and availability of learning support materials

❚

national, provincial and district-level support of curriculum

❚

levels of understanding of Curriculum 2005

This Chapter makes a number of recommendations that are essential to robust
implementation of curriculum change. Recommendations are accordingly made
for improvement of:
❚

the structure and design of the curriculum

❚

training, orientation and development of teachers

❚

learning support materials

❚

national, provincial and district-level support of curriculum processes

❚

the pace and scope of implementation with reference to grades 4 and 8.

All of these rely on:
❚

resourcing of the curriculum

❚

feasible time-frames for implementation

❚

regular monitoring and review

❚

effective co-ordination at national and provincial level.
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STRUCTURE OF THE CURRICULUM: PROPOSAL FOR A REVISED
C2005
The Review Committee advocates a high knowledge and high skill curriculum
as the means to promoting social justice, equity and development. For this
reason two considerations should drive what is taught and learnt in the GET
band.
❚

Human Rights education and education for civic responsibility should
be infused through all learning areas. Issues of anti-discrimination, antiracism, anti-sexism and special needs require particular and enhanced
attention throughout the curriculum. The implications of this for all
learning areas should be prioritised and spelt out

❚

All learning areas should go beyond the limited and narrow pre-C2005
curriculum. Learners should be afforded opportunities to apply what is
learnt to ‘authentic’ problem situations and so make their learning
relevant and applicable to their lives.
The following five key recommendations are made for the revision and
streamlining of the structure of C2005.
Table 3: Recommendations for the Structure of the Curriculum
1. The number of learning areas for the GET band should be
reduced from eight to six.
2. There should be three learning programmes in the
Foundation Phase and six learning programmes in the
Intermediate and Senior Phases.
3. The time allocated to language and mathematics teaching
and learning should be at least 70% in the Foundation Phase
and 50% in the Intermediate and Senior Phase
4. A National Curriculum Statement should be produced for
ECD, GET, FET and ABET.
5. The National Curriculum Statement should express in clear
terms what is to be learnt and at what level it is to be
assessed. Specific terminology should be defined.

These five recommendations are elaborated below for the GET band.
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Rationalisation of Learning Areas
The establishment of eight learning areas in the GET band has meant that
insufficient time has been allocated to the development of knowledge, values
and skills required for lifelong learning. The Review Committee proposes a
reducation of the learning areas and the content within these learning areas in
order to promote a curriculum offering high levels of knowledge and skill.
This requires hard choices about what is most necessary, practical and
affordable for the GET. The vast majority of South African schools that offer
the GET band do not have teachers who have any education or training in
Technology or Economic and Management Sciences. There is also a dearth of
equipment and learning support materials in these learning areas. It is therefore
not possible to include exit requirements for these learning areas in the GETC.
However, aspects of both learning areas should be encouraged and introduced,
and especially those aspects that relate to the development of skills and
knowledge necessary for the 21st Century. Schools are strongly encouraged to
introduce learners to technology, design, entrepreneurship, management
principles and basic accounting as and when teachers are trained and resources
become available.
The Review Committee recommends that technology (as applied science) is
introduced in the learning area Natural Sciences and that ‘design’ features of
technology, entrepreneurship and the use and interpretation of financial
documents required in everyday life are included in the Life Orientation
learning area.
In addition, the training and re-training of science teachers should include
applied science and other features of technology.
The Committee foregrounds the following as foundations for further learning
and the development of high level skills:
❚

comprehensive reading and writing skills

❚

foundational mathematical skills

❚

core concepts in the social and natural sciences.

In addition the GET curriculum should promote:
❚

an understanding of the history of South Africa and Africa and their
place in world history

❚

an understanding of the environment and how to preserve it and key
issues relating to space and place
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❚

music, drama, dance and visual arts

❚

issues central to personal well-being and spiritual and physical growth.

The Review Committee proposes six rather than eight learning areas in the
GET band.
Table 4: Rationalised Learning Areas
Languages
Mathematics
Natural Sciences
Social Sciences (History and Geography)
Arts and Culture
Life Orientation
For a more detailed description of the proposed scope of each of these see
Appendix 2.

Learning Programmes
The learning areas will be presented as learning programmes. The learning
programmes will serve to connect and integrate the various content, concepts
and values of the learning area. In the Foundation Phase the learning areas
should be presented in three learning programmes: Literacy, Numeracy and
Life Skills. In the Intermediate and Senior Phases each of the six learning
areas should be presented as learning programmes. The names of the suggested
new learning programmes are provided below.
Table 5 : Suggested Learning Programmes in the GET

Foundation Phase

Intermediate and Senior Phase

Literacy
Numeracy
Life Skills

Languages
Mathematics
Natural Sciences
Social Sciences (History & Geography)
Arts and Culture
Life Orientation
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Time Allocation
In line with the above recommendation the second recommendation suggests
that more time in the curriculum is allocated to the ‘gateway’ learning areas.
Particular attention should be given to the development of effective literacy
and foundational mathematical skills. It is proposed that the time allocated to
the learning programmes should be as follows:
Table 6: Suggested Teaching Time of Learning Areas in the GET

Foundation Phase

Intermediate and Senior Phase

Literacy
– 40%
Numeracy
– 30%
Life Skills
– 20%
Flexible Time – 10%

Languages
Mathematics
Natural Sciences
Social Sciences
Arts and Culture
Life Orientation
Flexible Time

– 30%
– 20%
– 15%
– 15%
– 7%
– 8%
– 5%

The National Curriculum Statement
The DOE policy documents of 1997 (DOE 1997b, c, d) propose the
development of a National Curriculum Statement. The Review Committee
supports this and suggests that this document replaces the current curriculum
policy documents.
The National Curriculum Statement for GET should detail which knowledge
and skills, within each learning area, should be taught and learnt when, in what
sequence, and at which level of competence. It should have separate but
compatible sections for each of the four focal areas of education: the ECD,
GET, FET and ABET focal areas. This report concentrates on the GET phase.
In summary, the National Curriculum Statement should consist of the
following key features.
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Table 7: Features of the National Curriculum Statement

❚

SAQA critical outcomes – the learning goals of the GET

❚

Learning area statements for each of the six learning areas

❚

Learning outcomes for each learning programme by grade
including the GET exit outcomes – the requirements for the
GETC

❚

Assessment standards for each learning programme by
grade.

In this curriculum proposal sequence and progression will be promoted by
grade-by-grade learning outcomes and assessment standards.
Integration across learning areas should be promoted by the SAQA critical
outcomes and by assessment exemplars; and integration within learning areas
should be promoted by the learning area statements and the learning
programmes.

Key Features of the National Curriculum Statement
Critical outcomes
The critical outcomes as they stand indicate the range of knowledge, skills and
values required of the South African citizen of the 21st century. There is
widespread agreement that these 12 statements provide ‘a more than reasonable
agenda for education’ (O’Connell interview). It is proposed that the existing
critical outcomes are retained and used to guide the overall learning experience
and the development of all learning programmes. Their role is crucial for
guiding the curriculum design process.
Learning area statements
Each of the learning areas in C2005 currently has between seven and ten
specific outcomes. In some cases these are outcomes that relate to the subjects
or disciplines of the learning area, in other cases they are social goals or values,
and in yet other cases they are similar in spirit and expression to the Critical
Outcomes. The specific outcomes, in many cases, do not express the cognitive
distinctiveness of the learning areas.
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The National Curriculum Statement should re-affirm the distinctive nature of
each learning area through the learning area statements. These should define
the learning area and its essential features thus showing what is distinctive or
unique about the learning area (PASA submission). The existing specific
outcomes could, where meaningful, inform the design of the learning area
statement but the learning area statement should pin down the broad learning
goals of each learning area. See Appendix 3 for an illustrative example of a
learning area statement for the languages learning area.
Learning outcomes and assessment standards
The National Curriculum Statement should indicate which knowledge, within
each learning area, should be taught and learnt when, in what sequence, and at
which level of competence. The Review Committee proposes that this be done
through learning outcomes and assessment standards for each learning
programme by grade. The learning outcomes (content, concepts and skills) and
assessment standards should be presented together by learning programme and
grade.
The learning outcomes by grade should:
❚

specify the sequence of the core concepts, content and skills to be
taught in each learning programme at each grade level.

❚

represent an integrated skill, concept and content statement of the
projected learning outcomes.

The assessment standards should:
❚

describe the expected level and range of performance for each of the
learning outcomes for each grade level.

❚

provide assessment exemplars which detail what kinds of tasks can be
set, what assessment strategies should be adopted, and the kind of
answers that should be expected

❚

provide guidance on summative and formative assessment.

There are two very important principles which should inform the development
of the learning outcomes and assessment standards.
❚

The learning outcomes should be ‘designed down’ from the ‘destination
of the GET’. This means that the first step in the development of the
learning outcomes is the specification of the Grade 9 exit outcomes
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(knowledge, skills and values) and specification of the exit assessment
standards: what will be assessed at what level of detail and complexity.
The exit certificate requirements should be linked to the entrance
requirements for the FET.
❚

Learning outcomes and assessment standards should be seen as the
minimum or core concepts, content and values that should be covered
in each grade in each learning programme. They by no means suggest
that this is all that should be taught but they indicate what is essential to
ensure progress through the GET band and to ensure the attainment of
the high levels of knowledge and skills required for lifelong learning.

It is important to note, as we did in Chapter Three, that different areas of
knowledge have different requirements in terms of sequence and progression.
Some learning areas contain an overt and established ladder of concepts and
skills that must be organised in a sequential and phased way to facilitate
cognitive access. This is particularly true of mathematics.
In other learning areas conceptual progression may not be as dependent on
particular sequencing of content and concepts. However it is important that the
learning outcomes specify the content and concepts to be covered in these
learning areas. This will ensure that
❚

there is not undue repetition of content and concepts

❚

that key content on important issues such as HIV/AIDS and
entrepeneurship are covered

❚

that key issues are dealt with at increasing levels of complexity and
detail

An illustrative example of learning outcomes and assessment standards is
presented in Appendix 4.
In conclusion, the National Curriculum Statement contains four key design
features which replace the eight design features of C2005. Table 8
demonstrates the key differences between the structure and design of C2005
and C21.

31 May 2000

97

REPORT OF REVIEW COMMITTEE ON C2005

Table 8: Differences between C2005 and the revised Curriculum 21
C2005

C21

Critical outcomes

Critical outcomes

broad, generic cross-curricular outcomes

the broad, generic cross-curricular
learning goals of the GET

Specific Outcomes

Learning Area Statements

are derived from the learning areas and define the learning area and its definitive
specify what learners are able to do ‘at features.
the end of a learning experience’ They are
not grade specific but teachers are
expected to assess learners in each grade
against these 66 outcomes
Assessment criteria indicate, in broad Dropped
terms, the observable processes and
products of learning which serve as
culminating demonstrations of the
learner’s achievements’
Range statements indicate the scope, Dropped
level, depth and parameters of the
achievement.
Performance indicators provide details Dropped
of the content and processes that learners
should master. They ‘allow statements of
the quality of achievement.’
Expected levels of performance – are
provided by grade and learning
programme and are intended to inform
teachers, parents and learners of what is
considered quality work and what to aim
for

Learning Outcomes – specify the
sequence of the core concepts, content
and skills to be taught in each learning
programme at each grade level.
Assessment Standards describe the
expected level and range of performance
for each of the learning outcomes for
each grade level.

Phase Organisers are tools for grouping Dropped
the specific outcomes and in this way are
expected to aid planning and integration.
Phase Organisers are prescribed by policy
for each learning area and each phase.
Programme Organisers are issues or Dropped
themes chosen by teachers from everyday
life to reflect local social priorities.
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Terminology in the National Statement
The terminology used in the curriculum document should be clearly defined.
Accessibility and clarity should be a fundamental feature of all curriculum
statements.

TEACHER ORIENTATION, TRAINING AND SUPPORT
Chapter Four highlighted weaknesses in training which required:
❚

Strengthening and adapting the model/s of training and the duration of
training

❚

Addressing the quality of the trainers and training materials

❚

Improving the quality of the content and methodology of training

❚

Providing for follow-up in-class support

The proposals for improving training can accordingly be grouped into two
main categories linked to long and short-term strategies. The long-term
strategy is based on the view that preparation of teachers properly belongs in
the higher education sector and that this sector should become oriented towards
training teachers for the new curriculum. The short-term strategy assumes the
continuing short-term need for training but on an improved basis. Short-term
training needs to be improved and built into a long-term training strategy. The
dominant cascading model has weaknesses, and so needs to be strengthened.
Current ‘cluster’ and ‘schools-based’ models in use which adapt the cascade
model to make it more effective should be supported. The proposals made here
build on the proposals made in the submission by the DOE.
Once the National Curriculum Statement has been approved, training agencies
should orient their programmes accordingly.

Recommendations
Long-term
It is important that preparation of teachers for C2005 occur within an overall,
integrated teacher development framework, strategy and plan. This requires:
❚

A co-ordinated national strategy for preparation of teachers which links
pre-service education and in-service training of teachers and teacher
educators with the Norms and Standards for Educators framework,
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labour agreements such as the 80 hours INSET, and support policies
like the Education Management Development Policy Framework.
❚

The statutory location of teacher preparation in institutions of higher
education. It is crucial that higher education (universities and
technikons) is involved in the planning of the curriculum and support
for its implementation. At national level, higher education is usually left
out of debates around C2005; institutions providing teacher education
and training usually come on board after plans have been drawn and
implementation is underway.

❚

The development of partnerships between provincial departments
should be encouraged with NGOs and tertiary institutions to strengthen
ongoing professional support and development at school level.

Short-term
Short-term measures are required to improve existing plans. They comprise
recommendations for the strengthening of the cascade model and providing
greater support to teachers:
❚

Identify, select and train a special cadre of national, provincial and
district curriculum trainers including subject advisers and staff rendered
in excess at colleges. These teams could work collaboratively with
NGOs. This could serve to avoid the problems inherent in the cascade
model of teacher training and to ensure quality and uniformity. This is
particularly true in the area of assessment, reporting and recording.

❚

These roving national and provincial core teams should be provided
with intensive and regular training in assessment, record keeping,
promotions, and team teaching, developing supplementary materials
and policy interpretation. They should be deployed to work directly
with school clusters providing on-site support to teachers and to serve
as mentors. Quality assurance procedures should be developed to
ensure a more standard quality of training throughout the country. All
trainers should be accredited through an appropriate process.

❚

Mount a vigorous, targeted advocacy programme for reorientation for
the Revised C2005.

❚

Support the formation of school clusters in every province by
identifying lead teachers (HODs could be used) to co-ordinate each
cluster. Provide some incentive to these lead teachers.

❚

Train lead teachers to provide on-site support and development. This
could be done by identifying one teacher from every school to
participate in a six month intensive accredited course at a college or a
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university with replacement teachers provided. Such a course should
focus on :

❚

-

learning outcomes and deepening content knowledge in the
different learning areas

-

sharpening understanding and use of assessment

-

using textbooks and designing supplementary learning materials

-

peer supervision.

Commission a set of high quality training materials to guide the
orientation and training of teachers for each phase. These materials
should
-

mediate the new revised national curriculum statement

-

provide short exemplars of lessons for all learning programmes

-

deal with different approaches to assessment, provide
assessment exemplars, include clear formats for recording and
reporting

-

include training in the evaluation, selection and requisitioning of
LSMs

-

provide guidelines regarding management issues such as
timetabling and procurement of LSMs.

LEARNING SUPPORT MATERIALS
Recommendations
General
❚

A prerequisite for a successful LSMs strategy is strong alignment
between the curriculum framework, teacher development and the
development and supply of LSMs. A report should be commissioned
annually on the degree to which this alignment has been achieved.

❚

The central role played by textbooks in addition to other LSMs
effecting curriculum change should be recognised and affirmed and the
requisite investment in these resources should be made.
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Quality and Use of LSMs
Publishing

❚

It is critical that the DOE produces a clear National Curriculum
Statement for publishers to follow and that textbooks are produced and
evaluated in line with this statement. The National Curriculum
Statement should be made available to publishers at least two years
before textbook orders are due to be placed.

Training

❚

Teachers need to be trained in the evaluation, selection and use of
textbooks in the context of the curriculum framework. This should be
done in a manner that reaches every teacher and should be completed
well in advance of the ordering of textbooks by schools.

❚

‘Macro planning’ (see p. 75) has led to poor educational practice and
undermined the role textbooks can play in assisting teachers to
understand and fulfill the requirements of the curriculum. ‘Macro
planning’ should be phased out and discouraged in the future.

❚

To ensure quality of curriculum support materials, responsibility for
developing these materials should shift to dedicated units or institutes
as described in the White Paper on Education and Training in the shortterm. A set budget should be made available for this purpose and the
process should operate within reasonable time-frames.

Reading materials
❚

Reading skills are the basis of all learning and every effort must be
made to ensure that children are able to read by the end of the
Foundation Phase. Special funding should be sought by the Minister of
Education for the provision of readers and reading schemes for all
Foundation Phase classrooms. This is in addition to other LSMs
required by Foundation Phase learners. These materials should be
renewed every four years and their cost should be built into the Medium
Term Expenditure Framework.

Availability of LSMs
Budget

❚

The Council for Education Ministers (CEM), under the leadership of
the Minister of Education, should ensure that an appropriate budget is
set aside and ring-fenced for LSMs in every province. This may involve
re-interpretation of the financial arrangements in the provinces
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concerning block grants. This budget should be determined by
multiplying the amount per learner determined by the Norms and
Standards for School Funding by the number of learners per province.
Estimated expenditure on LSMs should be made available to interested
parties at the beginning of each financial year (See Appendix 5).
❚

The stationery budget should be separated from the budget for
textbooks and should be no more than 15% of the total budget for
LSMs. This should also be overseen by the CEM.

❚

The budget for LSMs is directly influenced by the rate of retrieval of
textbooks from learners at the end of each year. The current low rate of
textbook retrieval is therefore a key weakness and must be improved.
The rate of retrieval per school should be quantified on a province-wide
basis and all parents, principals and governing bodies should be made
directly accountable for the retrieval process.

Approval processes

❚

The provincial textbook approval processes are unreliable. We
recommend that the open list currently used in the Western Cape and
Gauteng be extended to all provinces. At the same time, however, we
propose a national recommended list compiled by an advisory panel
appointed by the Minister of Education for each learning area. This
panel should evaluate all learning materials as either not recommended,
recommended or highly recommended. This advisory panel should be
made up of recognised curriculum and learning area specialists and
teachers. The list should be published annually to assist teachers in
making their choices.

Delivery

❚

In the medium term, each province should consider implementing a
system which allows a direct relationship between schools and
suppliers such that tender procedures are not required. However, where
tender procedures continue to be required, efforts should be made to
streamline the process in order to avoid the delays currently
experienced. Penalties should be imposed on suppliers who fail to
fulfill the terms of their contracts.

Management

❚

Each provincial Head of Department should establish a project team to
co-ordinate and manage the supply of LSMs and the project manager
should act as a single point of accountability. This project team should
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be directly responsible to the Head of Department. The DOE should
continue to monitor the procurement process in each of the provinces.
❚

An inter-provincial committee on the supply of LSMs should be
established. One of the key tasks of this committee should be to coordinate activities at key points in the supply chain, e.g. ordering of
textbooks from publishers.

NATIONAL, PROVINCIAL AND DISTRICT-LEVEL SUPPORT
Recommendations
The following three broad recommendations are made in order to enhance
national, provincial and district-level support for the implementation of
Curriculum 2005:
❚

reorganisation of structures, roles and functions

❚

reinforcement of personnel, and

❚

provision of necessary resources.

These broad recommendations are elaborated on below.
Reorganise
We recognise that Project 4 of Programme 5 of Tirisano seeks a restructuring
of the system by December 2001. Our recommendations highlight
organisational issues that need to be addressed to strengthen the
implementation of C2005 in its present form and in its restructured form as
recommended earlier in the report.
The following four specific recommendations are made in relation to
reorganisation.
❚

All functionaries dealing with C2005 at national and provincial levels
should be relocated within a single directorate as a means of
minimising line function conflicts. The organograms should also be
structured to anticipate the introduction of FET in 2003. Clear
processes for transversal actions with other directorates at national and
provincial levels should also be described. In the interim period, regular
planning meetings (at least monthly) should be convened between those
separate directorates involved in the support of C2005 for purposes of
harmonising work programmes.
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❚

The unit driving C2005 in the DOE (presently a directorate with many
other functions) should have its status enhanced as a mechanism for
inserting the centrality of C2005 as a core business of the DOE. This
could either be done through the location of this unit in the office of the
Director General, or through the creation of a directorate dealing
exclusively with C2005.

❚

Further more, each C2005 functionary should have a clearly defined job
function on the basis of which s/he will be able to plan action, evaluate
her/his progress and collaborate with other functionaries within and
across line functions.

❚

Reorganisation should also ensure a vertical alignment of national,
provincial and regional/district structures in order to facilitate coordination between these levels of delivery. Related to this is a need for
the DOE to put in place its C2005 planning and training programmes
well in advance in order to minimise reported clashes of national and
provincial programmes.

Reinforce personnel
The following three specific recommendations should help reinforce personnel
in support of C2005 implementations:
❚

All unfilled approved posts in curriculum units at national, provincial
and regional/district levels should be checked for relevance and then
advertised/re-advertised and filled by the end of 2000.

❚

National norms and standards for numbers, roles and functions of
provincial and district C2005 support staff should be established. This
should lead to a reasonable percentage of appointed curriculum and
support officials to be exclusively allocated to C2005. Within such a
cadre, specific numbers of support officials should deal exclusively
with either GET or FET (or even foundation, intermediate or senior
phase). Perhaps the issue of establishing provincial institutes of
curriculum development as suggested in the first White Paper could be
re-visited in this regard.

❚

Curriculum and support officials dealing with C2005 should have their
administrative load lightened through the allocation of administrative
personnel re-deployed from other units at provincial head office and at
regional/district levels.

While making these recommendations, we recognise that C2005 post-training
support to teachers provided by provincial and regional/district can be
improved but will never be sufficient. In that regard it is recommended that
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❚

in the medium term, energies be spent on the development of school
management as curriculum managers and on-site support agents. Initial
and regular development programmes for provincial and district
managers of C2005 implementation should be put in place. In the longterm, appropriate PRESET and INSET programmes should be put in
place to develop a teaching corps that will increasingly need less
support from outside the school. Dual mode delivery could be used to
offer these programmes.

❚

Provincial curriculum and support officials should also convene regular
meetings (at least twice a year) with non-governmental education
development agencies and education institutions in their respective or
neighbouring provinces for networking towards sustainable support of
C2005 at all levels of delivery.

Provide necessary resources
To address the resource problems of transport and funding identified in
Chapter Seven, the following specific recommendations are made:
❚

In the medium term, efficient mechanisms should be put in place to
solicit tenders for the supply of vehicles for C2005 support ventures. In
the long-term, a certain number of appropriate vehicles should be
provided for purposes of supporting C2005 at provincial and district
levels. These vehicles should be augmented by the granting of state
vehicle subsidies or car allowances for those officials whose support
work requires them to travel regularly. Strict accountability procedures
should be put in place to prevent misuse.

❚

In the short-term, access to the Education Policy Reserve Fund (EPRF)
in the provinces should be simplified and, to some extent, decentralised
to relevant district units.

❚

In the medium to long-term, norms and standards for the funding of
C2005 curriculum and support activities at both national and provincial
levels should be established. Provincial budgeting has to earmark
C2005 funding.

SCOPE AND PACE OF IMPLEMENTATION: GRADES 4 & 8
General
It is clear from the work of the Review Committee that implementation of
Curriculum 2005 cannot continue in its present form. It is therefore
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recommended that the revised, streamlined curriculum proposed in this report
be phased in as soon as possible.
This curriculum should be implemented with due regard to the pressures
already present in the system and the time required for changes not only in the
production of new curriculum documentation but also in teacher orientation,
training and development, learner support materials and provincial support.
The experience of implementing Curriculum 2005 within tight time-frames
suggests that a more flexible time-table is required in order for all aspects to be
addressed thoroughly and thoughtfully.

Short-term
❚

In order to minimise disruption, Grades 4 and 8 should continue in
2001. Grade 8 should continue without the Economic and Management
Sciences and Technology learning areas. These are taught in very few
schools and on the whole without equipment and by teachers not
specifically trained for the task. It is therefore advisable that they be
discontinued

❚

The National Curriculum Statement proposed above should be
completed as soon as possible. The Review Committee recommends
June 2001 as a completion date

❚

C21 should begin to be introduced into the system from mid-2001. A
special project team should be appointed to manage the phasing out of
C2005 and the phasing in of C21

❚

An advocacy and orientation process should be conducted by a team
especially assigned for this task from 2001

❚

Training institutions and teachers should orient their teaching to the
new curriculum as soon as the National Curriculum Statement is
approved.

Medium-term
Implementation of the new curriculum requires a multi-pronged approach. In
the medium term:
❚

Implementation of the new design structure should occur by phase in the
foundation and intermediate phases and by grade in the senior phase.
Implementation should be by grade in the senior phase because of its
complexity; grade 7 still exists in some primary schools while grades 8 and
9 are in junior secondary schools.
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❚

The General Education and Training Certificate will be awarded in 2006.
It is recommended that implementation of the GETC in 2006 should guide
introduction of Curriculum 21 in the preceding years and in Grades 7, 8
and 9. This recommendation is based on the principle of ‘designing down’
from the exit level level requirements of the GETC.

❚

Grade 7 students who received an outcomes-based programme in 2000
may be disadvantaged by current certification procedures which will
award a certificate only after a nine year programme. It is proposed that a
special arrangement be entered into with SAQA for these students to
ensure that they are not disadvantaged. This arrangement could take the
form of an exemption from the 2002 GETC.

❚

Curriculum 21 should be introduced in the Intermediate and Senior Phases
when appropriate.

❚

Curriculum 21 should be introduced into teacher orientation and training
programmes from 2002 onwards.
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CHAPTER 9
CONCLUSION

T

his Report has reviewed the structure, design and implementation of
Curriculum 2005 with a view to understanding what needs to be done
to improve it. Its starting point is that the development of high level
knowledge, skills and values among all South Africa’s citizens is a prerequisite
for social justice, equity and development.
Although Curriculum 2005 inaugurated a new dispensation in education in
South Africa, its implementation occurred in conditions that did not enable it to
meet either social or personal educational goals. The immediate post-election
context in which Curriculum 2005 was introduced was one of fiscal restraint
and heightened social pressure for immediate and visible change. This context
had an immediate and direct impact on how curriculum was formulated and
implemented. In its formulation and design, Curriculum 2005 was too complex
and insufficiently balanced. In its movement from policy to practice,
Curriculum 2005 was stymied by lack of resources and capacity to implement.
Sharp time-frames undercut efforts to reach and provide support to all teachers.
A new context has emerged in which it is possible to review the curriculum and
its implementation and to plan in a manner which focuses on the long-term as
well as the medium and short-term. In the short-term, curriculum change has
suffered from the pressures of rapid social change. In the medium and longterm, the possibility exists for ensuring that an enabling and balanced
curriculum aimed at social and personal transformation does come into being.
For this reason it is vital that Curriculum 2005 in its current form is phased out
and a new revised and streamlined curriculum based on the principles that have
galvanised educational transformation in South Africa is phased in.
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Policy Unit, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg)

D.

THESES

S. Dadabhay (1998) ‘Outcomes-Based Education and Training in Adult Basic
Education and Training’ (Rand Afrikaans University)
A. Hiralaal (2000), ‘The Attitudes of Grade 1 Teachers in Pietermaritzburg to
the Training they have Received in OBE (MEd, University of Natal,
Pietermaritzburg)
L. Meyer (1998) ‘Strategies which demonstrate both critical and specific
outcomes, as outlined in Curriculum 2005, using traditional literature – Romeo
and Juliet’ (BA Hons, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg)
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P. Moodley (2000) ‘The Implementation of Outcomes-Based Education: A
Comparative Study in Selected School Climates’ (MEd, University of DurbanWestville)
M. Williams (1999) ‘Outcomes-Based Education: How Have Selected
Teachers Responded to Curriculum 2005?’ (MEd, Wits)

E.

WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS

Academy of Science of South Africa, Prof Wieland Gevers, President
Afrikaanse Hoerskool, Kroonstad
Adler, J, University of the Witwatersrand
Alexander, Dr Neville, University of Cape Town
Alberview Primary School
Alphabet for Africa, Foundation Phase Literacy Programme
Alston, Ken, East London
APEK Geography Association
Arcadia School, Pretoria, Mrs Viljoen
Banda, P, Kabokweni
Barnard, Dr Y
Berriman, L, Isando
Balfour Primary School, Mr OP Bodibe
Botha, Lorraine, F
Brakvlei Farm School, EG Lenong
Brink, Mev. C, Table View
Bondolo, VV, Queenstown
Bronkhortspruit Primary School
Broliard, A, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Brown, Mrs, Bedfordview
Brownlee Pre-School
Bryndale Primary School, PO Box 69597, Bryanston
Bryanston Primary School
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Buthelezi, S, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Cape Technikon, Cape Town, Ms Mel Hagen
Catholic Institute of Education, Kokstad, Nathan Johnstone, Director
Cedar College of Education
Centre for Education Policy Development, Evaluation and Monitoring (CEPD)
with Wits EPU and SAHRC
Centre for Education Policy Development, Evaluation and Monitoring, John
Pampallis, Director
Centre for Educational Research, Evaluation and Policy, University of DurbanWestville
Chidester, David, Ministerial Committee on Religious Education, University of
Cape Town
Cliffdale Primary School, Hammarsdale, Dr RS Budhal
Coates, John
Coetzee, Carol PO Box 4174, Edenvale
Coetzee, L.
Cohen, Sue and Monyokolo, Mareka, Deputy Directors of the Gauteng
Institute for Curriculum Development
Collegiate High School for Girls, Port Elizabeth
Cooks, Mrs R, Knysna
Constantia Primary School, Cape Town
COUNT Teacher Trainers: Lawrence, M, Hansen, P and Katz, J
Curriculum Development Project for Arts and Culture, Education and Training,
Charlotte Schaer, CDP Trust Director
Delta Foundation
Department of Education, Free State
Department of Education, Pretoria
Department of Education, Northern Province
Department of Education, North West Province, Curriculum Development and
Examinations
Department of Education, Sports and Culture, Kokstad, S T Spencer
Department of Health, Eastern Cape, Mrs GV Mtimkulu
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De Lange, DP, Durbanville
Des Collier Consulting in Association with Dr William G Spady for the Delta
Foundation
District Training Team, Gauteng
Dixon, K, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Dube, R, The Right to Hope Trust
Durban College of Education
Edgewood College of Education
Education Policy Unit, Natal, Jenni Karlsson, Executive Director
Education Policy Unit (Wits) with SAHRC and CEPD
Ekangala School Governing Bodies Association, MM Mohlamonyane
Epworth Primary School, John Mathfield, Principal
Environmental Education Association for Southern Africa, R Wagiet and L
Masuku
ESST, Cape Town, Dr Abel
Evans, MC, Honeydew
Fabre, L. Australia
Free State Provincial Government, Education Department
Gauteng Department of Education, Examinations and Assessment
Gauteng Department of Education, District Central 1
Gauteng Education and Training Council
Gavin, M, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Geyser, Prof Hester, Centre for Higher Education Studies, Rand Afrikaans
University
Giyani College of Education
Giyani Science Centre
Glenstantia Primary School
Govender, K, Falcon Park Primary School, Chatsworth
Granville, S, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Graven, MH, RADMASTE Centre, University of the Witwatersrand,
Johannesburg
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Green, Lena, University of Cape Town
Grimliech, David, Retired Headmaster, Futura School
Grove Primary School, Cape Town
Gwayi, AZ
Hamilton Primary School, Cape Town, E Mybrugh
Heine, Roselle
Henning, Mark, Independent Schools Association
Hurlyvale Primary School, Mr G Ward
Independent Examinations Board (IEB)
Inter-departmental Task Team on Human Movement and School Sport
Irene Primary School
ISASA, Houghton, Suzanne Rees
Jeppe High School for Boys, Kensington, Mr KJ Tait
Johannesburg College of Education, Prof David Freer
Johannesburg College of Education, History Department
John, Paul, Bloemfontein
Jordaan, Mariette, Kimberley
Julyan, Edgar, Johannesburg Technical College
Kahn, Michael, Scarborough, Western Cape
Kahn, Michael, Prof, Ministerial Adviser
Kahn, Z
Karaolis, Jo, St Catherine’s School
Katenje, N, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Kenyon, A and Kenyon, V, Fort Hare Distance Education Project
Kleinste Primere Skool, Rosendal, Vrystaat, Mev Ria Lerm, Prinsipaal
Kohanovitz, IB, Harlequin Tutorial College
Kramer, David, Vivlia Publishers and Booksellers
KwaZulu Natal Department of Education and Culture, Dr LT Mbatha
Laddsworth Primary School
Laerskool Gustav Preller
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Laerskool Helderkruin, Music Teachers
Laerskool Kenmare
Laerskool Randhart
Laerskool Rapportryer, Randgate
Lamlile Primary School, Bethal, JN Vilakazi
Learning for Sustainability Programme
Levy, Sharon, The Teacher Trust
Link Community Development
Living Waters Private School, Groblersdal, Dr I Venter
Lopez, Margarida, Auckland Park
Mahlomaholo, Sechaba, Vista, Bloemfontein
Mahomed, Nisaar and Kraak, Andre, Human Sciences Research Council
Marekolodi Primary School
Mashemong Primary School
MASTEC (Mathematics, Science and Technology Education College, Diane
Grayson, Academic Vice-Rector
Matobako, Thabang, University of the North
Mbatha, ZC, Pietermaritzburg
Mbhele, MC, Harrismith
McDonald, Carol
Mendelowitz, B, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Metcalfe, AR, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Meyer, Lyn
Mills, Bev
Mkhabela, TW, University of the Witwatersrand, johannesburg
Mnisi, E, Tembisa
Mokgoko, Martha, The Teacher Trust
Meyer, Susan, Johannesburg
Mokoena, S, Mafatsana
Moletsane, L, University of Natal, Durban
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Molteno Project
Mosidi Solly, Department of Environmental Affairs
Motala, S, Education Policy Unit, University of the Witwatersrand,
Johannesburg
Motloung, RM, Deneysville
Mouton, J (PCA), Tapp, J (Western Cape), Luthuli, D (KZN), Rogan, J
(Gauteng)
Mthembu, MG, Standerton
Mtimkulu, Mrs
Nair, M
N5 District, ‘Some Farm School Teachers’
National Professional Teachers Organisation of South Africa (NAPTOSA)
National Environmental Education Programme of the Department of Education
and the Environmental Education Association of South Africa
National Union of Educators
Newfield, Denise, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Northdale Primary School
North West Province, Directorate: Professional Development and Subject
Advisory Services
Northern Cape Education Development Trust
Northern Province Department of Education
National Union of Educators
Northdale Primary School, PV Moodley
Ntataise Trust, Viljoenskroon, Jane Evans, Director
Odendaalsrus Education District Office, JM Mehlo
Olivier, Cas, North West Province
Omar, Nazeema, Cape Town
Oosthuizen, D,Durban
Orsmond, C, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
ORT-STEP Institute, Wendywood, AFG Cotton, CEO
Outeniqua Primary School, George, Mev R van Zyl
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Pahad, M, IEB
Patience, Zynde, SAILI (NGO), Mowbray
Pestalozzi Trust, Queenswood
Phiri, E, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Pienaar, A
Pinehurst Primary School, AR Tuner
Place, Jean, Johannesburg College of Education
Project for Research into Alternative Education in South Africa (PRAESA)
Prospectus Novus Skool, Wonderboompoort
PROTEC (Programme for Technological Careers)
Publishers’ Association of South Africa (PASA)
Quail, David, Gauteng Legislature
RADMASTE Centre, Wits University, Colleen Smith
Rand Afrikaans University, E Visser
Rand Afrikaans University, History Department
Rand Afrikaans University, Department of Geology, B Cairncross
Rathloa, MZ, Thlabane
Reichel, DR FRM, Lichtenburg
Rhode, JJ Primary School
Rhodes University, Department of Geography, RC Fox, Associate Professor
and HOD
Rhodes University, MED English Second Language Class
Rhodes University Language and Education Research Group and Institute for
the Study of English in Africa
Rondebosch Boys’ High School, M Barker, Headmaster
Russell, Dorothea, Cape Town
SANTS, Menlo Park, Pretoria, Mr Bester
Schools Development Unit, University of Cape Town
Science Curriculum Trust, Wits
Scientific and Industrial Leadership Initiative
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Sentrale Volkskool, HAS de Jager
Setanyetso, CD
Setlhare Science Curriculum Trust, Wits University, Peter Moodie
Sieborger, Rob, School of Education, University of Cape Town
Shau, BG, Nagina, KwaZulu-Natal
Smit, Merle, Vanderbijlpark
Sokotu, W, Department of Culture, Bisho
Sol Plaatje Primary School, Mmabatho, North West
South African College of Teacher Education (SACTE), Gezina, AJ Venter
South African College of Teacher Education (SACTE), Prof Wallace
South African Democratic Teachers’ Union
South African Historical Society
South African Human Rights Commission with Wits EPU and CEPD
South African Institute of Distance Education (SAIDE), Jenni Glennie,
Director
South African National Council for the Blind, William Rowland, National
Council for the Blind
South African Qualifications Authority (SAQA), Sam Isaacs, Director
Spady, William, USA
Springvale Primary School
St Andrew’s Language Project
Stakeholders’
Development

Workshop

Project,

Gauteng

Institute

for

Curriculum

Stirling High School Governing Body, J De Bax, (Chairman)
Suid Afrikaanse Onderwys Unie
SWEP Project, Doornfontein, Vera Henstock
Taylor Nick, Joint Education Trust, Johannesburg
Technology Association, Western Province Prep School
The Teacher Trust
Thwala, Richard, Crystal Park
Toyota Teach Primary School Project
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Toyota Teach, Derek Pienaar
Truida Kestel Primary School, Bethlehem, H du Preez
Tshale, TG
Tshabalala, M, Stilfontein
UBU College, Witbank, M Retief
University of Cape Town
University of Cape Town, History Department, Christopher Saunders
University of the Free State, Faculty of Humanities
University of Natal, Durban, School of Education
University of Pretoria, Department of Music, South African Critical Friends
University of Pretoria, Faculty of Education
University of Pretoria, Faculty of Science
University of Pretoria, Vic Webb
University of Stellenbosch, June Bam
University of Stellenbosch, Education Faculty
University of the Western Cape, Prof N Bak
University of the Western Cape, M Robinson
University of the Western Cape, Professor Peter Kallaway
University of the Witwatersrand, Department of Applied English Studies
(Hilary Janks, Yvonne Reed, Pippa Stein, Stella Granville, Chris Orsmond,
Belinda Mendelowitz, Pinky Mahoe)
University of the Witwatersrand, School of Education
University of the Witwatersrand, History Department
University of South Africa (UNISA), Faculty of Education, Prof M MacDonald
Van den Berg, Dr Francois, Randfontein
Van Graan, A, Kroonstad
Van Loggerenberg, Ms A, University of Pretoria
Von Papendorp, Jennifer, Camps Bay
Van Wyk, JH, Mev, Secunda
Venter, Mrs AJ, Gezina
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Victoria West High School
Vista University, Bloemfontein Campus, DR AC Wilkinson, Department of
Postgraduate Education
Vista University, Bloemfontein, Dr SP van Tonder
Waghmarae, Hemant, Joint Education Trust
Waja, J, Johannesburg
Westerford High School, Jean Bottard, Deputy Principal
Western Cape Education Department
Western Cape Primary Science Programme (PSP)
Westfields Primary School, Carletonville
Williamson, NO, Learning Outcomes Facilitator, Lyndrust
Wilkinson, Linda, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
Wills, Ivan, Cape Town
Wright, L, Rhodes University

F.

INTERVIEWS

These interviews were not transcribed, and individuals were interviewed either
in focus groups or individually.
E. Botha, Former member of DOE curriculum structures, 22/3/2000
A.M. Buys, Chief Education Specialist, Quality Assurance, 14/3/2000
P. Dikgomo, Teacher Development Directorate, DOE, 31/3/2000.
S. Hendricks, Director, DOE, 22/3/2000, 23/3/2000, 4/4/2000
M. Kibi, Former Head Learning Area Committee, MMLMS, 13/4/2000
P. Glover, Former Head Learning Area Committee, Natural Science, 12/4/2000
S. Isaacs, Executive Director, South African Qualifications Authority,
16/3/2000
K. Lehoko, Chief Director, DOE, Further Education and Training, 16/3/2000
C. Madiba, Chief Director, National and Provincial Cooperative Governance
M. Matlala, Teacher Development Directorate, DOE, 31/3/2000
S. Mpolweni, Director Teacher Development, DOE, 3/4/2000
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G. Niebuhr, Former member of DOE curriculum structures, 22/3/2000
S. Nkosi, Seconded from SADTU to the DOE, 4/4/2000
A. Oberholzer, Director Strategic Support, SAQA, 16/3/2000
S. Papendorf, Seconded from NAPTOSA to the DOE, 4/4/2000
B. Parker, Director Teacher Education, DOE, 15/3/2000, 29/3/2000
I. Rensburg, Deputy D-G DOE General & Further Education and Training,
16/3/2000
R. Sieborger, Former Head Learning Area Committee, HSS, 22/3/2000
L. Tshwete, Director Quality Assurance, DOE, 15/3/2000
I. Widdop, Director of Operations, Proudfoot Consultancy, 20/4/2000
P.Hamukoma, Director of Business Development, Proudfoot Consultancy,
21/4/2000
Teacher Development Sub-committee of HEDCOM
M. Jarvis, Superintendent-General, KZN DEC
T. Mbatha, Director Education Programmes and Curriculum Development,
KwaZulu Natal, 28/3/2000
S.N.P. Sishi, Durban South Region, DCES, KZN
S.P. Govender, North Durban Region, DCES, KZN
H. Wilson, DCES, KZN
A. Meyers, CMC, Gauteng, 13/4/2000
B. O’Connell, Suuperintendent-General, Western Cape Education Department,
23/3/2000
A. Schlebusch, CMC, Western Cape, 7/4/2000
B. Schreuder, CMC, Western Cape, 7/4/2000
R. Tywakadi, Director: Curriculum Development, Eastern Cape, 4/4/2000
N. Skenjana, Deputy Permanent Secretary: Education Management and
Development Services, Eastern Cape, 4/4/2000
Eastern Cape Provincial Curriculum Directorate (S. Qobo, N. Tyani, J. van der
Walt), 4/4/2000
Eastern Cape Regional Coordinators, 4/4/2000
M. Rakometsi, Director: Education Institute, Free State, 5/4/2000
G.N. de Villiers, CES: Curriculum Development, Free State, 5/4/2000
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Curriculum , Provisioning and Finance Directorates, Free State, 18/4/2000
M. Jacobs, CES: Learning Facilitation and Subject Advisory Services, Orange
Free State, 5/4/2000
Mr Maponyane, Curriculum Development Directorate, Northern Province
Mrs Ramaphala, Polokwane District, ECD, Northern Province
Mrs Rakgatla, ECD Phase Section, Northern Province
Mr Mailula, Curriculum Support Directorate, Northern Province
Mr Setati, Senior Phase, Northern Province
M. Mhlongo, Acting Director of Teacher Development Directorate)
Mr Motara, Trainer and Head of Teacher Development Unit, Potchefstroom,
North West Province
Director of Teacher Development/Professional Support Services, Mafikeng,
North West Province
Director of Curriculum and ten members of staff, North West Province
Shoma Training Centre, Mafikeng North West Province
A Meyers, T. Nkotoe and E Pedro, Gauteng Department of Education,
Curriculum and Teacher Development Directorate (CTDU), 13/4/2000
M Kibi, Director, Provisioning Unit, Gauteng Department of Education,
14/4/2000
J. Mkhwanazi, Acting CES, Curriculum, Mpumulanga Department of
Education, 12/5/2000
L. Sithole, Financial Management Services, Mpumulanga Department of
Education, 12/5/2000
S. du Preez, Senior Provisioning Administrative Officer, Logistics,
Mpumulanga Department of Education, 12/5/2000
J. Reneke, Deputy Director, Logistics, Mpumulanga Department of Education,
12/5/2000
C. Nkuna, Technology Coordinator, Mpumulanga Department of Education,
12/5/2000
Delta Foundation Group Interview with Curriculum Coordinator and 8 subject
advisers (Port Elizabeth)
31 May 2000

131

REPORT OF REVIEW COMMITTEE ON C2005

N. Clark, FET Committee, Maskew Millar Longmann, 11/5/2000
N. Fassen, Tafelberg, 11/5/2000
J. Ingles, Shuter & Shooter, 11/5/2000
L. Mabandla, Chair of Education Interest Group, Publishers Association of
South Africa (PASA)
K. McCallum, Oxford University Press, CEO, 17/4/2000
S. Zuma, FET Interest Group, Juta
M. Monteith, education consultant
H. de Kok, HSRC, 23/3/2000
M. Magamate, HSRC, 23/3/2000
E. Nel, IEB, 15/3/2000
M. Pahad, IEB, 17/4/2000
S. Reinecke, HSRC, 23/3/2000
R. Scheepers, HSRC, 23/3/2000

G.

SCHOOLS VISITED

KwaZulu-Natal
Berea West Junior Primary
Berea West Senior Primary
Nxumalo Primary School
Ulundi Primary School
Yiboni Primary School

Western Cape
Masivuke Primary School
Sid Rule Primary School
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Eastern Cape
Siyaphambile School (G5 – G8)
Lonwabo Primary School (ELSEN)
Cape Recife School (ELSEN)
Triomf Primary

Northern Province
Huelereng Primary
Makgoathare Primary
Makgoathane Primary School
Masivuke Primary School

NorthWest Province
Lesego Primary School
Mafikeng Primary School
Montshioa Memorial Middle School
Montshwa Memorial School
Potchefstroom Central Primary School

Free State
Heide Primary School, Heidedal
Monamodi Primary School, Brandfort
St Andrews School, Bloemfontein

Northern Cape
Beaconsfield Primary School

Mpumulanga
Eastdene Combined School
Middelburg Combined School
Vuma Combined School
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H.

NEWSPAPERS

Beeld: 10/2/2000
Business Day: 9/2/2000; 22/2/2000
Citizen: 9/2/2000; 22/2/2000
City Press: 13/2/2000; 27/2/2000
Current Affairs: 10/3/2000
Despatch: 11/2/2000
Educator’s Voice
Financial Mail: 28/1/2000
Info@woza.co.za: 8/2/2000
Leadership: 10/2/2000
Mail and Guardian: 3-8/4/1998; 4-10/6/1999; 14/1/2000; 10/2/2000,
News24.co.za: 9/2/2000; 21/2/2000; 22/2/2000
Pretoria News: 9/2/2000; 23/2/2000
The Star: 9/2/2000; 14/2/2000; 23/2/2000
Sowetan: 11/2/2000; 13/3/2000; 14/3/2000; 15/3/2000
Sunday Times: 13/2/2000; 20/2/2000
Sunday World: 20/2/2000
The Teacher: March 2000

I.

TEXTBOOKS

Grade 7 Human and Social Sciences Textbooks
Ace – Human and Social Sciences
Gariep – My New World
Heinemann – Social Science
Juta – Investigating Society and Environment
Kagiso – Human and Social Sciences
Macmillan – People in Time and Place
Maskew Miller Longman – On Track with Human and Social Sciences
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Maskew Miller Longman – Understanding Human and Social Sciences
Nasou – Human and Social Sciences
Oxford University Press – Successful Human and Social Sciences
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APPENDIX 1
STEPS INVOLVED IN THE PROCUREMENT OF MATERIALS
❚ The submission of new curriculum material by publishers
❚ The appointment and training of LSM evaluators, the evaluation
of new material, feedback to publishers, re-evaluation and
approval of titles
❚ The preparation of textbook catalogues and requisition forms, and
delivery of these to schools
❚ The direct marketing to schools by publishers and suppliers, and
the scheduling and holding of book displays for teachers
❚ The requisitioning of LSM requirements by schools and the
checking of these requisitions at circuit/district, regional and head
office level
❚ The capturing, costing and consolidation of these requisitions, the
reconciliation of the LSM requirements against the funds
available, negotiations for additional funding, the adjustment of
requirements, and the preparation of orders for suppliers
❚ Simultaneously, the advertising for, and the receipt and
evaluation of tender applications from suppliers
❚ The preparation and submission of motivations on the
recommended suppliers to the internal Tender Committee and
then to the Tender Board
❚ The evaluation and award of tenders by the Tender Board and the
resolution of objections
❚ The issuing of orders to suppliers who, once they have proof of
credit worthiness, place orders with the publishers/printers
❚ The consolidation by the printers of orders received from the
various suppliers, and the printing of textbooks

❚ The delivery of textbooks by the printers to the suppliers, the
preparation and scheduling of deliveries and the physical
deliveries to schools

❚ The receipt and storage of textbooks at schools, the checking of
delivery notes, invoices and orders at the schools, regional and
head office levels and the payment of suppliers

❚ The monitoring and evaluation of supplier deliveries and
resolution of problems
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APPENDIX 2
PROPOSED SCOPE OF NEW LEARNING AREAS
Languages
The Review Committee believes that teachers of languages should focus on
knowledge about languages and how they work. They should teach learners to
use, think about and analyse language and to develop strategies for composing,
comprehending and responding to a wide variety of visual and written texts.
The focus of this learning area should be the learning of South African
languages and the literature of these languages. C2005 has been criticised for
being ‘based on a unilingual system i.e for all practical purposes, an Englishmedium system of education’ (Alexander and PRAESA submission). C2005,
the argument goes, is at odds with the official language-in-education policy
which is based on a bilingual or multilingual system of education. There is
considerable controversy over the present language-in-education policy. The
realities of urban classrooms are that learners have a wide variety of main
languages; teachers’ capacity to teach in more than one language is limited;
and parental wishes and ambitions promote English over other languages.
These factors all contrive to undermine the official language policy. The
Minister of Education has called for a review of the language-in-education
policy and this should inform the future teaching of languages in the revised
C2005.

Mathematics
This learning area should provide learners with effective and efficient
foundational knowledge and understanding of mathematics. This does not
mean a return to the old pre-C2005 syllabus. Rather it means ensuring that the
foundational skills promoted in the curriculum are supplemented with trends
which have emerged in school mathematics curricula over the last decade. For
Taylor these trends provide ‘opportunities to apply mathematical modeling to
“authentic” problem situations, and to apply the resultant models to the
solution of related problems’ (Taylor submission, DOE 2000f). In the Senior
Phase, ‘analysis of complex “authentic” situations should link various subbranches of mathematical knowledge both with each other, and with concepts
from other knowledge areas’ (Taylor submission).
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Natural Science
This learning area should cover key concepts in physical science and biology.
There is a division of opinion as to whether technology should be included
with science or should be presented as a separate learning area. The reason for
this division of opinion is that there is not a consensus on what the study of
technology encompasses. This is because ‘technology makes use of a wide
range of bodies of knowledge and skill but is not defined by them’ (OrtStep
submission). However, OrtStep claims that despite the ‘endless debate about
the relationship between science and technology’ there is ‘broad agreement that
while technology often, but not always, draws on science, it involves more than
simply being applied science’. This is the main argument against teaching
science and technology together - that it is more than applied science.
However, it is also applied science; and given that
❚

there are relatively few teachers who have been trained in technology,
and

❚

‘it is common cause that the vast majority of educators responsible for
teaching science in our schools need to be upgraded both in respect of
their content knowledge and the didactics necessary for teaching
science’ (OrtStep submission)

it seems reasonable to suggest that science and aspects of technology are taught
in the same learning area but that the training and re-training of science and
technology teachers include applied science and other features of technology.
At the same time, ‘design’ features of technology should be in the Life
Orientation learning area. This is by no means to downgrade the importance of
technology.

Social Sciences
This should include history, geography and environment. These should not be
integrated mechanically but should ensure that the distinctive concepts and
‘ways of thinking’ of each is fostered and developed.
The teaching of history should ensure learners develop a ‘narrative’ and
conceptual understanding of the history of South Africa and Africa and their
place in world history.
Geography should deal with the concepts of place and space and how human
beings interact with the environment.
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Arts and Culture
This learning area has an important role to play in promoting and developing
the value and creative potential of all learners. The curriculum framework
should ensure that the arts – the music, dance, drama and visual arts - of a wide
variety of South African and other societies are taught during the GET band.
The Arts and Culture learning area thus has an important role to play in
informing, challenging and shifting attitudes and values of a heterogeneous and
divided society. (DOE 2000f) The curriculum framework for Arts and Culture
documents should ensure that the arts are taught at increasing levels of
complexity, depth and breadth during the GET band.

Life Orientation
Issues important for personal well-being and growth in South Africa and which
are appropriate to the emotional and social development of learners should be
included in Life Orientation. These include basic banking and accounting
procedures, design, entrepreneurship, health education, physical education and
religion education.
In addition, the following two points should be borne in mind:
Rationalisation of Economic and Management Sciences
Economic and Management Sciences (EMS) will no longer be a separate
learning area in the GET band. Selected topics in the current C2005 EMS
learning area should be included in the Life Orientation learning area. The
reasons for this are twofold. First, there are a limited number of primary school
teachers that have any education or training in the economic and management
field. More importantly, a great deal of what has been included in EMS is
regarded as suitable only for senior secondary or tertiary study. It seems more
appropriate in the GET band to introduce learners to issues related to
entrepreneurship and to the use and interpretation of financial documents
required in everyday life.
Flexible time
In addition to the learning areas, some flexible time should be included in the
curriculum. This provides an opportunity for learners to pursue extra-curricular
activities important to their development such as sporting, spiritual and cultural
interests. These will be locally determined, taught and supported.
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APPENDIX 3

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE OF A LEARNING AREA STATEMENT
Definition of the area
Languages is that area of the curriculum where learners study and use
language and literature.
The languages learning area promotes literacy and learning of languages.
There are different types of literacies (visual, mathematical, computer,
cultural) which teachers in all learning areas share a responsibility for
teaching. However, teachers of languages should focus on knowledge about
language and how it works. They should teach learners to use, think about
and analyse language and to develop strategies for composing,
comprehending and responding to texts.
The goals of the languages learning area
To develop :
❚

The ability to speak, listen, read, view and write with purpose,
effect and confidence in a wide range of contexts

❚

A knowledge of the ways in which language varies according to
context, purpose, audience and content, and the ability to apply
this knowledge

❚

A sound grasp of the linguistic structures and features of the
language as it is spoken and written

❚

A broad knowledge of a range of literature, including indigenous
literature, and a capacity to relate this literature to aspects of
contemporary society and personal experience

❚

The capacity to discuss and analyse texts and language critically
and with appreciation

❚

A knowledge of the ways in which textual interpretation and
understanding may vary according to cultural, social and personal
differences, and the capacity to develop reasoned arguments
about interpretation and meaning.
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APPENDIX 4

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE OF LEARNING OUTCOMES FOR GRADE 1
Numeracy
Learning outcome

Assessment standard

By the end of Grade 1 learners will
be able to

Assessment will include the following

count and recognise numerals from 0 –
100

Learner counts from 0 to 100 verbally
Learner counts backwards from 100 to
0 verbally
Learner skip counts in 2s (odd and
even numbers), 5s and 10s to 100
Learner reads written numerals from 0
– 100
Learner uses number line from 0 to 100

do simple addition and subtraction of
whole numbers 0 – 10

Learner adds whole numbers 1 – 10
including
Money, length of objects and weight
of objects
Learner subtracts whole numbers 1– 10
including
Money, length of objects and weight
of objects
Compare, order and represent whole
numbers to 50 using concrete materials
and drawings
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Literacy
Learning outcome

Assessment standard

By the end of Grade 1 learners will
be able to

Assessment will include the following

Identify all letters of the alphabet

Learner identifies all letters of the
alphabet (capital and small) by sight
Learner identifies all letters of the
alphabet by sound in isolation and at
beginning of words

Identify core vocabulary
learner’s language

of

the

Learners identify the core vocabulary
(approximately 100 words) on sight)
Learners identify the core vocabulary
in familiar, illustrated texts

Life Skills
Learning outcome
By the end of Grade 1 learners will
be able to
Describe and demonstrate basic
practices relating to personal hygiene

Assessment standard
Assessment will include the following
Learners describe the processes and
reasons for brushing teeth
Learners describe the processes and
reasons for washing/combing/brushing
hair
Learners describe the processes and
reasons for bathing

Demonstrate and describe practices Learners describe the processes for use
relating to safety and security in the of cooking facilities in the home
environment
home and school environment

Demonstrate and describe environment
friendly practices within the home and
school environment
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APPENDIX 5

NORMS AND STANDARDS FOR EXPENDITURE ON TEXTBOOKS AND
STATIONERY

Province

Eastern Cape

Number of Learners

Amount that should be
spent on LSMs @ R100.00
per learner (Norms and
Standards for Funding,
1999)

1 408 055

140 805 500

797 685

79 768 500

Gauteng

1 560 267

156 026 700

KwaZulu-Natal

2 722 026

272 202 600

Mpumulanga

931 679

93 167 900

North West

922 910

92 291 000

Northern Cape

205 060

20 506 000

1 917 552

191 755 200

924 658

92 465 800

11 389 892

1138 989 200

Free State

Northern Province
Western Cape
Total
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