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Purpose of the Technical Report

The purpose of the technical report is to provide additional information about the methodology and data used in deriving 
the findings presented in the main report. This information is presented separately for each indicator and includes the 
data used to generate the figures presented in the main report as well the standard errors, confidence intervals and 
tables with further disaggregation of findings.  This report is best read in conjunction with the main report

Methodology

This section provides an overview of the sampling methodology by means of which the data was obtained; the 
instruments used to obtain the data; the preparation undertaking for the data collection and the process of data 
collection, data cleaning and analysis. 

Sampling 

The Terms of Reference (ToR) from the DBE regarding the sampling methodology is presented below (note the 
numbering is aligned to the actual ToR (pp.7-8)):

13. For the purposes of the survey, the service provider will be provided with a national sampling framework in order 
to draw a nationally representative sample of schools offering Grade 6 and a nationally representative sample of 
schools offering Grade 12, keeping in mind that these two populations overlap to some extent. Effectively, there 
must be two samples: a sample of 1000 schools offering Grade 6 and a sample of 1000 schools offering Grade 
12. Only schools categorised as public ordinary schools will form part of the sample; ‘Special Needs Education 
Schools’, Specialisation Schools and private schools will be excluded.

14. The samples should be stratified by province to ensure that the sample for each province is roughly the same 
size. Within each province, the sample should be stratified by quintile to ensure that the provincial sample is 
representative of the quintile ratios within the province. The sample should allow for the disaggregation of findings 
by province and quintile with an acceptable degree of precision. The proposal should provide power calculations, 
that is to say, estimates of the precision with which findings can be made at the national and provincial level. The 
sample should include small schools drawn with probability proportional to school size; as defined by enrolment.

15. At a minimum, the information collected for the SMS 2017/18 should be collected at Grades 3, 6, 9, and 12, and 
should focus on literacy/Language and Numeracy/Mathematics. 

16. For the sample of schools offering Grade 3 and 6, the specific focus should be Home Language Literacy which will 
be the Language of Learning and Teaching (LOLT), English First Additional Language (EFAL) and Mathematics

17. For the sample of schools offering Grade 9 the specific focus should be English and Mathematics, and for schools 
offering Grade 12, the specific focus should be English, Mathematics and Mathematical Literacy. 

18. A minimum of two fieldworkers should visit one school per day for the purposes of data collection.
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19. In order to enhance the survey and respond to emerging priority areas, there will also be a qualitative aspect 
to the SMS 2017/18. Methodologies used for this aspect should include individual interviews and focus-group 
discussions amongst other methods. In their proposal, the service provider should provide a detailed description of 
the methodologies to be used in the qualitative component including specific themes informing the questions that 
will be developed. 

25. Sample and sampling report. DBE will provide the sampling frame including all available data on eligible schools. 
The service provider will be expected to draw the final sample as well as compile a report detailing the statistical 
calculations, and parameters used to select the sample. The DBE will approve the final sample.

The SnaP database of learner enrolment 2015

The following data files were utilised as obtained from DataFirst for the SNAP survey of 2015:

•	 snaps-2014-2015-masterlist-v1.4.csv  - Masterlist

•	 snaps-2014-2015-learner-enrolment-v1.4.csv – Learner enrolment by grade

These two files were merged by EMIS number and the enrolments per grade calculated for each school. A total of 25 
625 schools with information about enrolment were obtained through this process.

As only public ordinary schools are to be included in the survey, a total of 1 764 independent schools were identified 
and one school was unclassified. By dropping these 1 765 schools, the number of public ordinary schools that remained 
were 23 860.

As quintiles are to be considered during the sampling process, a further 34 schools had to be dropped as no quintile 
information was available for these schools. The population was therefore adjusted from 23 860 to 23 826 schools.

The different grade combinations of ordinary public schools that had to be considered when drawing the sample are 
presented in Table 1 below:

Table 1: grade combinations of ordinary public schools

Grade combination Number of  
schools

None with Grade 6 or 12   1 626
Grade 12   5 754
Grade 6 16 033
Grade 6 and 12      413
Total 23 826

As only schools with Grade 6 and Grade 12 were to be included in the sample, 1 626 schools were eliminated at this 
stage as they included neither of these grades. 

Aligned to the requirements of the ToR, 22 200 public ordinary schools offering either Grade 6 or 12 or a combination 
thereof was considered as the total population.

For the two samples drawn of Grade 6 and Grade 12 respectively, the grade combinations with number of schools and 
number of learners are reflected in Table 2 below:

Table 2: grade 6 and 12 combinations of ordinary public schools

Grade combination Number of Schools Number of Learners
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Grade 12   5 754   625 112
Grade 6 16 033   843 746
Grade 6 and 12      413     41 370
Total 22 200  1 510 228

For the Grade 6 sample, a population of 16 446 (16 033 + 413) schools were available and for the Grade 12 sample a 
population of 6 167 (5 754 + 413) schools were available.

The Provincial distribution of public ordinary schools in the different grade combinations:

The provincial breakdown for the number of schools for the grade combinations is presented in Table 3 below:

Table 3: number of schools by province and grade combination

Number of schools
Province Grade 6 Grade 12 Combination of Grade 

6 and 12
Total

EC 4 188 807 60 5 055
FS 787 249 57 1 093
GT 1 360 597 14 1 971
KZ 3 814 1 538 124 5476
LP 2 349 1 332 25 3 706
MP 1 104 457 49 1 610
NC 382 108 22 512
NW 999 333 30 1 362
WC 1 050 333 32 1 415
Total 16033 5754 413 22 200
Percent 72.22 25.92 1.86 100.00

In order to determine the school allocation per province for the two samples, the number of learners in a school for the 
specific grade was considered. The learner population by grade combination and province is presented in Table 4 below:

Table 4: number of learners by province and grade combination

Number of learners
Province Grade 6 Grade 12 Combination of Grade 6 

and 12
Total

EC 134 420 81 871 6 226 222 517
FS 45 612 32 368 4 827 82 807
GT 144 469 102 806 2 611 249 886
KZ 187 362 161 097 11 981 360 440
LP 105 912 99 889 2 453 208 254
MP 69 188 50 724 6 027 125 939
NC 21 182 11 281 1 860 34 323
NW 57 657 32 514 2 534 92 705
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WC 77 944 52 562 2 851 133 357
Total 843 746 625 112 41 370 1 510 228
Percent 55.87 41.39 2.74 100.00

Although the Grade 6 and 12 combination comprise only 2.74% of the total population of learners, the Grade 6 and 12 
combination schools are included in both instances during the sampling process when considering Grade 6 schools and 
Grade 12 schools independently.

The grade 6 sample:

A random sample of 1 000 schools out of the 16 446 schools (with a learner population of 863 196) was drawn. The 
Grade 6 population of schools by province is shown in Table 5.

Table 5: number of schools per province for the grade 6 population

Number of schools
Province Grade 6 Combination of Grade 6 

and 12
Grade 6 population

No of Schools
EC 4 188 60 4 248
FS 787 57 844
GT 1 360 14 1 374
KZ 3 814 124 3 938
LP 2 349 25 2 374
MP 1 104 49 1 153
NC 382 22 404
NW 999 30 1 029
WC 1 050 32 1 082
Total 16 033 413 16 446

The Grade 6 population of learners by province is shown in Table 6.

Table 6: number of learners per province for the grade 6 population

Number of learners
Province Grade 6 Combination of Grade 

6 and 12 ONLY Grade 6 
learners

Grade 6 population

(No of Learners)

EC 134 420 2 869 137 289
FS 45 612 2 512 48 124
GT 144 469 1 280 145 749
KZ 187 362 5 079 192 441
LP 105 912 1 320 107 232
MP 69 188 2 891 72 079
NC 21 182 904 22 086
NW 57 657 1 419 59 076
WC 77 944 1 176 79 120
Total 843 746 19 450 863 196
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calculating the sample size per province:

Aligned to the ToR requirement the sample size must be more or less equal between provinces, with larger provinces 
getting a slightly larger sample (between 100 and 119 per province). The number of learners were used for the allocation 
of sample size per province.

Power allocation:

In order to achieve an acceptable trade-off between equal sample sizes per province and proportional sample sizes per 
province, power allocations were utilised. A power allocation of 0 provides exactly equal size samples for each province, 
while a power allocation of 1 would provide sample sizes according to the size of the province (proportionally). 

In order to ensure at least 100 schools per province are included within the overall sample a power allocation of 0.08 
for Grade 6 was selected. 

The number of learners per province was transformed by taking the power of 0.08 (refer to the ‘Power of 0.08’ column 
in Table 7). On these transformed values, the sample size by province was then proportionally calculated by taking the 
transformed value of the province divided by the sum of the transformed values and multiplied by 1 000.

The determined sample size allocation per province for the Grade 6 sample is presented in the Sample Size column 
which is shaded grey in Table 7 below:

Table 7: Sampling allocation per province with precision for the grade 6 population

Grade 6
Province Population of learners Power of 0.08 Sample size Sampling precision 

%
EC 137 289 2.576385578 116 9.10
FS 48 124 2.369130247 106 9.52
GT 145 749 2.588740074 116 9.10
KZ 192 441 2.646938241 119 8.98
LP 107 232 2.525956996 114 9.18
MP 72 079 2.446947774 110 9.34
NC 22 086 2.226021555 100 9.80
NW 59 076 2.408312759 108 9.43
WC 79 120 2.465260983 111 9.30
Total 863 196 22.25369421 1 000 3.10

for example:

In the Eastern Cape, the 137 289 learners were transformed to a value of 2.576386(137 2890.08), while the Free State 
with 48 124 learners was transformed to a value of 2.3691302(48 1240.08). This resulted in proportional allocation to be 
far more equal across provinces than using the original number of learners. 

The sample size was then proportionally calculated out of the transformed values. Therefore, the Eastern Cape became 
(2.576386/22.25369421)*1 000=115.7734. This resulted in the final sample size of 116 schools.

Using this power allocation, 116 schools with Grade 6 learners were chosen in the Eastern Cape and 106 schools with 
Grade 6 learners in Free State. This is a far more equal allocation than 159 (137 289 / 86 3196*1 000) schools for the 
Eastern Cape and 56 (48 124/863 196*1 000) schools for the Free State.
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calculating the Sample Precision per Province:

The sampling precision for the Grade 6 sample is also presented in Table 7. The sampling precision per province is 
calculated by the following formula 1.96*0.5/SQRT (sample size for the relevant province)*100.

The sampling precision refers to the 95% confidence interval for the estimated proportion of learners, for example, for 
the sample size of 116 the precision for Eastern Cape will be 9.10%  

Drawing the specific schools per province:

For each province, the sample of Grade 6 learners were proportionally drawn per quintile. This was achieved by using 
quintile as the primary implicit stratification variable. Other implicit stratification variables consist of district and the unique 
Education Management Information System (EMIS) number of the school. The latter will ensure that a representative 
sample, spread over the whole province is drawn.

The schools were systematically drawn with probability proportional to size (pps), with number of Grade 6 learners in the 
school as a measure of size (school size variable). 

By way of example, for the Eastern Cape a sample of 116 schools was drawn out of the 4 248 schools utilising the above 
methodology. The same approach was adopted for the other provinces.

grade 12 sample:

A random sample of 1 000 schools out of the 6 167 schools (with a learner population of 647 032) was drawn. The Grade 
12 population of schools by province is shown in Table 8.

Table 8: number of schools per province for the grade 12 population

Number of schools
Province Grade 12 Combination of Grade 6 

and 12
Grade 12 Population

No of Schools
EC 807 60 867
FS 249 57 306
GT 597 14 611
KZ 1 538 124 1 662
LP 1 332 25 1 357
MP 457 49 506
NC 108 22 130
NW 333 30 363
WC 333 32 365
Total 5 754 413 6 167

The Grade 12 population of learners by province is shown in Table 9. 

Table 9: number of learners per province for the grade 12 population

Number of learners
Province Grade 12 Combination of Grade 6 

and 12 ONLY Grade 12 
learners

Grade 12 Population

(No of Learners)

EC 81 871 3 357 85 228



17
2017/2018 School Monitoring Survey: Technical Report

FS 32 368 2 315 34 683
GT 102 806 1 331 104 137
KZ 161 097 6 902 167 999
LP 99 889 1 133 101 022
MP 50 724 3 136 53 860
NC 11 281 956 12 237
NW 32 514 1 115 33 629
WC 52 562 1 675 54 237
Total 625 112 21 920 647 032

calculating the sample size per province:

Aligned to the ToR requirement, the sample size must be more or less equal between provinces, with larger provinces 
getting a slightly larger sample (between 100 and 120 per province). The number of learners will be used for the 
allocation of sample size per province.

Power allocation:

In order to achieve an acceptable trade-off between equal sample sizes per province and proportional sample sizes per 
province, power allocations were utilised. A power allocation of 0 would provide exactly equal size samples for each 
province, while a power allocation of 1 would provide sample sizes according to the size of the province (proportionally). 

The decision was made to not take less than 100 schools per province in order to achieve this, a power allocation of 
0.07 for Grade 12 was selected. 

The number of learners per province was transformed by taking the power of 0.07 (refer to the ‘Power of 0.07’ column 
in Table 10). On these transformed values, the sample size by province was then proportionally calculated by taking the 
transformed value of the province divided by the sum of the transformed values and multiplied by 1 000.

The determined sample size allocation per province for the Grade 12 sample is presented in the sample size column 
which is shaded grey in Table 10 below:

Table 10: Sampling allocation per province with precision for the grade 12 population

Grade 12
Province Population of learners Power of 0.067 Sample size Sampling precision 

%
EC 85 228 2.21381212 114 9.18
FS 34 683 2.078778258 107 9.47
GT 104 137 2.245082757 116 9.10
KZ 167 999 2.321514864 120 8.95
LP 101 022 2.240315158 115 9.14
MP 53 860 2.14382161 110 9.34
NC 12 237 1.932578961 100 9.80
NW 33 629 2.074292403 107 9.47
WC 54 237 2.144868624 111 9.30
Total 647 032 19.39506476 1000 3.10

example:

In the Eastern Cape, the 85 228 learners were transformed to a value of 2.2138 (85 2280.07), while in  the Free State the 
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34 683 learners were transformed to a value of 2.0788 (34 6830.07). This caused proportional allocation to be far more 
equal across provinces than using the original number of learners. 

The sample size was then proportionally calculated out of the transformed values. Therefore, the Eastern Cape became 
(2.2138 /19.3951)*1 000=114.1422. This resulted in the final sample size of 114 schools.

calculating the sample precision per province:

The sampling precision for the Grade 12 sample is also presented in Table 10. The sampling precision per province is 
calculated by the following formula 1.96*0.5/SQRT(sample size for the relevant province)*100.

Drawing the specific schools per province:

For each province, the sample of Grade 12 learners were proportionally drawn per quintile. This was achieved by using 
quintile as a primary implicit stratification variable. Other implicit stratification variables consist of district and the unique 
EMIS number of the school. The latter ensures that a representative sample, spread over the whole province is drawn.

The schools were systematically drawn with probability proportional to size (pps), with number of Grade 12 learners in 
the school as a measure of size (school size variable). 

By way of example, for the Eastern Cape a sample of 114 schools was drawn out of the 867 schools utilising the above 
methodology. The same approach was adopted for the other provinces.
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Table 11:  Sample of grade 6 Schools per quintile per Province

 Grade 6 Quintile
Province 1 2 3 4 5 All

N Row % N Row % N Row % N Row % N Row % N Row %
EC 40 34.48% 24 20.69% 44 37.93% 3 2.59% 5 4.31% 116 100.00%
FS 32 30.19% 28 26.42% 27 25.47% 9 8.49% 10 9.43% 106 100.00%
GT 18 15.52% 17 14.66% 28 24.14% 27 23.28% 26 22.41% 116 100.00%
KZ 27 22.69% 30 25.21% 32 26.89% 15 12.61% 15 12.61% 119 100.00%
LP 41 35.96% 46 40.35% 23 20.18% 0 0.00% 4 3.51% 114 100.00%
MP 47 42.73% 43 39.09% 10 9.09% 3 2.73% 7 6.36% 110 100.00%
NC 21 21.00% 25 25.00% 25 25.00% 16 16.00% 13 13.00% 100 100.00%
NW 32 29.63% 21 19.44% 44 40.74% 8 7.41% 3 2.78% 108 100.00%
WC 11 9.91% 16 14.41% 17 15.32% 30 27.03% 37 33.33% 111 100.00%
All 269 26.90% 250 25.00% 250 25.00% 111 11.10% 120 12.00% 1000 100.00%

Table 12:  Sample of grade 12 Schools per quintile per Province

Grade 12 Quintile
Province 1 2 3 4 5 All

N Row % N Row % N Row % N Row % N Row % N Row %
EC 30 26.32% 22 19.30% 48 42.11% 5 4.39% 9 7.89% 114 100.00%
FS 33 30.84% 23 21.50% 27 25.23% 7 6.54% 17 15.89% 107 100.00%
GT 12 10.34% 13 11.21% 29 25.00% 30 25.86% 32 27.59% 116 100.00%
KZ 22 18.33% 31 25.83% 32 26.67% 18 15.00% 17 14.17% 120 100.00%
LP 37 32.17% 46 40.00% 27 23.48% 1 0.87% 4 3.48% 115 100.00%
MP 49 44.55% 38 34.55% 12 10.91% 3 2.73% 8 7.27% 110 100.00%
NC 19 19.00% 17 17.00% 21 21.00% 23 23.00% 20 20.00% 100 100.00%
NW 20 18.69% 20 18.69% 42 39.25% 21 19.63% 4 3.74% 107 100.00%
WC 7 6.31% 10 9.01% 23 20.72% 23 20.72% 48 43.24% 111 100.00%
All 229 22.90% 220 22.00% 261 26.10% 131 13.10% 159 15.90% 1000 100.00%
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Sampling at a school:

Grade 6 sample:

Information and responses to the instruments were gathered for Grades 3 and 6 from the Grade 6 sample. In instances 
where Grade 3 does not exist in the schools sampled, this were documented as such and reported on accordingly.

Grade 12 sample:

Information and responses to the instruments were gathered for Grades 9 and 12 from the Grade 12 sample. In instances 
where Grade 9 does not exist in the schools sampled, this were documented as such and reported on accordingly.

Grade 6 and 12 combination sample:

From the sample drawn, there were two instances where schools have a combination of Grades 6 and 12 within the 
same school. In such instances, information was gathered for Grades 3 and 6 independently and for Grades 9 and 12 
independently. 

During the analysis phase, two weights were calculated for the school. The choice of weight in the analysis stage 
depended on the grades being analysed, i.e. Grade 6 or Grade 12.

Sampling with replacement was used to account for schools that are not accessible or are missing. The replacement 
sample was used with the relevant Grade (6 or 12) and province with the correct quintile and from a nearby district.

important notes regarding the two samples:

The difference in the proportion of the Grade 6 and 12 samples: 

It should be noted that when considering the entire population, proportions sampled differ between the two populations. 
A proportion of 6% (1 000/16 446) of the Grade 6 population was chosen while a proportion of 14.8% (1 000/6 761) of 
the Grade 12 was chosen. This was conducted in such a manner in compliance with the requirements of the Terms of 
Reference.

A check was conducted to determine the impact of utilising pps sampling relative to simple random sampling, the 
findings were as follows:

•	 For the Grade 6 sample, by utilising pps sampling only one school is included with less than four learners, whereas 
twenty-nine schools with less than four learners would have been included had we utilised simple random sampling; 
and

•	 For the Grade 12 sample, by utilising pps sampling no schools are included with less than ten learners, whereas two 
schools with less than ten learners would have been included had we utilised simple random sampling.

Quintiles:

It should be noted that there were instances where only Grade 9 or only Grade 3 were provided at the schools, which 
may result in systematic bias (in some quintiles). Strictly speaking then, Grade 9 (and Grade 3) statistics will need to be 
reported as being representative of the population of Grade 9 (Grade 3) learners in schools where both Grade 9 and 12 
(Grade 3 and 6) are offered.

Through the sampling approach adopted, it should be noted that overall there were 6.5% (1 102/16 999) of schools 
offering Grade 3 that could not be part of the sample due to these schools not having Grade 6. 

Similarly, it should be noted that overall there were 5.6% (478/8 569) of schools offering Grade 9 that could not be part 
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of the sample due to these schools not having Grade 12. 

The overall impact hereof on quintiles can be viewed in Table 13.

Table 13: comparison of only grade 3 and grade 9 with all grade 3 and grade 9 of public ordinary schools

Grade  Quintile
1 2 3 4 5 All

All grade 3 6420 4751 3504 1150 1174 16999
Only grade 3 343 301 359 62 37 1102

5.34% 6.34% 10.25% 5.39% 3.15% 6.48%

All grade 9 3005 2388 1887 620 669 8569
Only grade 9 207 131 122 13 5 478

6.89% 5.49% 6.47% 2.10% 0.75% 5.58%

Survey instruments

In line with the ToR, the 2017 SMS focused only on 13 of the 15 Action Plan indicators reported in the 2011 SMS. The 
ToR also required the following information on priority areas:

… teacher and principal participation, perceptions, experiences, proposals and levels of professional 
development particularly on: provincial, national and international assessments including the Annual 
National Assessments (ANAs); and school level assessment practice. Topics covered should also include 
African languages and the schooling environment with school management data collection mechanisms 
including the South African School Administration and Management System (SA-SAMS), the Learner 
Unit Record Information and Tracking System (LURITS), and other Information and Communications 
Technology (ICT) systems.

In developing the instruments for the 2017 SMS, the following brief, and the information shown in Table 14 and 
specified in the ToR were used as the basis for adding or revising questions for each instrument. 

The following 13 indicators and qualitative research questions form the basis of the survey though 
improvements/refinements are required particularly in data collection and monitoring. Further 
details on the rationale and methodology for the indicators are provided in the full version of the 
previous Sector Plan, Action Plan 2014. This should be read in addition to the Action Plan 2019 
and all other strategic documents detailed in the Terms of Reference. Further details on reference 
documents are specified within each indicator.
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Table 14: The 13 indicators and measurement issues specified in the ToR

Indicator 1. The percentage of schools where allocated teaching posts are all filled

Measurement Issues

It is critical to know and understand where there are vacancies. The following two issues should be part of the key 
questions, amongst other considerations:

•	 (teaching) posts that are filled by temporary educators

•	 (teaching) posts that are filled by permanent educators

Very importantly, a problem in the 2011 SMS questionnaires resulted in it not being possible to gauge when 
empty posts were publicly paid and when they were privately paid (or paid by the school governing body). It is 
essential that this distinction be clear. Moreover, the key interest is Grades 1 to 12 teachers. The matter of Grade 
R teachers should be reported separately.

The key source for this indicator is the School Monitoring Survey 2011/12. Details on the calculation of baseline 
values can be found in the report Second detailed indicator report

for basic education sector, completed in 2014.

Indicator 2. The average hours per year spent by teachers on professional development activities

Measurement Issues

According to the Education Labour Relations Council Resolution No. 7 of 1998 on the Workload of Educator, all 
educators, as part of their conditions of service, should spend 80 hours per year on professional development 
activities. This should be taken into account when measuring this indicator.

Details should include the types of professional development (self, school and externally-initiated) activities un-
dertaken, amongst other considerations.

Details on the calculation of baseline values can be found in the report Second detailed indicator report for basic 
education sector, completed in 2014.

Indicator 3. The percentage of teachers absent from school on an average day

Measurement Issues

It is critical to define “absenteeism” in this context, taking into account “absence from school due to leave”.

The current attendance measures linked to PERSAL should be considered for comparability to other atten-
dance measures in the system.

Details on the calculation of baseline values can be found in the report Second detailed indicator report for 
basic education sector, completed in 2014.

Indicator 4. The percentage of learners having access to the required textbooks and workbooks for the 
entire school year

Measurement Issues

The DBE provides selected learner resources including workbooks and supplementary textbooks. It is critical to 
define what is meant by “access” in this context; to be familiar with which workbooks and textbooks are pro-
vided in which grades; and to differentiate between DBE-provided textbooks and other textbooks.

The methodology for counting learners with and without books in the class, and the reasons for not having 
books, how national workbooks and textbooks are used to complement each other, and how the sharing of 
books is organised where there is not a one-to-one ratio of books to learners must be indicated.

Information on this indicator must be clearly collected, measured and articulated.
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Indicator 5. The percentage of learners in schools with a library or media centre fulfilling certain minimum 
standards

Measurement Issues

Measuring this indicator should be informed by the National Guidelines for School Library and Information 
Services and measured according to the different types of library and media resources indicated.

Indicator 6. The percentage of schools producing the minimum set of management documents at the re-
quired standard.

Measurement Issues

The management documents referred to in this indicator include, amongst others, a school improvement plan, 
a school budget, an annual report, attendance registers and learner mark schedules.

This information should be collected in consultation with district offices that oversee school management doc-
umentation with a verification sample collected from schools as well as other relevant sources identified.

Indicator 7. The percentage of schools where the School Governing Body (SGB) meets the minimum crite-
ria in terms of effectiveness

Measurement Issues

It is critical to determine to what extent SGBs are fulfilling their basic administrative duties, and whether the 
required documentation and procedures are in place.

This should include oversight of the school improvement plan, school vacancies and the use of ANA results.

Credible evidence supporting findings on this indicator should be provided in addition to the completion of 
questionnaires; this could include a sample of SGB meeting registers, minutes and key documentation as well 
as other relevant documents

Indicator 8. The percentage of learners in schools that are funded at the minimum level

Measurement Issues

Measuring this indicator should be informed by the Norms and Standards for School Funding, which sets out 
the minimum monetary target for the school allocation in terms of the quintile ranking of the school. Thus the 
minimum standard for this Indicator is whether schools receive funding per learner which is in line with the 
national allocation.

Indicator 9. The percentage of schools which have acquired the full set of financial management responsi-
bilities on the basis of an assessment of their financial management capacity

Measurement Issues

Measuring this indicator should be informed by Section 21 of the South African Schools Act (SASA) as amended. 
This question focuses on only Section 21a, c and d.

In terms of Section 21 of the SASA, financial management responsibilities that schools can apply for are: (a) 
maintain and improve the school’s property, buildings, grounds and hostel; (c) purchase textbooks, educational 
materials or equipment for the school; and (d) pay for services to the school (e.g. telephone, electricity).

Indicator 10. The percentage of schools which comply with nationally determined minimum physical infra-
structure standards

Measurement Issues

Measuring this indicator should be informed by Regulation 920 of 2013. Reference should also be made to the 
National Education Infrastructure Management System (NEIMS) definitions of fencing, water and sanitation 
amongst other sources.

This includes required standards such as running water; working electricity; school premises that are fenced; 
and separate toilets for boy learners, girl learners and teachers respectively (flush toilet, VIP or Enviro-loo only; 
bucket, chemical or mobile toilets are not included).
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Indicator 11. The percentage of schools with at least one educator who has received specialized training in 
the identification and support of special needs

Measurement Issues

Measuring this indicator should be informed by the Education White Paper 6 on Special Needs Education: 
Building an Inclusive Education and Training System, and Conceptual and Operational Guidelines for the Imple-
mentation of Inclusive Education.

This should include the rating of teacher confidence in identifying and supporting special needs education.
Indicator 12. The percentage of schools visited at least twice a year by district officials for monitoring and 

support purposes

Measurement Issues

Measuring this indicator should be informed by the Guidelines on the Organisation, Roles and Responsibilities 
of Education Districts, amongst other credible standards.

Indicator 13. The percentage of school principals rating the support services of districts as being satisfactory

Measurement Issues

Measuring this indicator should be informed by the Guidelines on the Organisation, Roles and Responsibilities 
of Education Districts, amongst other credible standards.

The measure should include the following:

•	 type of support provided

•	 who provides support to schools, SMT, teachers, etc.

•	 perceptions of principals about support provided

•	 perceptions of teachers about support provided

•	 planning oversight and accountability mechanisms undertaken

A primary consideration in instrument development was to strive for comparability of indicators in the SMS 2011 and 
the SMS 2017. In many cases, the same questions were used. In some cases, data obtained in SMS 2011 was shown 
to provide ambiguous information as indicated in subsequent analysis reported by the DBE (for example: Report on 
the National School Monitoring Survey DBE 2013 and the concomitant Technical Report, the Detailed indicator report 
for the Basic Education Sector, 2013 and the Second Detailed indicator report for Basic Education Sector, 2014). In 
such cases, care was taken to ensure that relevant questions were presented in a manner that would yield the required 
information as well as allow for comparability with the 2011 data. However, as agreed with the SMS steering committee, 
priority was given to obtaining reliable and valid data. Questions on school level, national and international assessments 
were added as were questions on SA-SAMS. Professional development activities were extensively covered.

The following instruments were developed:

•	 Principal Interview;

•	 Educator Interview: Grades 6, 9 and 12;

•	 Educator interview: Grade 3 (included direct observations of workbooks);

•	 LTSM Questionnaire;

•	 LSEN Questionnaire;

•	 Document Analysis; and
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•	 School Observation.

Table 15 provides detail on the instruments and questions used in the 2011 and 2017 for each indicator.
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Table 15: Specifications for SMS 2011 and SMS 2017 questions and instruments by Indicator

Indicator 
Principal 

2011
Principal 

2017
Educator 

2011

Educator 
Gr3 - 
2017

Educator 
6,9,12 - 

2017

School 
Obser. 
2011

School 
Obser. 
2017

Doc 
analysis 

2011

Doc 
analysis 

2017

Workbook/ 
Textbook - 

2011
LTSM 
2011

LTSM 
2017

LSEN - 
2017

 Context & 
Background 1-10

1-6, 55 
– 70 1 - 9 1-9; 1-10; 1-6 1-6  1-3     

Indicator 1: 
Teaching post 11, 12

14-29; 30 
- 34 - IR;            

Indicator 2: 
Professional 
Development   10

31-47; 
49 30-46; 48         

Indicator 
3: Teachers 
absence 

13, 14, 
15, 16

78-96; 
97-109 
(Reasons)       32-39     

Indicator 4: 
Access to 
books    92-174 92-112     

Items 10 
to 28

all 
items

all 
Items  

Indicator 5: 
Library or 
media centre 10     

22, 23, 
24, 25 26-29       

Indicator 6: 
Minimum 
set of 
management 
documents        

7 to 10, 
20 to 
38

4-13;  
40-51; 
(No gr 
12); 
52-58     

Indicator 7: 
SGB meets 
the minimum 
criteria 

17, 18, 
19, 20, 
21

110 to 
123 (+ 45 
to 53 - 
also I1)      38, 39      

Indicator 
8: learners 
funded at 
the minimum 
level.

8, 9, 25 
to 29, 
34 to 38 
(Gr R)

127-136; 
146-159 
(Gr R)      

11, 12, 
16 to 19 
(Gr R)

19-28; 
29-31 
(Gr R)     

Indicator 
9: Financial 
management 

30, 31, 
32, 33, 

124-126; 
137-148      

13, 14, 
15 14-18     

Indicator 10: 
Minimum 
physical 
infrastructure.      

16, 17, 
18, 19, 
20, 21 7-25       

Indicator 11: 
Special needs. 39, 40, 160-163

11, 12, 
13, 14, 
15 48 47        

all 
items

Indicator 
12: District 
officials for 
monitoring 
and support.

41, 42 
(delete), 
43 
(revise),   

50-53; 
59-63 
(extra); 
Q64 to 
delete

49-53; 
59-63 
(extra); 
Q64 to 
delete   40, 41      

Indicator 13: 
Rating of 
districts 

43, 44, 
45, 46, 
47, add 
48 164-175

16, 17, 
18

54-58; 
65-66 
(new)

54-58; 
65-66 
(new)   42, 43      

New 14a ANAs  183-192  68-77 68-77         
New 14b 
Examinations  

193-
198;200  

78-83; 
86-87

78-83; 
86-87         

New 14c  
Assessment  199  

84-85; 
88-91

84-85; 
88-91         

Extra 15 
- Other - 
Professional 
Learning 
Communities    

 Q49, 
59

 Q49, 
59         

New 16 - 
Language 
information  9-11;  16          
New 17 - 
Internet 74 to 76  28-30 27-29         
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New 18 SA-
SAMS 76-181            
New 19 
Background    

10-15; 
19-27 11-25;         

instrument presentation

Care was taken to avoid the some of the problems with the SMS 2011 in relation to missing data due to field workers 
being unable to obtain all the required information at some schools. It was decided that the two field workers visiting 
each school for a day would obtain the information via interviews and observations. No hard copy instruments were 
handed out as all questions were programmed on tablets. These were in all cases operated by the relevant field worker 
only. All instructions for the field workers were programmed onto the tablets. Recording of responses was set up in 
such a way that every item had to be completed before the next one would be available to avoid missing data as far 
as possible. To optimise the interview time, the tablets were also programmed to skip questions that were irrelevant or 
not applicable to the interviewees. Responses to interview schedules and observations were automatically recorded on 
the tablets and the results were uploaded to a central server for storage as soon as the interview had been completed.

administration

Schools in the sample were informed by the DBE of the purpose of the SMS 2017/18 study and were requested to assist 
the field workers by providing the information required. The service provider contacted schools in advance and arranged 
for visits on dates that suited the schools. 

All prospective field workers recruited had to provide evidence of successfully completing a tertiary training course. A 
detailed training manual was compiled and made available to all trainee field workers. Training of field workers was 
conducted by the service provider at a central venue in each province. Some training sessions were monitored by DBE 
monitors. At the end of the training, each field worker had to demonstrate proficiency in administering the SMS 2017 and 
trainee field workers who did not meet expectations were removed from the list of field workers. Before visiting a school, 
the field workers called the principal and verified that the prearranged date for the visit was still suitable.

When they arrived at the school, the field workers had to inform a central information centre about the time of their 
arrival. Field workers were requested to hand the principal a list of all the documents that would be required during the 
interview so that s/he could have time to locate these before the administration of the instruments commenced. The two 
field workers divided the interview and observation schedules between themselves. The principal or delegated member 
of staff assisted with arranging venues in which to carry out the interviews and with making the relevant members of staff 
available. One Language educator and one Mathematics educator responsible for teaching these subjects in Grades 
3, 6, 9 and 12 were interviewed. The principal nominated an appropriate member of staff for the LSEN and LTSM 
interviews. 

All responses of interviewees were directly captured onto the tablet. Given that a response was required for all items 
before the next item was made available on the tablet, no missing responses were possible. In this way, the problem 
of missing data encountered in the 2011 SMS was addressed. When each interview schedule was completed on the 
tablet, the information was uploaded to a central database. However, only instruments comprising completed data for 
each item in the data set could be successfully uploaded.

The fieldwork started on 23 October 2017 and was completed by 24 November 2017. One hundred percent of the 
planned 2 000 schools were contacted and/or visited. However, because of a range of difficulties, it was not possible to 
complete all surveys for the full sample of 2 000 schools. The main difficulties were:

•	 Schools initially sampled had closed or had been merged with other schools. In such instances, these schools were 
replaced by equivalent alternate schools from the replacement sample drawn specifically for such instances.

•	 Schools refused fieldworkers access, stating that the timing of the survey was not convenient; national Matric 
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examinations were in progress at secondary schools as were annual examinations for other grades.

•	 Despite having agreed telephonically to scheduled visits, schools in certain districts in Gauteng refused fieldworkers 
entry. The reason given related to unresolved issues with the provincial Department of Education; it was claimed 
that the teacher union representatives had advised such schools and officials not to participate in any Departmental 
activities of this nature. Attempts were made to replace these schools with alternate schools from the replacement 
sample; however, as they were from the same districts, the majority of the replacement schools also refused 
fieldworkers entry to the schools. 

•	 In a few instances, surveys were not completed for reasons including absence or unavailability of school officials 
and refusal by officials to take part in the survey.

To improve the correctness of the procedures implemented by field workers at schools, the data collection process at 
approximately 6% of the schools were monitored by senior staff from the service provider. 

Table 16 shows the realised sample for each of the instruments administered.
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Table 16: Realised sample for each instrument administered, by province

Province Principal 
Questionnaire

Document 
Review

Grade 3 
Educator 

Questionnaire

Grade 6/9/12 
Educator 

Questionnaire

LSEN 
Questionnaire

LTSM 
Questionnaire

School 
Observation

ec 227 227 131 718 226 227 228

fS 212 213 180 765 213 213 213

gT 216 216 194 930 211 216 218

kZ 233 233 174 709 234 235 234

lP 229 229 161 804 228 229 229

MP 220 220 166 653 220 220 220

nc 199 200 157 634 199 200 200

nw 214 215 178 840 215 215 215

wc 222 221 200 1028 220 221 222

Sa 1972 1974 1541 7081 1966 1976 1979

expected 
Total 2000 2000 2000 12000 2000 2000 2000

variance 28 26 459 4919 34 24 21

access 
denied 19 19 11 19 19 19 19

Equates to: 19 19 22 90 19 19 19

unavailable 
/ absent 6 4 101 1286 11 4 1

unwilling 
to assist 3 3 22 4 1 1

only 1 
educator 242 3186

do not 
Offer / 

cater for 
grade

94 335

balance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

data cleaning

After fieldwork, appropriate cleaning of the data was undertaken, and school weights and learner weights were calculated 
on the realised samples. The final data were made available for analysis in SPSS. School weights were used for reporting 
when the indicator referred to the percentage of schools, while learner weights were used when the indicator referred to 
the percentage of learners. Due to the nature of the sample and the available information, no teacher weights could be 
calculated, therefore indicators relating to teachers, are expressed using learner weights. Two (2) schools overlapped 
between the sample for Grade 6 schools and the sample for Grade 12 schools. They were given unique record numbers 
in the Grade 6 data set and the two data sets were merged as a combined data set. A data set was made available for 
all information obtained from a single respondent at the school level. A separate data set was made available for the 
Teacher Questionnaire for Grades 6, 9 and 12 while another was made available for the Grade 3 teacher questionnaire.

Only questions that were not relevant to the interviewee were systematically skipped and labelled accordingly.

It is therefore important to note that when analysing the data a careful consideration should be applied when interpreting 
“missing values”, as preceding questions has an effect on the question being analysed, taking into account that the 
question being analysed might not be applicable to the specific record due to a previous question response. 
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To provide a logical sequence during analysis, a suffix was added to related question numbers to indicate prior 
dependencies.

Missing values were further defined in the Meta data

quantitative analysis 

SPSS was used to analyse the data to respond to the questions posed in the quantitative report. The point of departure 
for constructing the indicators was the Second detailed indicator report for basic education (DBE, 2014). The composition 
of the indicators is given in the main report along with a discussion of each indicator. Appropriate weighting of the 
data, as implied in the indicator statements and specified in the quantitative report, was applied. Analyses were done 
for all schools, as well as for schools in the Grade 6 sample (primary schools) and schools in the Grade 12 sample 
(secondary schools) separately. Tables were generated per province and per quintile. Where possible, standard errors 
and confidence intervals were provided for the indicators. 

comparison of indicators: 2011 and 2017

Given some of the changes in 2017 SMS to the questions used to collect information, it was not possible to provide 
comparisons for some indicators to the 2011 SMS data. Table 17 only lists those indicators for which data sources in 
2011 and 2017 were different, whether comparisons were possible, and what calculations were undertaken to ensure 
comparability.

Table 17: indicators for which comparisons were not possible or compromised for 2011 and 2017

Indicator

No

Content Comparable 
2011 and 

2017

Weight Reasons Possible solutions

1 Teaching posts 
filled

Tenuous School The 2011 questionnaire was 
ambiguous; temporarily filled 
allocated posts may or may not have 
been reported as vacant.

Consider the reported 
comparisons with 
care

4 Only 
information 
on workbooks

No Learner In 2011, information was obtained from 
observations for Grade 6; no Grade 3 
data was collected. In 2017, Grade 6 
information was obtained from teachers 
while Grade 3 data was obtained from 
classroom observations.

Not possible

8 Funded at a 
minimum level

For 2010 and 
2016 only

Learner The item formulation and time of 
administration pertaining to 2011 and 
2017 funding transfers did not allow for 
accurate discrimination.

Consider only figures 
for 2010 and 2016

11 LSEN No School In 2011, 10 teachers responded. In 2017, 
only one teacher considered by the 
principal to be best equipped to do so 
responded.

Not possible

13 Satisfaction 
with district 
visits

No School In 2011, a number of questions were 
used. In 2017, only one broad question 
was used.

Not possible

Indicator 1: The percentage of schools where allocated teaching posts are all filled

The DBE 2014 report noted on p.4 that in one important aspect the SMS 2011 questionnaire is ambiguous. If allocated 
posts are temporarily filled, then those posts may or may not be reported as being vacant. Various estimates of the 
percentage of schools where allocated teaching posts were filled were made, but the data put a limit on what was 
possible. The relevant questions were completely revised for the 2017 survey and questions were asked in such a way 
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that ambiguity on this matter was avoided.

Analysis reflected in the DBE 2014 report was based on data weighted by learner weights. School weights were used 
during analysis of the 2017 data, and recalculation of 2011 data. The percentage of schools where allocated teaching 
posts in the various provinces were all filled is reported for provinces in Table T-1.1 and for quintiles in Table T-1.2.

Table T-1.1: The percentage of schools where allocated teaching posts were all filled by province

Province Percentage of schools where all allocated teacher posts were filled
SMS 2011 recalculation for 

all schools (Se)
Primary schools 2017 

(Se)
Secondary schools 

2017 (Se)
Primary and secondary schools 

combined 2017 (Se)
ec 64,0 (2,6) 65,0 (6,0,) 55,6 (6,0) 63,4 (5,1)
fS 70,3 (3,5) 80,7 (5,3) 67,6 (5,6) 77,2 (4,6)
gT 61,9 (3,5) 88,8 (4,3) 73,0 (5,9) 84,0 (3,5)
kZ 73,7 (2,3) 90,3 (2,6) 83,5 (4,1) 88,3 (2,3)
lP 74,3 (2,7) 81,8 (4,1) 68,5 (5,1) 76,6 (3,4)
MP 70,1 (3,4) 79,8 (4,3) 79,4 (4,2) 79,7 (3,2)
nc 78,1 (3,5) 83,7 (5,8) 80,5 (5,2) 82,9 (4,6)
nw 58,5 (3,8) 79,0 (4,1) 54,9 (6,3) 72,7 (3,7)
wc 71,0 (3,5) 89,4 (3,3) 78,0 (4,9) 86,5 (2,9)
Sa 69,1 (1,1) 80,2 (1,8) 72,1 (2,0) 78,0 (1,5)

Table T-1.2: The percentage of schools where allocated teaching posts were all filled by quintile

quintile Percentage of schools where all allocated teacher posts were filled
SMS 2011 recalculation for 

all schools (Se)
Primary schools 

2017
Secondary schools 

2017
Primary and secondary schools 

combined 2017 (Se)
1 71,3 (1,9) 80,3 (3,3) 72,6 (4,1) 79 (2,8)
2 70,9 (2,2) 80,8 (3,6) 73,4 (4,2) 79 (2,8)
3 66,5 (2,2) 76,4 (4,0) 63,2 (4,2) 73 (3,2)
4 64,3 (3,4) 81,3 (4,7) 77,4 (4,7) 80 (3,4)
5 69,7 (3,5) 87,2 (3,3) 81,9 (3,5) 85 (2,5)
Sa 69,1 (1,1) 80,2 (1,8) 72,1 (2,0) 78 (1,5)

For both primary and secondary schools, the percentage of schools where all allocated posts are filled is higher according 
to the 2017 SMS than according to the 2011 SMS. According to the SMS 2011 (as reported in DBE 2014) 90% of 
schools, without SGB posts, had all allocated teaching posts filled, while 80% of primary schools and 72% of secondary 
schools had all allocated posts filled according to the 2017 SMS. The large difference is probably mainly the result of the 
ambiguity observed in the 2011 questions. A best effort to recalculate a 2011 value based on the 2011 dataset provide 
a value of 69% for 2011. The Eastern Cape and the North West (for secondary schools only) had a relatively small 
percentage of schools where all allocated posts were filled. Quintile 4 and 5 schools tend to be more likely to have all 
allocated posts filled. Tables T-1.9 and T-1.10 show the standard error and 95%-confidence interval details by province 
and quintile when combining data for primary and secondary schools.

Another way of exploring the results is to depict them in terms of the percentage of schools within each category level of 
compliance (also as the percentage of schools reaching compliance), as depicted in Tables T-1.3 and T-1.4 respectively 
by province and quintile for primary schools, and in Tables T-1.5 and T-1.6 for secondary schools.

The figures in Table T-1.3 indicate that, relative to other provinces, primary schools in the Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal 
and Limpopo had the highest proportion of schools not having filled at least 75% of their allocated posts. There were 
no schools or provinces having filled fewer than 50% of their allocated posts. Relative to other provinces, schools in 
Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal and the Western Cape had the highest proportion of schools having filled all (i.e., 100%) of 
their allocated posts. This can be compared to the overall respective figure across all schools in all provinces of 80%.
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Table T-1.4 shows that Quintile 3 primary schools had the highest proportion of schools not having filled at least 75% of 
their posts (compared to the 1,6% overall figure). Quintile 4 and 5 schools achieved the highest portions of having filled 
all their posts; 81,3% and 86,2% respectively against the overall average of 80%.

Table T-1.3: The percentage of primary schools where allocated teaching posts were filled in terms of 
categories of compliance level by province

Province 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% unknown Total
ec 4,9% 30,1% 65,0%  100,0%

fS  19,3% 80,7%  100,0%
gT  11,2% 88,4% 0,4% 100,0%
kZ 0,8% 8,9% 90,3%  100,0%
lP 0,8% 18,0% 81,2%  100,0%
MP  20,1% 79,9%  100,0%
nc  15,8% 81,9% 2,2% 100,0%
nw  21,0% 79,0%  100,0%
wc  10,6% 89,4%  100,0%
Sa 1,6% 18,2% 80,1% 0,1% 100,0%

Table T-1.4: The percentage of primary schools where allocated teaching posts were filled in terms of 
categories of compliance level by quintile

quintile 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% unknown Total
1 1,6% 18,1% 80,3%  100,0%

2 1,7% 17,5% 80,8% 0,0% 100,0%
3 2,4% 21,2% 76,4%  100,0%
4  18,7% 81,3%  100,0%
5  12,8% 86,2% 1,1% 100,0%
Sa 1,6% 18,2% 80,1% 0,1% 100,0%

The figures in Table T-1.5 indicate that, relative to other provinces, secondary schools in the Eastern Cape (56%) and 
North West (55%) had the lowest proportion of schools not having filled all 100% of their allocated posts. In the Eastern 
Cape, 8% of secondary schools filled between 50% and 75% of their allocated posts; much higher than the national 
average. Relative to other provinces, schools in KwaZulu-Natal, Mpumalanga, the Northern Cape and the Western 
Cape had the highest proportion, around 80%, of schools having filled all (i.e., 100%) of their allocated posts. This can 
be compared to the overall respective figures across all schools in all provinces, showing that 72% of secondary schools 
on average filled all their allocated posts, while 26% filled 75% to 99% of their posts, and 1% of schools only 50% to 
74% of their allocated posts.

Table T-1.6 shows that Quintile 1 to Quintile 3 secondary schools experienced the biggest obstacles in filling all their 
allocated posts. Not only did higher percentages of low-quintile schools display greater percentages in as far as not 
being able to fill all their allocated posts, but also, where 100% of these posts were filled, the percentage of schools 
being able to accomplish that gradually increased while moving from Quintile 3 to Quintile 5. The average percentages 
across primary and secondary schools combined enable further comparison, with 72% of schools able to fill 100% of 
their allocated posts respectively.

Table T-1.5: The percentage of secondary schools where allocated teaching posts were filled in terms of 
categories of compliance level by province

Province 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% unknown Total
ec 7,9% 35,3% 55,7% 1,2% 100,0%
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fS  31,0% 67,6% 1,3% 100,0%
gT  25,6% 73,1% 1,3% 100,0%
kZ  15,4% 83,6% 1,1% 100,0%
lP  31,5% 68,5%  100,0%
MP 0,8% 19,9% 79,3%  100,0%
nc  19,4% 79,1% 1,6% 100,0%
nw  41,0% 54,8% 4,1% 100,0%
wc  21,9% 78,1%  100,0%
Sa 1,2% 25,9% 72,0% 0,9% 100,0%

Table T-1.6: The percentage of secondary schools where allocated teaching posts were filled in terms of 
categories of compliance level by quintile

quintile 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% unknown Total
1 0,2% 26,9% 72,6% 0,2% 100,0%

2 3,8% 21,3% 73,4% 1,5% 100,0%
3  35,7% 63,0% 1,3% 100,0%
4 0,7% 20,4% 77,5% 1,4% 100,0%
5  17,7% 82,0% 0,3% 100,0%
Sa 1,2% 25,9% 72,0% 0,9% 100,0%

Tables T-1.7 and T-1.8 show the picture portrayed in the preceding four figures when combining primary and 
secondary schools in the same tables, respectively by province and quintile.

Table T-1.7: The percentage of primary and secondary schools combined where allocated teaching posts were 
all filled in terms of categories of compliance level by province

Province 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% unknown Total
ec 5,4% 30,9% 63,4% 0,2% 100,0%

fS  22,4% 77,2% 0,3% 100,0%
gT  15,6% 83,7% 0,7% 100,0%
kZ 0,5% 10,8% 88,3% 0,3% 100,0%
lP 0,5% 22,9% 76,6%  100,0%
MP 0,2% 20,1% 79,7%  100,0%
nc  16,9% 81,1% 2,1% 100,0%
nw  26,2% 72,7% 1,1% 100,0%
wc  13,5% 86,5%  100,0%
Sa 1,5% 20,3% 77,9% 0,3% 100,0%

Table T-1.8: The percentage of primary and secondary schools combined where allocated teaching posts were 
all filled in terms of categories of compliance level by quintile

quintile 50%-74% 75%-99% 100% unknown Total
1 1,3% 20,0% 78,7% 0,0% 100,0%

2 2,2% 18,6% 78,7% 0,4% 100,0%
3 1,7% 25,5% 72,5% 0,4% 100,0%
4 0,3% 19,4% 79,9% 0,5% 100,0%
5  14,5% 84,6% 0,8% 100,0%
Sa 1,5% 20,3% 77,9% 0,3% 100,0%
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Table T-1.9: Percentage estimates (where allocated teaching posts were all filled), standard errors and 
95%-confidence intervals of primary and secondary schools combined by province in 2017

Province Estimated percentage Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 63.4% 5.1% 53.0% 72.8%
FS 77.2% 4.6% 67.1% 84.9%
GT 84.0% 3.5% 75.8% 89.7%
KZ 88.3% 2.3% 83.1% 92.1%
LP 76.6% 3.4% 69.4% 82.5%
MP 79.7% 3.2% 72.6% 85.3%
NC 82.9% 4.6% 72.1% 90.2%
NW 72.7% 3.7% 64.8% 79.4%
WC 86.5% 2.9% 79.9% 91.2%
SA 78.0% 1.5% 75.0% 80.7%

In 78% of schools, all posts in South Africa were filled. This does not mean that only 78% of educator posts in the 
Department of Basic Education were filled. That is a different question and that is not the question implied by Indicator 1.

Table T-1.10: Percentage estimates (where allocated teaching posts were all filled), standard errors and 
95%-confidence intervals of primary and secondary schools combined by quintile in 2017

Quintile Estimate SE CI Lo CI Hi
1 78,7% 2,8% 72,6% 83,7%

2 78,7% 2,8% 72,7% 83,8%

3 72,5% 3,2% 65,7% 78,4%

4 79,9% 3,4% 72,3% 85,7%

5 85,3% 2,5% 79,7% 89,6%

SA 78,0% 1,5% 75,0% 80,7%

indicator 2: The average hours per year spent by teachers on professional development activities

In 2011, ten educators randomly drawn from members of staff completed an educator questionnaire. In the questionnaire, 
teachers provided information about time spent on professional development. In 2017, teachers of Language and 
Mathematics in Grades 3, 6, 9 and 12 were interviewed and their responses were captured on the tablet. Even though 
the samples were not drawn in the same way, responses from these teachers is likely to give a good idea of the 
professional development engaged in by teachers. In 2017, the professional development was categorised into five 
categories: self-initiated, school initiated, externally initiated by the district, province or national, externally initiated by 
unions or professional associations and externally initiated by other institutions. A total score for all categories combined 
was calculated. The distribution was extremely skewed with fewer than 0,5% of educators claiming to have spent more 
than 1 000 hours per year on professional development. Similar to the DBE (2014) report all values larger than 1 000 
were excluded as such values were extremely unlikely and influenced the mean inordinately. Means and medians are 
reported in Table T-2.1 for the SMS 2011 and for the SMS 2017. (School principals were also asked for their sense of 
the hours of capacity development spent at their schools. Very similar patterns than those provided by teachers resulted, 
with principal views being perhaps 3 to 5 hours more optimistic on average.)

Table T-2.1: Means and medians for hours spent by teachers on professional development by province

Province Mean Median
 2011* 2017 2011* 2017
ec 34,4 27,8 8 14
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fS 37,9 43,7 16 18
gT 33,3 49,7 9 23
kZ 39,4 26,1 12 16
lP 28,6 35,2 6 17
MP 34,7 36,6 10 18
nc 32,7 36,5 9 17
nw 35,4 24,2 9 14
wc 50,7 76,0 21 34
Sa 36,2 39,5 10 18

* Mean and median recalculated using 2011 original data.

Nationally the number of hours spent on professional development per year increased slightly from 36 to 40 hours. 
The Western Cape is standing apart with an average of 76 hours. This is even further removed from the national mean 
than the 51 hours reported for 2011. Means for the Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal and the North West are very low 
and far below the national mean. Median scores are still relatively low and remain indicative of an uneven uptake of 
opportunities for professional development.

Professional development hours by category of initiation for provinces is presented in Table T-2.2.

Table T-2.2: Professional development hours of teachers by category of initiation for provinces

Province Self-initiated School-initiated 

externally-
initiated 

departmental 

externally-
initiated 

professional 
associations 

externally-
initiated other 

ec 8.1 6.6 9.6 1.9 1.6
fS 20.1 14.3 9.1 3.2 3.1
gT 20.4 11.8 12.7 2.9 3.4
kZ 6.1 6.4 8.1 3.2 2.2
lP 16.2 7.1 9.2 2.9 1.9
MP 11.2 8.1 11.8 3.6 2.9
nc 9.9 8.9 11.4 3.2 3.2
nw 4.4 6.3 9.4 2.2 1.9
wc 39.6 27.8 11.1 2.0 4.5
Sa 15.4 10.6 10.1 2.8 2.7

Nationally the self-initiated professional development category had the highest average. School-initiated and 
Departmentally- initiated professional development activities also made a substantial contribution.

The professional development picture for quintiles is presented in Table T-2.3.

Table T-2.3: Professional development hours of teachers by category of initiation for quintiles

quintile Self-initiated School-initiated 

externally-
initiated 

departmental 

externally-
initiated 

professional 
associations 

externally-
initiated other 

1 15.3 11.0 11.8 3.1 2.2
2 12.4 9.0 10.1 2.5 2.3
3 10.8 9.4 9.8 2.6 2.9
4 19.9 14.4 11.0 3.0 3.4
5 23.0 11.4 8.0 2.6 2.9
Sa 15.4 10.6 10.1 2.8 2.7
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Professional development activities appear to be fairly evenly spread across quintiles for school- and Departmentally-
initiated activities. Quintile 4 and 5 schools have higher means for self-initiated activities.

Table T-2.4: Professional development hours of teachers in primary and secondary schools in 2017 by 
province

Primary schools Secondary schools All schools combined
Province Hours SE Hours SE Hours SE

ec 26.0 2.0 30.5 2.3 27.8 1.5
fS 40.7 4.0 47.1 4.7 43.7 3.1
gT 46.4 3.4 53.1 3.4 49.7 2.4
kZ 24.0 1.3 28.0 1.6 26.1 1.1
lP 28.9 2.1 39.6 2.6 35.2 1.7
MP 36.3 3.0 37.1 2.9 36.6 2.1
nc 31.5 2.2 45.4 3.4 36.5 1.9
nw 21.6 1.3 27.8 2.0 24.2 1.1
wc 65.6 3.9 85.6 5.8 76.0 3.6
Sa 35.5 1.0 43.7 1.2 39.5 0.8

Table T-2.5: Professional development hours of teachers in primary and secondary schools in 2017 by quintile

13.0.1 Primary schools Secondary schools All schools combined
Quintile Hours SE Hours SE Hours SE

1 33.5 1.7 49.4 3.2 40.1 1.7
2 33.2 1.8 38.4 2.5 35.6 1.5
3 30.0 1.7 38.2 1.9 34.2 1.3
4 42.8 3.1 52.1 3.5 47.8 2.4
5 46.2 3.5 45.6 2.8 45.8 2.2

Sa 35.5 1.0 43.7 1.2 39.5 0.8

Table T-2.6: Professional development hours of teachers in primary and secondary schools in 2011 by 
province

Primary schools Secondary schools All schools combined
Province Hours SE Hours SE Hours SE

ec 36.9 10.9 24.0 4.7 34.4 7.9
fS 39.0 4.4 30.1 3.7 37.9 3.4
gT 40.8 3.8 19.1 2.2 33.3 2.7
kZ 37.6 4.6 38.9 4.7 39.4 3.5
lP 31.6 4.5 21.1 3.6 28.6 3.2
MP 42.2 6.1 23.8 3.6 34.7 3.9
nc 25.3 3.7 44.3 5.4 32.7 3.3
nw 33.3 4.5 35.2 5.2 35.4 3.5
wc 57.4 5.3 34.2 4.3 50.7 3.9
Sa 38.7 2.4 28.3 1.5 36.2 1.7

Table T-2.7: Professional development hours of teachers in primary and secondary schools in 2011 by quintile

Primary schools Secondary schools All schools combined
Quintile Hours SE Hours SE Hours SE

1 33.6 3.1 25.1 2.4 31.6 2.2
2 34.5 3.0 27.0 3.5 33.6 2.4
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3 34.7 2.6 27.4 3.2 33.3 2.1
4 44.6 6.4 29.4 4.2 40.2 4.5
5 54.4 13.2 35.0 4.4 47.6 8.3

Sa 38.7 2.4 28.3 1.5 36.2 1.7

Table T-2.8: Average hours, standard errors and confidence intervals for professional development by 
teachers by province in 2017

Province average hours Standard error 95% Confidence Interval
   lower upper
ec 27.8 1.5 24.9 30.8
fS 43.7 3.1 37.7 49.8
gT 49.7 2.4 45.0 54.4
kZ 26.1 1.1 24.0 28.2
lP 35.2 1.7 31.7 38.6
MP 36.7 2.1 32.5 40.8
nc 36.5 1.9 32.8 40.2
nw 24.2 1.2 22.0 26.4
wc 76.0 3.6 69.0 83.0
Sa 39.5 0.8 38.0 41.0

Table T-2.9: Average hours, standard errors and confidence intervals for professional development by school 
principals by province in 2017

Province average hours Standard error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 23.8 2.5 18.9 28.7
FS 48.7 9.4 30.3 67.1
GT 77.1 9.5 58.4 95.7

KZ 38.9 4.4 30.2 47.5
LP 46.5 6.7 33.3 59.7
MP 38.4 4.9 28.9 48.0
NC 41.4 8.5 24.8 58.1
NW 23.1 2.8 17.7 28.5
WC 99.2 11.9 75.8 122.6
SA 43.4 2.2 39.0 47.8

Table T-2.10: Average hours, standard errors and confidence intervals for professional development by 
educators by province in 2011

Province average hours Standard error 95% Confidence Interval
   lower upper
ec 34,4 7,9 18,9 49,9
fS 37,9 3,4 31,2 44,6
gT 33,3 2,7 28,1 38,6
kZ 39,4 3,5 32,5 46,2
lP 28,6 3,2 22,4 34,8
MP 34,7 3,9 27,1 42,4
nc 32,7 3,4 26,1 39,2
nw 35,4 3,5 28,5 42,3
wc 50,7 3,9 43,1 58,5
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Sa 36,2 1,7 32,9 39,5

indicator 3: The percentage of teachers absent from school on an average day

In 2011 and 2017 various measures of this indicator were obtained. Some of the measures relied on information obtained 
from the principal and some relied on observations from the educator attendance register. The various measures may 
be expected to show strong agreement.

In 2017, the field worker had to count the number of teachers absent on the register on the day of the visit, the Wednesday 
of the previous week and the Friday of the previous week. They also had to ask the principal about the number of 
educators absent on the day of the visit and enquired about the reasons for the educators’ failure to sign in. The principal 
was also asked about the number of educators absent from school on the day exactly one week before the visit.1

In 2011, the principal was not directly asked to specify the number of educators who had not signed the attendance 
register for the day of the visit. Rather, s/he was asked to confirm the number of absentees as observed by the field 
worker in the educator attendance register. Although the 2017 information for this measure was obtained in a slightly 
different way, the result should be very similar. However, the matter that could cause concern is that the eventual 
number provided by the principal was dependent on the answer the principal had provided to a question that could 
be interpreted in more than one way. To be precise, the principal was asked (in 2017): “Did all the educators sign the 
educator attendance register?” “All the educators” may be interpreted as referring to all those in the school on that day, 
or all those teachers employed in the school (on the payroll, as it were). Should a principal subsequently have given 
the socially desirable response of “Yes”, fieldworkers were instructed to skip the next 16 questions about the number 
of absentees and reasons for absence, thus obviating any opportunity for cross-checking data correctness. These 
measures may therefore be not exactly comparable between years, as there could be doubt about the accuracy of the 
2017 information obtained in this way.

The 2011 principals’ confirmation of the number of teacher absentees observed by the field worker from which the 
number of teachers who had not signed in yet had been deducted was the source of choice in the DBE 2014 report. This 
measure corresponded well with four other measures of teacher absence. The different routes that had to be followed 
by data collectors in 2011 and 2017 comprise the crux of the matter, though. In 2017, the principal was asked whether 
all educators signed the register. In 2011, the principal was told that a certain number did not sign, and asked for further 
confirmations, etc.

In the DBE 2014 report (p.17) it is suggested that means for this indicator should be weighted by school enrolment and 
this was done when 2011 baseline values were determined. The 2017 data were weighted by learner enrolment when 
calculating the various measures of teacher absence.2 The 2011 indicator values and various measures that could be 
calculated for the 2017 data are presented in Table T-3.1a & b for primary and secondary schools by province.

Analysis of trends over time had to be treated with caution in view of differences in data collection and instrument 
development between 2011 and 2017. One technical matter, already noted, is that there were slight differences in 
how information was processed to arrive at an indicator of teacher absence on “an average day”. In the DBE (2013a), 
for instance, calculations reflect an average over three days, being the day of the visit, a week before, and the Friday 
before. That would not necessarily render a fair average score or comparison score. Furthermore, the manner in which 
principals were requested to confirm attendance register figures in the 2011 instruments resulted in high numbers of 
missing values (up to 33% in some cases). In addition, primary and secondary school data for 2011 were combined. For 
the DBE 2014 Report, a measure based on 2011 data was proposed as an indicator value (DBE, 2014, p.18).]]

1  “An average day” should be explained further. Because fieldwork was spread out evenly across three weeks it can be 
assumed that all weekdays had an even chance for being the day of the visit, which was designated as the “average day”.
2  From DBE 2011 (p.50) it can be noted that N=22 679. That shows us that school weights were applied as there are about 
22 679 schools. in addition, the DBE 2014 analysis also applied learner weights.
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Table T-3.1a: various measures (%) of teacher absence (indicator 3) in primary schools in 2011 and 2017 by 
province (Se in brackets)
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ec 8,5 (0,6) 10,0 8,2 13,2 8,0 (1,1) 13,1 (1,7) 11,5 (1,5)
fS 6,1 (0,7) 5,2 3,2 7,6 3,8 (0,5) 6,7 (0,8) 6,5 (0,8)
gT 7,8 (0,9) 5,7 3,1 11,1 5,5 (0,5) 9,0 (1,1) 8,7 (1,2)
kZ 9,5 (0,6) 3,9 2,5 8,3 8,6 (1,6) 7,1 (1,3) 7,7 (1,5)
lP 9,2 (1,4) 3,6 2,8 6,9 3,4 (0,6) 7,9 (1,5) 6,2 (1,4)
MP 6,0 (0,9) 3,3 2,7 9,5 4,7 (1,0) 7,7 (1,6) 9,1 (1,8)
nc 5,5 (0,9) 6,3 2,4 16,0 7,9 (1,6) 11,4 (1,9) 12,7 (2,1)
nw 7,1 (0,9) 5,6 3,9 13,9 8,0 (1,6) 13,7 (2,0) 12,2 (2,1)
wc 3,4 (0,5) 5,0 2,7 10,1 6,7 (1,3) 9,7 (1,5) 8,0 (1,3)
Sa 7,8 (0,3) 5,5 3,8 10,2 6,5 (0,5) 9,4 (9,5) 8,9 (0,5)

Table T-3.1b: various measures (%) of teacher absence (indicator 3) in secondary schools in 2011 and 2017 by 
province (Se in brackets)
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ec 9,1 (1,4) 13,6 8,2 19,5 8,0 (0,9) 15,1 (1,7) 13,9 (1,5)
fS 5,6 (0,9) 8,7 4,0 14,0 5,8 (0,7) 8,9 (1,1) 9,9 (1,6)
gT 6,7 (1,6) 8,6 4,1 16,8 7,1 (1,4) 10,0 (1,4) 12,5 (2,0)
kZ 14,2 (2,6) 6,5 2,9 13,3 8,7 (1,5) 10,5 (1,5) 9,8 (1,6)
lP 9,7 (0,9) 9,4 3,5 11,8 6,9 (1,1) 9,9 (1,2) 7,2 (1,2)
MP 7,1 (1,0) 8,6 4,0 13,1 6,8 (1,3) 9,2 (1,5) 9,3 (1,7)
nc 6,7 (1,5) 8,5 4,2 18,0 6,8 (1,3) 13,6 (2,1) 13,4 (1,9)
nw 5,7 (0,9) 12,2 7,6 15,3 8,5 (1,7) 13,4 (1,8) 10,6 (1,5)
wc 4,7 (1,0) 11,1 5,3 16,9 9,0 (1,5) 12,7 (2,0) 11,5 (2,0)
Sa 9,0 (0,7) 9,3 4,5 14,9 7,8 (0,5) 11,1 (0,6) 10,6 (0,6)

In 2017, the figures presented in the second and third columns of data in Tables T-3.1a and T3.1b (responses by 
principals) are not in line with the measures presented in the remaining columns (from the attendance registers). They 
are considerably lower than the other measures and will not be used in further discussions of the findings. The reason 
for not relying on the former two measures is that the better (most correct) teacher absence figure is considered as 
data collectors first observing attendance signatures in the register, and subsequently following up those figures by 
confirming them with the principal. This route was pursued to detect when teachers were indeed present at school but 
had not yet completed the register on the day.

In the DBE 2014 report (p.17) the various measures for both primary and secondary schools at national level varied 
between 8% and 12%. The measures for 2017 varied between 7% and 9% for primary schools and between 8% and 
11% for secondary schools. In the report (DBE, 2014) information obtained for the day of the visit was corrected by 
allowing for teachers who had not signed in yet. For 2017 this correction was also implemented in the corresponding 
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measure.

Signing in later in the day appears to be much more prevalent in secondary schools than in primary schools. The effect 
of the correction for signing in later in the day is much more pronounced in secondary schools than in primary schools. 
For secondary schools, the percentage of absentees in the whole of South Africa decreases from 15% to 11% when the 
correction is applied. For both primary and secondary schools, teacher absence is more prevalent on Friday than on a 
day such as Wednesday. 

The measure reflecting the percentage of teachers absent from school on the day of the visit according to the register, 
corrected for the teachers who have not signed in yet, relies, in the main, on the same kind of information as the DBE 
(2014) preferred measure for the 2011 SMS. The percentages for the 2017 survey increased slightly for both primary 
and secondary schools, with the latter a bit greater.

The provinces in which teacher absence rates showed the greatest change over time are indicated in the main report in 
Figure 3.3. The limited number of variations across the quintile status of schools are discussed immediately after that.

Calculating completely equivalent figures between 2011 and 2017 posed challenges. However, good equivalence was 
achieved for the tables below. As also reflected in the main report, analysis of trends over time was complicated by data-
collection and instrument-development differences between 2011 and 2017. One technical matter was the differences 
that applied in relation to how information was dealt with to arrive at an indicator of teacher absence on “an average 
day”. In the DBE (2013a), for instance, some reporting was based on calculating an average over three (3) days, being 
the day of the visit, a week before, and the Friday before. That would not render a fair average score or comparison 
score. Furthermore, the manner in which principals were requested to confirm attendance register figures in the 2011 
instruments resulted in high numbers of missing values (up to 33% in cases). In addition, as with the provincial data, 
primary and secondary school data for 2011 are combined. However, the measure isolated for 2011 is based on the 
indicator value proposed on p.18 of the DBE (2014) report. This calculation was done with learner weights as in the 
DBE 2014 report, and the results are used in Tables T-3.2a and T-3.2b below. Those teachers who had not signed in 
yet, on confirmation of the principal, were counted as present in the column with corrected percentages as in the DBE 
2014 report.

Table T-3.2a reports the situation for primary schools and Table T-3.2b for secondary schools. What can be seen in 
brief, for 2017, as discussed in the main report, is very little variation. For primary schools, there is some indication that 
teacher absence rates at schools at the two ends of the quintile scale (Quintiles 1 and 5) are slightly greater than for 
teachers from Quintile 2 to 4 schools. For secondary schools, the absence rates of teachers based on the attendance 
register for the Friday before the school visits gradually decrease with higher quintile status.

Table T-3.2a: various measures (%) of teacher absence (indicator 3) in primary schools in 2011 and 2017 by 
quintile status (SE in brackets)
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1 8,9 (0,6) 7,1 5,3 11,6 7,2 (0,9) 10,5 (1,0) 10,3 (1,1)
2 8,9 (1,0) 5,1 3,9 8,5 5,5 (0,6) 9,6 (1,3) 7,5 (1,0)
3 7,9 (0,5) 5,9 3,6 9,2 6,6 (1,0) 8,6 (0,9) 7,7 (0,7)
4 6,8 (0,6) 4,8 3,0 9,8 6,5 (0,9) 8,3 (1,1) 8,1 (1,1)
5 5,0 (0,7) 2,9 1,5 13,3 7,0 (1,9) 9,2 (2,0) 11,8 (2,4)
Sa 7,8 (0,3) 5,5 3,8 10,2 6,5 (0,5) 9,4 (0,5) 8,9 (0,5)
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Table T-3.2b: various measures (%) of teacher absence (indicator3) in secondary schools in 2011 and 2017 by 
quintile status

quintile
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1 10,2 (0,8) 11,4 6,2 15,3 9,2 (1,0) 13,3 (1,3) 10,5 (1,0)
2 9,2 (0,8) 11,2 4,8 16,3 7,2 (0,7) 11,5 (1,2) 10,6 (1,4)
3 8,8 (1,3) 8,5 3,8 15,2 7,3 (1,0) 10,8 (1,1) 10,7 (1,3)
4 10,4 (3,7) 8,1 5,5 12,4 7,5 (1,9) 10,1 (1,5) 10,1 (1,5)
5 6,0 (1,6) 5,5 2,3 13,7 7,5 (1,9) 8,7 (1,7) 10,8 (2,1)
Sa 9,0 (0,7) 9,3 4,5 14,9 7,8 (0,5) 11,1 (0,6) 10,6 (0,6)

Four tables follow in which the patterns of teacher absence by province and quintile status of schools, separately for 
primary and secondary schools, are reported. Tables T-3.3a & b for primary schools and Tables 3.4a & b for secondary 
schools, display the findings by province and quintile status respectively.

Relatively high absence rates, that is, large percentages of schools reporting teacher absence rates of 10% or more, 
occurred in secondary schools in the Eastern Cape (48%). This could possibly be linked to the high number of small 
schools, and the contingent rural landscape, in the Eastern Cape. Relatively small percentages of secondary schools 
in the Eastern Cape (around 32%), as well as in the Free State, Gauteng, the Northern Cape and the North West (all 
around or just above 40%), reported teacher absence rates below 5%.

A similarly high figure of 40% of primary schools in the Eastern Cape reported high teacher absence rates of 10% or 
more. Compared to other provinces, teachers in schools in Limpopo displayed low absence rates.

An inconsistent pattern was observed for both primary and secondary schools in relation to absence rates among 
teachers in schools across quintile status.

Table T-3.3a: Percentages of primary schools with teacher absence rates (indicator 3) in the listed categories 
in 2017 by province

Province <5% absent 5-9% absent 10+% absent Missing
EC 43,0% 15,8% 40,4% 0,9%
FS 50,9% 21,7% 27,4%  
GT 47,7% 21,5% 30,8%  
KZ 55,5% 17,6% 24,4% 2,5%
LP 65,8% 17,5% 16,7%  
MP 54,5% 19,1% 26,4%  
NC 41,0% 20,0% 38,0% 1,0%
NW 41,7% 29,6% 26,9% 1,9%
WC 57,7% 17,1% 24,3% 0,9%
Total 51,8% 19,2% 28,1% 0,9%

Table T-3.3b: Percentages of primary schools with teacher absence rates (indicator 3) in the listed categories 
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in 2017 by school quintile status

Quintile <5% absent 5-9% absent 10+% absent Missing
1 48,5% 17,6% 33,0% 0,9%
2 54,1% 22,6% 22,4% 0,8%
3 50,4% 19,5% 28,2% 1,9%
4 46,5% 25,4% 28,1%  
5 61,7% 9,5% 28,8%  
Total 51,8% 19,2% 28,1% 0,9%

Table T-3.4a: Percentages of secondary schools with teacher absence rates (indicator 3) in the listed 
categories in 2017 by province

Province <5% absent 5-9% absent 10+% absent Missing
EC 31,6% 15,8% 48,2% 4,4%
FS 43,0% 26,2% 29,0% 1,9%
GT 41,1% 20,5% 33,0% 5,4%
KZ 52,6% 17,2% 28,4% 1,7%
LP 61,7% 16,5% 20,9% ,9%
MP 48,2% 25,5% 24,5% 1,8%
NC 40,0% 19,0% 37,0% 4,0%
NW 42,1% 24,3% 31,8% 1,9%
WC 50,4% 18,0% 26,1% 5,4%
Total 47,5% 19,1% 30,5% 2,9%

Table T-3.4b: Percentages of secondary schools with teacher absence rates (indicator 3) in the listed 
categories in 2017 by school quintile status

Quintile <5% absent 5-9% absent 10+% absent Missing
1 41,2% 21,9% 35,2% 1,7%
2 51,3% 16,7% 30,3% 1,6%
3 44,5% 20,5% 30,9% 4,1%
4 47,4% 20,2% 30,6% 1,9%
5 55,8% 15,7% 23,1% 5,3%
Total 47,5% 19,1% 30,5% 2,9%

The percentage of schools where the register had been filled out for future days is presented in Table 3.5a for 
provinces and in Table 3.5b for Quintiles. Learner weights were applied. 

Table T-3.5a: Percentage of schools where the register had been filled out for future days by province

Province Register was filled out for future days

 Primary schools Secondary schools
EC 14,0 12,3

FS 18,9 33,6
GT 16,8 13,4
KZ 42,0 31,9
LP 21,9 25,2
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MP 26,4 10,9
NC 15,0 21,0
NW 22,2 28,0
WC 9,0 13,5
SA 23,0 21,7

Table T-3.5b: Percentage of schools where the register had been filled out for future days by quintile

Quintile Register was filled out for future days

 Primary schools Secondary schools
1 25,1 25,4

2 20,6 18,5
3 22,8 22,9
4 20,7 20,6
5 25,6 20,2
SA 23,0 21,7

Table T-3.6: Teacher absence on day of visit according to register corrected for not signed in yet in 2017 by 
province

Province
Estimated percentage absent (Calc per 

school)
Standard 

Error
95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper
EC 12,34 1,09 10,20 14,47
FS 7,90 0,79 6,35 9,45
GT 10,27 1,07 8,17 12,37
KZ 8,74 1,09 6,61 10,88
LP 6,63 0,92 4,82 8,44
MP 9,18 1,28 6,66 11,69
NC 12,95 1,54 9,94 15,97
NW 11,65 1,47 8,77 14,52
WC 9,51 1,13 7,29 11,72
SA 9,59 0,41 8,78 10,40

Table T-3.7: Teacher absence on day of visit according to register corrected for not signed in yet in 2017 by 
quintile

Province
Estimated percentage absent (Calc 

per school) Standard Error
95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper
1 10,34 0,80 8,77 11,91
2 8,73 0,85 7,06 10,40
3 8,98 0,68 7,64 10,32
4 9,07 0,92 7,25 10,88
5 11,34 1,60 8,21 14,47
SA 9,59 0,41 8,78 10,40

Table T-3.8: Teacher absence on day of visit according to register corrected for not signed in yet in 2011

Province Estimated 
percentage absent

(Calc per school) Standard Error

95% Confidence Interval

 Lower Upper
EC 8,47 0,61 7,28 9,66
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FS 5,77 0,54 4,71 6,84
GT 7,19 0,69 5,85 8,54
KZ 11,25 1,10 9,10 13,40
LP 9,40 0,94 7,55 11,25
MP 6,56 0,63 5,32 7,80
NC 5,62 0,79 4,08 7,16
NW 6,41 0,65 5,13 7,68
WC 3,96 0,49 2,99 4,93
SA 8,23 0,34 7,55 8,90

The absence rate, as a result, increased statistically significantly from 2011 to 2017.

Indicator 4: The percentage of learners having access to the required textbooks and workbooks for the entire 
school year

Indicator 4a: Percentage of learners having access to the required textbooks for the entire school year

The principal was expected to nominate a member of staff who would be able to provide correct information on the 
availability of textbooks in all grades and subjects as requested in the Learning and Teaching Support Material (LTSM) 
questionnaire. The distribution of individuals responsible for filling out the LTSM questionnaire is expressed as a 
percentage in Table T-4.1. School weights were used.

Table T-4.1: distribution of posts of persons assisting in 2017 with completing the lTSM questionnaire

Post Primary Secondary
educator 36% 38%

hod 18% 21%

deputy Principal 9% 12%

Principal 28% 16%

admin/ Support 9% 11%

other (specify) 1% 1%

Total 100% 100%

Educators, followed by Heads of Department (HODs) and principals were mainly responsible for completing the LTSM 
questionnaire. A large percentage of primary school principals (28%) assisted with completing the LTSM Questionnaire.

In the SMS 2011, the respondent had to give an estimate of the percentage of learners in each grade and subject who 
had access to a textbook. In the SMS 2017, the respondent had to select a percentage category from the following 
options:

1. 0%

2. about 20%

3. about 40%

4. about 50%

5. about 60%

6. about 80%
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7. 100%

8. I don’t know

The figures at a national level for learning texts in Grade 6 in 2017 appear in Table T-4.2. Textbooks for Home Language, 
Mathematics (and Science) were in relatively better supply, compared to other materials, while works of fiction in both 
the Home Language and First Additional Language, (as well as textbooks for Economic and Management Sciences 
and Arts and Culture) were not as well supplied as with the average situation across other materials. Figures for the 
subjects in brackets do not appear in the Grade 6, 9 and 12 tables, although some preliminary explorations had been 
done initially, which are reflected only in brackets occasionally in the text.

Table T-4.2: Percentage of primary school learners in each category of access* to grade 6 text materials in 
2017

Grade 6 Text materials – Access in 2017

Item 0%
About 

20%
About 

40%
About 

60%
About 

80% 100%
I do not 

know Total
HL Textbook 4,3% 1,9% 3,5% 11,5% 18,0% 60,4% 0,4% 100,0%

HL Fiction 19,3% 1,5% 4,8% 10,8% 14,9% 48.1% 0,5% 100,0%

FAL Textbook 5,2% 1,9% 4,4% 10,5% 18,0% 59,3% 0,6% 100,0%

FAL Fiction 19,1% 1,7% 4,3% 10,1% 15,7% 48,7% 0,3% 100,0%

Mathematics 3,5% 0,9% 4,4% 9,6% 17,4% 64,0% 0,3% 100,0%

* These access percentage categories were transformed into a single access percentage of learners per school 
with textbooks by weighting each of the categories with the number of learners in the relevant category.

Table T-4.3 reflects the figures at a national level in 2017 for learner access to learning texts in secondary schools, 
across Grade 9 and Grade 12 respectively.

At Grade 9 level, learner access to textbooks for Mathematics was in relatively better supply, compared to other materials, 
while works of fiction in both the Home Language and First Additional Language were not as well supplied as with the 
average situation across other materials.

At Grade 12 level, textbooks for both Home and First Additional Languages, (as well as for Accounting, Physical 
Sciences and Life Orientation) were in relatively better supply, compared to other materials, (while Economics and 
History textbooks were not as well supplied as with the average situation across other materials). Access generally 
increased over time, more so for language materials. The three (3) exceptions were English fiction and Mathematical 
Literacy textbooks that stayed at the same level as before, while access to Mathematics textbooks decreased across 
the grades, albeit at quite high access levels, relatively speaking.

Table T-4.3: Percentage of secondary school learners in each category of access to grade 9 and grade 12 text 
materials in 2017

Grade 9 Text materials – Access in 2017

Item 0%
About 
20%

About 
40%

About 
60%

About 
80% 100%

I do not 
know Total

HL Textbook 5,0% 2,8% 4,8% 12,5% 22,0% 51,7% 1,3% 100,0%

HL Fiction 18,8% 1,7% 5,1% 11,3% 17,9% 44,0% 1,1% 100,0%
FAL Textbook 6,5% 2,3% 6,9% 10,3% 21,9% 51,1% 0,9% 100,0%
FAL Fiction 18,1% 2,1% 6,7% 10,2% 19,0% 42,5% 1,3% 100,0%
Mathematics 3,6% 2,4% 5,6% 10,9% 20,3% 56,2% 1,0% 100,0%

Grade 12 Text materials – Access in 2017
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HL Textbook 4,1% 1,8% 3,5% 6,3% 13,3% 70,6% 0,4% 100,0%

HL Fiction 13,0% 1,5% 3,4% 6,8% 10,4% 64,6% 0,4% 100,0%

FAL Textbook 4,8% 1,6% 4,0% 6,4% 14,0% 68,6% 0,6% 100,0%

FAL Fiction 13,0% 0,7% 3,6% 6,7% 12,7% 62,1% 1,2% 100,0%

Mathematical Literacy 9,1% 1,6% 3,3% 8,4% 10,2% 66,4% 1,0% 100,0%

Mathematics 5,0% 1,4% 3,6% 8,1% 9,4% 72,0% 0,5% 100,0%

While it is acknowledged that the overwhelming majority of schools primarily use the DBE workbooks at the Foundation 
Phase, information was also obtained on the use of textbooks given that schools have the option to determine whether 
to use workbooks, textbooks or both.  As can be seen from Table T-4.4 about 46% of all Grade 3 learners had language 
textbooks. The presence of Numeracy textbooks was slightly lower, as shown in Table T-4.5. There was general 
consistency within provinces across the two textbooks in relation to learner access. Learners in the Free State, Limpopo 
and Mpumalanga experienced significantly lower access compared to the national average. Access was significantly 
higher, in turn, for learners in schools in KwaZulu-Natal, the North-West and the Western Cape.

Table T-4.4: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of Grade 3 learners with Language 
textbooks in 2017

Province
Percentage with language textbooks 

(Calc globally)
Percentage with language textbooks 

(Calc per school)
Standard 

Error
95% Confidence 

Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 39.56 39.15 4.16 30.99 47.32
FS 34.13 33.35 3.50 26.49 40.21
GT 43.29 41.67 3.49 34.83 48.52
KZ 64.51 62.13 3.54 55.18 69.08
LP 20.52 19.85 3.14 13.69 26.01
MP 24.82 24.50 3.33 17.98 31.03
NC 43.32 41.96 3.92 34.26 49.65
NW 59.94 61.73 3.57 54.73 68.73
WC 74.56 74.42 2.99 68.56 80.28
SA 46.39 46.21 1.31 43.64 48.78

Table T-4.5: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of Grade 3 learners with Numeracy 
textbooks

Province
Percentage with Numeracy 
textbooks (Calc globally)

Percentage with numeracy 
textbooks (Calc per school)

Standard 
Error

95% Confidence 
Interval

   Lower Upper
EC 34.77 34.28 3.99 26.46 42.10
FS 28.21 27.62 3.23 21.27 33.96
GT 33.85 33.20 3.28 26.77 39.63
KZ 61.23 60.06 3.40 53.39 66.73
LP 19.28 21.04 3.15 14.86 27.22
MP 16.79 15.96 2.74 10.59 21.33
NC 46.35 45.52 3.88 37.91 53.14
NW 57.24 60.03 3.50 53.16 66.90
WC 76.21 76.18 2.78 70.73 81.63
SA 42.07 42.69 1.24 40.25 45.13
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Table T-4.6: Percentage of learners per province indicating access levels to grade 6, 9 and 12 textbooks and 
other learning materials (indicator 4) in 2017

 GR6 Home Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 4,4% 3,5% 6,6% 21,9% 23,2% 40,4%  100,0%
FS 4,5% 2,7% 2,7% 11,8% 21,5% 56,7%  100,0%
GT ,9%   3,7% 7,2% 88,1%  100,0%
KZ 3,2% 1,6% 4,0% 10,3% 15,8% 64,3% ,8% 100,0%
LP 7,0% 1,8% 5,3% 12,2% 29,8% 43,0% ,9% 100,0%
MP 9,4% 3,0% 7,0% 16,4% 20,7% 41,7% 1,7% 100,0%
NC 1,0% 1,9% 1,0% 18,0% 27,2% 51,0%  100,0%
NW 2,7% ,9% ,9% 6,4% 20,7% 68,3%  100,0%
WC 6,2% 1,8%  3,3% 6,2% 82,4%  100,0%
SA 4,3% 1,9% 3,5% 11,5% 18,0% 60,4% ,4% 100,0%
 GR6 Home Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 16,6% 1,8% 11,0% 10,5% 22,4% 37,7%  100,0%
FS 21,5% 1,8% 3,6% 9,1% 15,4% 48,6%  100,0%
GT 17,5%  ,9% 4,7% 8,4% 68,4%  100,0%
KZ 11,9% 1,6% 4,8% 12,7% 14,2% 54,0% ,8% 100,0%
LP 23,7% 2,6% 6,1% 15,8% 20,1% 31,6%  100,0%
MP 24,9% 3,9% 5,2% 17,2% 17,5% 29,5% 1,7% 100,0%
NC 20,4% 1,0% 1,9% 9,2% 21,3% 46,1%  100,0%
NW 34,9%  3,7% 8,3% 9,2% 43,1% ,9% 100,0%
WC 20,5% ,9%  7,8% 6,2% 63,7% ,9% 100,0%
SA 19,3% 1,5% 4,8% 10,8% 14,9% 48,1% ,5% 100,0%

 GR6 First Additional Language textbook access Total

 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 6,1% 4,4% 8,8% 18,0% 23,2% 39,5%  100,0%
FS 4,5% 1,8% 5,4% 10,9% 18,8% 58,5%  100,0%
GT ,9%   3,7% 5,3% 90,0%  100,0%
KZ 5,6% 1,6% 4,8% 9,5% 15,8% 61,2% 1,6% 100,0%
LP 4,4% 2,6% 5,3% 13,2% 32,4% 41,3% ,9% 100,0%
MP 12,2% 4,5% 7,9% 14,6% 20,1% 38,9% 1,7% 100,0%
NC 2,9%  1,0% 15,0% 27,2% 53,9%  100,0%
NW ,9%  1,8% 5,5% 23,4% 68,3%  100,0%
WC 8,7%   5,1% 6,2% 79,9%  100,0%
SA 5,2% 1,9% 4,4% 10,5% 18,0% 59,3% ,6% 100,0%

 GR6 First Additional Language fiction textbook access Total

 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 17,5% 3,5% 9,6% 12,7% 20,6% 36,0%  100,0%
FS 19,0% 1,8% 3,6% 11,5% 13,3% 49,7% ,9% 100,0%
GT 14,7%   4,7% 6,6% 74,0%  100,0%
KZ 10,4% 2,4% 3,2% 11,1% 17,4% 54,8% ,8% 100,0%
LP 25,5% ,9% 6,1% 15,7% 22,8% 29,0%  100,0%
MP 27,5% 3,9% 7,0% 11,1% 20,1% 30,4%  100,0%
NC 25,2%  1,9% 11,7% 16,5% 44,7%  100,0%
NW 33,1%  2,7% 5,5% 12,8% 45,8%  100,0%
WC 22,1%  1,8% 6,0% 7,1% 62,1% ,9% 100,0%
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SA 19,1% 1,7% 4,3% 10,1% 15,7% 48,7% ,3% 100,0%
 GR6 Mathematics textbook access Total

 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 1,8% ,9% 7,9% 14,0% 27,1% 48,4%  100,0%
FS 3,6% 1,8% 3,6% 11,8% 20,0% 59,2%  100,0%
GT   1,6% 4,7% 1,9% 91,9%  100,0%
KZ 3,2% ,8% 4,8% 8,0% 15,7% 66,8% ,8% 100,0%
LP 4,4%  7,9% 11,3% 29,0% 46,5% ,9% 100,0%
MP 13,1% 4,5% 4,4% 13,8% 19,9% 44,3%  100,0%
NC 1,0%  1,0% 11,2% 30,1% 56,8%  100,0%
NW ,9%  1,8% 9,2% 15,6% 72,5%  100,0%
WC 5,3%  ,9% 5,1% 8,0% 80,6%  100,0%
SA 3,5% ,9% 4,4% 9,6% 17,4% 64,0% ,3% 100,0%
 GR9 Home Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 4,7% 4,5% 3,1% 11,3% 27,2% 48,3% ,8% 100,0%
FS 3,8% 2,3% 2,8% 8,8% 31,8% 50,5%  100,0%
GT 2,8%   6,5% 13,0% 75,8% 1,9% 100,0%
KZ 6,0% 2,5% 8,4% 22,0% 21,2% 37,3% 2,6% 100,0%
LP 2,7% 3,4% 4,3% 9,5% 33,6% 45,7% ,9% 100,0%
MP 13,6% 8,5% 11,8% 13,6% 12,7% 38,7% 1,2% 100,0%
NC 1,8% 2,7% 4,6% 5,5% 17,3% 67,2% ,9% 100,0%
NW 3,7% ,9% 4,6% 13,0% 25,0% 52,7%  100,0%
WC 3,7%   3,5% 13,0% 79,8%  100,0%
SA 5,0% 2,8% 4,8% 12,5% 22,0% 51,7% 1,3% 100,0%
 GR9 Home Language - fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 17,8% 2,9% 2,9% 12,9% 23,7% 39,7%  100,0%
FS 17,1% 3,6% 1,9% 8,5% 26,5% 42,4%  100,0%
GT 11,2%   7,5% 10,3% 69,2% 1,9% 100,0%
KZ 17,8%  11,8% 16,9% 20,3% 31,4% 1,7% 100,0%
LP 23,3% 3,4% 3,4% 9,5% 23,3% 36,2% ,9% 100,0%
MP 30,2% 5,8% 8,1% 14,5% 6,3% 33,0% 2,1% 100,0%
NC 10,0% 1,8% 3,6% 7,3% 13,7% 63,5%  100,0%
NW 42,7%  3,7% 6,5% 13,0% 34,2%  100,0%
WC 7,2%   4,3% 14,1% 73,5% ,9% 100,0%
SA 18,8% 1,7% 5,1% 11,3% 17,9% 44,0% 1,1% 100,0%
 GR9 First Additional Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 7,6% 4,5% 5,3% 11,3% 27,4% 43,1% ,8% 100,0%
FS 1,9% 4,5% 3,8% 4,5% 31,2% 54,0%  100,0%
GT 3,7%   3,7% 13,0% 78,6% ,9% 100,0%
KZ 10,2% 1,7% 12,7% 15,2% 22,0% 36,5% 1,7% 100,0%
LP 4,4% 1,7% 8,6% 10,3% 28,4% 46,5%  100,0%
MP 7,0% 7,6% 10,8% 18,4% 13,9% 40,2% 2,1% 100,0%
NC 2,7% 3,6% 5,5% 6,4% 20,9% 60,9%  100,0%
NW 3,7%  5,6% 7,4% 23,2% 60,1%  100,0%
WC 6,3%   3,5% 17,6% 72,6%  100,0%
SA 6,5% 2,3% 6,9% 10,3% 21,9% 51,1% ,9% 100,0%
 GR9 First Additional Language fiction textbook access Total

 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
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EC 17,6% 2,9% 6,5% 11,3% 22,5% 38,4% ,8% 100,0%
FS 16,6% 3,6% 5,6% 4,7% 24,7% 44,8%  100,0%
GT 14,0%  ,9% 5,6% 10,3% 67,4% 1,9% 100,0%
KZ 12,7% ,8% 13,5% 16,9% 22,0% 31,4% 2,6% 100,0%
LP 19,9% 5,2% 6,0% 10,3% 25,8% 31,9% ,9% 100,0%
MP 33,6% 5,8% 9,0% 9,9% 8,1% 32,6% ,9% 100,0%
NC 13,6% ,9% ,9% 7,3% 16,4% 60,8%  100,0%
NW 43,6%  1,9% 2,8% 13,9% 37,9%  100,0%
WC 10,7%   4,3% 17,6% 66,6% ,9% 100,0%
SA 18,1% 2,1% 6,7% 10,2% 19,0% 42,5% 1,3% 100,0%
 GR9 Mathematics textbook access Total

 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 3,1% 2,7% 6,8% 7,0% 25,8% 53,6% ,8% 100,0%
FS 1,3% 3,2% 3,8% 7,9% 25,6% 58,2%  100,0%
GT ,9%   1,9% 10,3% 86,0% ,9% 100,0%
KZ 5,1% 3,4% 9,3% 22,0% 20,3% 38,2% 1,7% 100,0%
LP 5,2% 1,7% 5,2% 8,6% 31,0% 47,4% ,9% 100,0%
MP 5,2% 6,7% 10,8% 15,4% 16,9% 43,8% 1,2% 100,0%
NC 1,8% 3,6% 2,7% 7,3% 20,0% 63,6% ,9% 100,0%
NW ,9%  4,6% 6,5% 20,4% 67,5%  100,0%
WC 2,9% ,9%  3,5% 10,4% 82,4%  100,0%
SA 3,6% 2,4% 5,6% 10,9% 20,3% 56,2% 1,0% 100,0%
 GR12 Home Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 6,9% 4,1% 3,4% 13,5% 17,2% 54,1% ,9% 100,0%
FS 2,7%  2,7% 3,6% 15,6% 75,4%  100,0%
GT ,9%  1,8% ,9% 1,8% 94,6%  100,0%
KZ 6,0% 1,7% 4,3% 7,7% 14,5% 64,9% ,9% 100,0%
LP 3,5% 1,7% 2,6% 6,0% 16,4% 69,8%  100,0%
MP 2,6% 5,3% 10,0% 10,0% 18,4% 52,9% ,9% 100,0%
NC ,9%  ,9% 4,7% 13,2% 79,2% ,9% 100,0%
NW 2,8% ,9% 4,7% ,9% 15,1% 75,5%  100,0%
WC 3,8%   1,8% 10,5% 83,9%  100,0%
SA 4,1% 1,8% 3,5% 6,3% 13,3% 70,6% ,4% 100,0%
 GR12 Home Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 12,9% 2,4% 6,9% 11,2% 14,6% 52,1%  100,0%
FS 13,8%  2,7% 4,5% 13,8% 65,2%  100,0%
GT 10,0%  ,9% ,9% 1,8% 86,4%  100,0%
KZ 6,0% 1,7% 5,1% 11,1% 11,1% 63,2% 1,7% 100,0%
LP 22,5% 2,6% ,9% 6,0% 11,2% 56,9%  100,0%
MP 17,0% 3,8% 7,0% 7,9% 14,9% 49,4%  100,0%
NC 9,4% ,9% 1,9% 1,9% 9,4% 76,4%  100,0%
NW 39,6%   2,8% 8,5% 49,1%  100,0%
WC 4,7%   1,8% 8,8% 84,8%  100,0%
SA 13,0% 1,5% 3,4% 6,8% 10,4% 64,6% ,4% 100,0%
 GR12 First Additional Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 8,4% 4,1% 4,3% 11,2% 18,9% 52,4% ,9% 100,0%
FS 3,6%  1,8% 2,7% 16,1% 75,8%  100,0%
GT 2,7%  1,8%  2,7% 92,8%  100,0%
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KZ 6,0% 1,7% 6,0% 6,8% 16,2% 62,4% ,9% 100,0%
LP 2,7%  3,4% 10,3% 15,5% 66,3% 1,7% 100,0%
MP 5,6% 5,3% 9,6% 10,8% 17,5% 51,2%  100,0%
NC 1,9% ,9% 1,9% 1,9% 15,1% 78,3%  100,0%
NW 4,7% ,9% 1,9% 3,8% 14,2% 74,5%  100,0%
WC 3,8% ,9%  2,6% 10,5% 82,2%  100,0%
SA 4,8% 1,6% 4,0% 6,4% 14,0% 68,6% ,6% 100,0%
 GR12 First Additional Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 12,7% 2,4% 7,7% 12,0% 16,3% 48,1% ,9% 100,0%
FS 11,6% ,9% 2,7% 2,7% 17,4% 63,8% ,9% 100,0%
GT 10,0%  ,9% 1,8% 4,5% 81,9% ,9% 100,0%
KZ 7,7%  4,3% 9,4% 15,4% 60,7% 2,6% 100,0%
LP 19,0%  3,4% 6,0% 13,8% 56,9% ,9% 100,0%
MP 18,7% 2,6% 7,3% 10,5% 14,9% 45,9%  100,0%
NC 8,5% 2,8% ,9% ,9% 9,4% 77,3%  100,0%
NW 35,8% ,9%  1,9% 8,5% 51,9% ,9% 100,0%
WC 7,3%   2,6% 8,8% 81,3%  100,0%
SA 13,0% ,7% 3,6% 6,7% 12,7% 62,1% 1,2% 100,0%
 GR12 Mathematical Literacy textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 10,1% 3,4% 1,7% 14,6% 12,0% 57,3% ,9% 100,0%
FS 5,4%  1,8% 5,4% 10,7% 76,7%  100,0%
GT ,9%  ,9% ,9% 2,7% 92,8% 1,8% 100,0%
KZ 15,4% 2,6% 5,1% 7,7% 12,0% 56,4% ,9% 100,0%
LP 7,0% ,9% 3,4% 16,4% 7,8% 63,7% ,9% 100,0%
MP 17,8% 3,5% 9,6% 13,5% 14,9% 38,9% 1,8% 100,0%
NC 1,9%  2,8% 7,6% 16,0% 70,8% ,9% 100,0%
NW 4,7% ,9% ,9% 1,9% 14,2% 76,4% ,9% 100,0%
WC 3,8%   1,8% 10,5% 83,9%  100,0%
SA 9,1% 1,6% 3,3% 8,4% 10,2% 66,4% 1,0% 100,0%
 GR12 Mathematics textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
EC 5,1% ,9% 6,7% 12,9% 9,4% 64,2% ,9% 100,0%
FS 1,3%   2,7% 13,8% 82,2%  100,0%
GT    1,8% ,9% 96,4% ,9% 100,0%
KZ 6,9% 1,7% 4,3% 11,1% 10,2% 65,8%  100,0%
LP 7,0% 2,6% 3,4% 10,3% 9,5% 66,3% ,9% 100,0%
MP 3,5% 3,5% 10,8% 12,0% 20,2% 48,2% 1,8% 100,0%
NC 13,1% 3,8% ,9% 5,7% 9,4% 67,0%  100,0%
NW 3,8% ,9% ,9% 4,7% 8,5% 81,1%  100,0%
WC 7,3%   ,9% 7,9% 83,9%  100,0%
SA 5,0% 1,4% 3,6% 8,1% 9,4% 72,0% ,5% 100,0%

Table T-4.7: Percentage of learners per quintile indicating access to Grade 6, 9 and 12 textbooks and other 
learning materials (indicator 4) in 2017

 GR6 Home Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 5,0% 2,0% 4,6% 15,0% 22,8% 50,3% ,3% 100,0%
2 5,7% 2,9% 3,3% 17,4% 19,3% 50,1% 1,4% 100,0%
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3 3,2% 1,9% 2,8% 9,5% 21,5% 61,2%  100,0%
4 2,4% 1,4% 3,0% 7,1% 9,7% 76,5%  100,0%
5 4,3%  3,5%  5,3% 86,8%  100,0%
SA 4,3% 1,9% 3,5% 11,5% 18,0% 60,4% ,4% 100,0%
 GR6 Home Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 20,4% 2,8% 7,2% 13,3% 15,2% 40,8% ,3% 100,0%
2 19,9% 2,8% 3,0% 15,3% 18,7% 39,3% 1,0% 100,0%
3 23,7% ,4% 5,3% 8,4% 19,2% 42,7% ,3% 100,0%
4 15,5%  3,5% 9,9% 8,3% 62,8%  100,0%
5 10,6%  3,5% 2,1% 3,8% 79,3% ,6% 100,0%
SA 19,3% 1,5% 4,8% 10,8% 14,9% 48,1% ,5% 100,0%
 GR6 First Additional Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 4,0% 2,5% 7,2% 13,2% 20,3% 52,4% ,3% 100,0%
2 6,1% 1,9% 5,6% 13,8% 21,9% 48,6% 2,2% 100,0%
3 3,2% 1,8% 2,1% 10,6% 22,7% 59,5%  100,0%
4 5,2% 3,0% 1,6% 6,9% 10,3% 73,1%  100,0%
5 10,5%  2,9% 1,3% 2,3% 83,0%  100,0%
SA 5,2% 1,9% 4,4% 10,5% 18,0% 59,3% ,6% 100,0%
 GR6 First Additional Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 19,2% 2,8% 7,1% 12,7% 17,4% 40,5% ,3% 100,0%
2 18,7% 1,9% 5,8% 13,4% 18,0% 41,5% ,7% 100,0%
3 21,3% 1,2% 2,4% 8,8% 20,7% 45,4% ,2% 100,0%
4 18,5% 1,6% 2,1% 9,4% 9,1% 59,2%  100,0%
5 15,8%  1,4% 1,6% 3,0% 78,1%  100,0%
SA 19,1% 1,7% 4,3% 10,1% 15,7% 48,7% ,3% 100,0%
 GR6 Mathematics textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 3,7% 2,0% 5,2% 12,6% 20,7% 55,8%  100,0%
2 5,8% 1,3% 3,9% 13,0% 20,6% 54,2% 1,1% 100,0%
3 1,2%  4,9% 9,8% 20,6% 63,6%  100,0%
4 4,7%  3,0% 4,7% 11,3% 76,3%  100,0%
5 2,1%  4,3%  3,1% 90,6%  100,0%
SA 3,5% ,9% 4,4% 9,6% 17,4% 64,0% ,3% 100,0%
 GR9 Home Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 4,0% 5,0% 6,8% 18,2% 22,0% 41,8% 2,1% 100,0%
2 4,1% 3,4% 4,7% 16,7% 24,9% 44,2% 2,0% 100,0%
3 4,3% ,7% 3,1% 11,4% 30,1% 49,4% ,9% 100,0%
4 7,4% 5,1% 3,0% 7,1% 21,3% 55,0% 1,0% 100,0%
5 6,9%  6,0% 4,1% 5,4% 77,5%  100,0%
SA 5,0% 2,8% 4,8% 12,5% 22,0% 51,7% 1,3% 100,0%
 GR9 Home Language - fiction textbook access  Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 21,6% 4,0% 6,9% 16,4% 16,3% 32,0% 2,9% 100,0%
2 24,2% 2,4% 4,9% 11,3% 21,3% 34,9% 1,0% 100,0%
3 18,7%  3,8% 13,4% 23,3% 40,7%  100,0%
4 10,1% 1,6% 6,0% 8,9% 17,4% 54,3% 1,7% 100,0%
5 14,4%  4,2% 2,9% 7,3% 71,3%  100,0%
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SA 18,8% 1,7% 5,1% 11,3% 17,9% 44,0% 1,1% 100,0%
 GR9 First Additional Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 2,7% 3,3% 10,5% 14,0% 26,7% 40,8% 2,0% 100,0%
2 4,6% 2,6% 9,4% 14,4% 21,9% 45,3% 1,8% 100,0%
3 5,3% 1,3% 3,5% 11,0% 25,9% 53,1%  100,0%
4 12,5% 5,1% 7,6% 2,9% 20,3% 51,5%  100,0%
5 11,7%  2,8% 4,1% 10,4% 71,1%  100,0%
SA 6,5% 2,3% 6,9% 10,3% 21,9% 51,1% ,9% 100,0%
 GR9 First Additional Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 21,9% 3,3% 9,1% 12,3% 18,4% 32,5% 2,4% 100,0%
2 21,0% 3,8% 5,2% 12,0% 20,8% 34,3% 2,8% 100,0%
3 18,9% 1,0% 6,1% 11,4% 23,2% 39,3%  100,0%
4 12,7% 1,6% 9,8% 6,4% 18,3% 51,2%  100,0%
5 11,2%  4,2% 5,5% 11,4% 66,9% ,8% 100,0%
SA 18,1% 2,1% 6,7% 10,2% 19,0% 42,5% 1,3% 100,0%
 GR9 Mathematics textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 3,7% 5,3% 8,6% 15,5% 20,7% 44,6% 1,6% 100,0%
2 2,1% 2,6% 5,5% 12,1% 25,1% 50,1% 2,5% 100,0%
3 3,8% ,8% 7,1% 12,7% 24,4% 51,2%  100,0%
4 1,5% 3,4% 2,9% 6,3% 19,1% 66,9%  100,0%
5 6,8%  1,4% 3,2% 7,6% 81,0% ,1% 100,0%
SA 3,6% 2,4% 5,6% 10,9% 20,3% 56,2% 1,0% 100,0%
 GR12 Home Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 2,5% 2,9% 5,7% 7,9% 14,1% 65,5% 1,4% 100,0%
2 2,2% 2,1% 2,8% 8,7% 12,0% 71,6% ,5% 100,0%
3 3,6% ,8% 3,9% 4,5% 17,3% 69,9%  100,0%
4 5,2% 1,6% 2,3% 5,7% 12,7% 72,5%  100,0%
5 8,7% 1,4% 1,9% 3,7% 8,4% 75,8% ,1% 100,0%
SA 4,1% 1,8% 3,5% 6,3% 13,3% 70,6% ,4% 100,0%
 GR12 Home Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 19,8% 1,8% 3,6% 9,4% 10,8% 53,6% 1,0% 100,0%
2 14,4% 1,2% 2,6% 8,1% 10,2% 63,5%  100,0%
3 11,3% 1,5% 3,2% 4,7% 12,7% 65,7% ,9% 100,0%
4 6,8% 1,6% 5,2% 4,4% 12,6% 69,4%  100,0%
5 9,5% 1,4% 2,8% 6,3% 4,4% 75,6%  100,0%
SA 13,0% 1,5% 3,4% 6,8% 10,4% 64,6% ,4% 100,0%
 GR12 First Additional Language textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 3,8% 2,7% 5,3% 11,6% 16,1% 59,0% 1,6% 100,0%
2 3,7% 1,7% 3,4% 7,1% 13,3% 69,6% 1,0% 100,0%
3 3,0% ,5% 4,5% 5,6% 17,0% 69,5%  100,0%
4 7,9% 3,3% 4,0% 2,4% 12,9% 69,5%  100,0%
5 8,4% ,5% 2,2% 2,8% 8,0% 78,1%  100,0%
SA 4,8% 1,6% 4,0% 6,4% 14,0% 68,6% ,6% 100,0%
 GR12 First Additional Language fiction textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
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1 18,5% ,7% 5,4% 9,2% 13,6% 51,0% 1,6% 100,0%
2 14,6% ,5% 5,4% 4,7% 13,3% 59,7% 1,7% 100,0%
3 11,8% ,6% 2,6% 7,4% 15,7% 61,2% ,7% 100,0%
4 9,5% 1,6% 2,3% 6,8% 13,3% 66,6%  100,0%
5 7,8% ,5% 1,4% 4,9% 5,2% 78,8% 1,4% 100,0%
SA 13,0% ,7% 3,6% 6,7% 12,7% 62,1% 1,2% 100,0%
 GR12 Mathematical Literacy textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 14,5% 2,2% 5,4% 12,1% 9,5% 53,3% 3,1% 100,0%
2 9,3% 1,7% 4,0% 10,0% 11,2% 63,3% ,5% 100,0%
3 6,3% 1,1% 1,5% 8,3% 14,8% 67,9% ,1% 100,0%
4 11,0% 3,4% 4,1% 2,7% 5,5% 73,3%  100,0%
5 4,4%  1,4% 6,0% 6,6% 80,9% ,8% 100,0%
SA 9,1% 1,6% 3,3% 8,4% 10,2% 66,4% 1,0% 100,0%
 GR12 Mathematics textbook access Total
 0% About 20% About 40% About 60% About 80% 100% I do not know  
1 2,6% 2,3% 7,9% 13,8% 9,8% 61,6% 1,9% 100,0%
2 5,4% 2,1% 1,8% 9,1% 12,0% 69,2% ,5% 100,0%
3 6,5% ,5% 1,7% 7,0% 9,3% 74,9%  100,0%
4 3,9% 1,8% 7,3% 2,4% 8,9% 75,6%  100,0%
5 6,2%   4,9% 5,8% 83,1%  100,0%
SA 5,0% 1,4% 3,6% 8,1% 9,4% 72,0% ,5% 100,0%

Tables T-4.8 to T-4.10 display estimates of the percentage of learners in 2017 with the indicated Grade 6, 9 and 12 
textbooks by province.

Table T-4.8: Percentage of grade 6 learners with the indicated textbooks by province

Province HL Textbook HL Fiction FAL Textbook FAL Fiction Mathematics
EC 75.4 66.7 73.3 64.7 81.8
FS 82.6 68.2 82.6 69.8 84.0
GT 96.1 78.4 96.5 82.1 96.8
KZ 85.7 75.8 83.1 77.7 86.9
LP 77.4 60.2 78.4 59.3 80.4
MP 72.8 57.7 69.0 56.7 71.2
NC 84.3 69.7 85.1 65.6 88.0
NW 89.3 57.4 91.1 60.5 91.2
WC 89.8 74.2 88.0 72.8 90.5
SA 83.8 69.1 82.7 69.6 85.8

Table T-4.9: Percentage of grade 9 learners with the indicated textbooks by province

Province HL Textbook HL Fiction FAL Textbook FAL Fiction Mathematics
EC 79.7 68.2 75.4 66.9 82.4
FS 82.8 70.2 84.2 70.3 85.6
GT 91.8 83.5 92.1 80.8 96.2
KZ 73.2 63.7 69.8 66.5 73.3
LP 81.3 63.1 79.3 62.7 80.5
MP 64.1 52.2 69.7 50.3 73.1
NC 87.5 80.7 84.4 78.9 86.6
NW 82.6 49.9 85.3 51.4 89.6
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WC 92.3 88.1 88.8 84.0 93.0
SA 80.3 68.3 78.8 67.9 82.5

Table T-4.10: Percentage of grade 12 learners with the indicated textbooks by province

Province HL Textbook HL Fiction FAL Textbook FAL Fiction Maths Literacy Mathematics
EC 78.8 73.7 77.4 72.5 77.7 83.0
FS 91.1 80.0 91.0 81.3 89.3 94.9
GT 97.3 88.8 95.7 87.8 97.6 99.1
KZ 83.9 82.6 82.9 82.4 73.8 82.7
LP 87.9 70.3 87.8 73.5 82.0 82.7
MP 79.3 69.6 76.6 67.6 64.6 78.0
NC 93.9 86.0 92.4 86.4 90.1 79.1
NW 90.2 57.5 89.1 60.6 90.3 91.3
WC 93.4 92.9 92.3 89.9 93.4 90.8
SA 87.2 78.9 86.0 78.8 82.0 86.6

Tables T-4.11 to T-4.13 display estimates of the percentage of learners in 2017 with the indicated Grade 6, 9 and 12 
textbooks by quintile.

Table T-4.11: Percentage of Grade 6 learners with the indicated textbooks by quintile

Quintile HL Textbook HL Fiction FAL Textbook FAL Fiction Mathematics
1 80.0 64.6 80.2 65.6 82.4
2 79.0 65.8 78.7 67.1 81.3
3 85.5 65.5 85.3 68.6 87.9
4 90.0 76.7 86.7 73.3 89.4
5 92.5 85.6 86.8 82.1 94.8
SA 83.8 69.1 82.7 69.6 85.8

Table T-4.12: Percentage of Grade 9 learners with the indicated textbooks by quintile

Quintile HL Textbook HL Fiction FAL Textbook FAL Fiction Mathematics
1 75.7 60.1 77.0 60.4 76.2
2 78.2 61.8 77.1 62.8 82.2
3 82.5 69.0 82.0 67.4 81.3
4 79.4 77.6 73.6 73.9 87.8
5 86.8 80.5 82.9 81.7 89.6
SA 80.3 68.3 78.8 67.9 82.5

Table T-4.13: Percentage of Grade 12 learners with the indicated textbooks by quintile

Quintile HL Textbook HL Fiction FAL Textbook FAL Fiction Maths Literacy Mathematics
1 85.6 70.4 82.8 70.9 73.0 82.9
2 88.4 77.8 87.2 76.8 80.6 85.8
3 88.2 81.0 88.3 79.9 85.6 87.4
4 87.3 84.5 83.5 82.6 81.7 87.5
5 85.8 84.3 87.1 87.8 91.0 90.7
SA 87.2 78.9 86.0 78.8 82.0 86.6
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Indicator 4b: The percentage of learners having access to the required workbooks for the entire school year

The DBE makes workbooks available in Language and Mathematics for all grades from Grade 1 to Grade 9. Every 
learner should receive Workbook 1 and Workbook 2 in each grade. During the SMS 2017, the presence of workbooks 
in schools could be investigated for Grade 3 only. When possible two Grade 3 classes were visited and the number 
of learners with Home Language and Numeracy workbooks in that class was determined by a show of hands. Class 
sizes varied between 2 and 120. Based on this information the percentage of Grade 3 learners with workbooks was 
calculated. Learner weights were used when doing the calculations. The information for provinces is presented in Table 
T-4.14 and for quintiles in Table T-4.15.

Table T-4.14: Percentage of grade 3 learners in provinces in 2017 with Mathematics and language workbooks

Percentage of learners who received workbooks

Province Mathematics wb1 Mathematics wb2 language wb1 language wb2
ec 91.7 96.2 89.55 94.4

fS 97.6 96.9 97.7 97.9
gT 98.7 97.8 98.3 97.9
kZ 91.9 94.6 90.8 94.9
lP 95.5 95.3 95.6 95.7
MP 99.2 98.8 98.3 98.2
nc 97.9 98.7 94.6 94.0
nw 95.7 94.1 94.0 94.8
wc 99.0 98.0 98.8 97.1
Sa 95.7 96.4 94.9 96.2

Table T-4.15: Percentage of Grade 3 learners in quintiles in 2017 with Mathematics and Language workbooks

Percentage of learners who received workbooks

quintile Mathematics wb1 Mathematics wb2 language wb1 language wb2
1 91,5 95,1 91,8 94,8

2 96,3 96,1 95,8 95,5
3 97,0 97,4 94,1 96,8
4 97,1 96,1 96,4 96,5
5 98,3 97,8 98,6 98,3
Sa 95.7 96.4 94.9 96.2

In almost all provinces and quintiles more than 95% of learners had received the relevant DBE workbooks. Quintile 1 
schools and Eastern Cape schools lagged behind slightly regarding the distribution of workbooks.

The volume of outputs generated across items of learning material is vast, with essential ones so far included in the 
Technical Report tables and annexures.

Table T-4.16: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of Grade 3 learners in provinces with 
language workbooks

 
Province

Percentage with 
workbook Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval

    Lower Upper
% with Workbook 1 HL EC 89.55 2.32 84.99 94.10
 FS 97.72 0.92 95.93 99.52
 GT 98.29 0.69 96.94 99.64
 KZ 90.78 1.94 86.98 94.58
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 LP 95.56 1.26 93.09 98.03
 MP 98.32 0.78 96.79 99.85
 NC 94.15 1.72 90.77 97.52
 NW 94.00 1.65 90.76 97.24
 WC 98.82 0.54 97.76 99.87
 SA 94.88 0.56 93.77 95.98
% with Workbook 2 HL EC 94.43 1.59 91.31 97.54
 FS 97.92 0.96 96.03 99.81
 GT 97.93 0.70 96.56 99.29
 KZ 94.92 1.23 92.51 97.33
 LP 95.68 1.23 93.28 98.09
 MP 98.22 0.86 96.52 99.91
 NC 94.04 1.76 90.59 97.49
 NW 94.76 1.48 91.85 97.66
 WC 97.10 1.05 95.05 99.16
 SA 96.19 0.43 95.36 97.03

Table T-4.17: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of Grade 3 learners in provinces with 
numeracy workbooks

 Province
Percentage 

with workbook Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
    Lower Upper
% with Workbook 1 Maths EC 91.55 2.20 87.23 95.86
 FS 97.55 1.04 95.52 99.59
 GT 98.66 0.62 97.44 99.87
 KZ 91.90 1.75 88.45 95.34
 LP 95.49 1.20 93.12 97.85
 MP 99.23 0.52 98.21 100.25
 NC 97.93 0.76 96.45 99.42
 NW 95.71 1.36 93.04 98.37
 WC 98.99 0.55 97.90 100.07
 SA 95.73 0.52 94.71 96.75
% with Workbook 2 Maths EC 96.21 1.33 93.60 98.83
 FS 96.91 1.22 94.51 99.31
 GT 97.82 0.81 96.23 99.42
 KZ 94.62 1.34 91.98 97.25
 LP 95.32 1.29 92.80 97.84
 MP 98.82 0.69 97.46 100.17
 NC 98.68 0.37 97.95 99.41
 NW 94.13 1.58 91.03 97.23
 WC 98.02 0.86 96.33 99.71
 SA 96.44 0.43 95.60 97.29

In all provinces, more than 90% of learners had received the relevant DBE workbooks. Eastern Cape schools lagged 
behind slightly regarding the distribution of workbooks.

Table T-4.18: Percentage of grade 3 learners in provinces with numeracy and language workbooks 
calculated per province and nationally

% with Numeracy 
workbook 1 

% with numeracy 
workbook 2

% with language 
workbook 1 

% with language workbook 
2 
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EC 89.81 92.29 83.83 90.03
FS 96.30 95.92 97.73 97.94
GT 95.20 94.33 94.20 93.78
KZ 90.38 92.82 88.30 92.05
LP 94.22 94.12 93.40 93.50
MP 98.09 97.59 95.58 95.45
NC 97.28 98.04 89.68 89.89
NW 95.75 94.09 93.51 94.24
WC 96.90 95.74 96.98 94.99
SA 93.99 94.33 92.07 93.43

The overwhelming majority of Grade 3 learners in all provinces had access to both the DBE workbooks for Language 
and Mathematics.

Directly comparable information was not obtained in the SMS 2011.

Indicator 5: The percentage of learners in schools with a library or media centre fulfilling certain minimum 
standards

Several questions relating to aspects mentioned in the National Guidelines for School Library and Information Services 
2012 were included in the 2017 SMS, but at this stage, only the information that has a direct bearing on the Baseline 
Indicator proposed in DBE (2014) is reported on. The National Guidelines for School Library and Information Services 
2012 does not categorically specify minimum standards but offers a broad array of options for getting systematic access 
to information of various kinds. In the original report on the 2011 SMS, the minimum standards decided on was that 
learners have access to any one or more of the following:

•	 a central school library

•	 a mobile library

•	 classroom libraries.

The DBE suggested that the presence of any one of the first two mentioned above will qualify a school to comply with the 
minimum standard. This was used to establish the baseline arrived at by the DBE (2014, p.23) and this was the criterion 
for access to a library in this report. Included in the foregoing conceptualisation was the existence of media centres at 
schools. Learner weights were used when doing the estimates of the percentage of learners who have access to these 
library facilities. The provincial indicator values for access to school libraries for primary and secondary school learners 
in 2017 as well as the 2014 DBE baseline value calculations on 2011 SMS data, as recalculated for the present report, 
are presented in Table T-5.1.

Table T-5.1: Percentages (and standard errors) of learners with access to a central school (including media 
centre) or mobile library over time by province

Province

2011 2017
Primary Secondary Primary Secondary

ec 20,1% (3,2) 26,1% (5,7) 38,6% (4,6) 50,0% (4,7)
fS 65,7% (5,7) 86,0% (5,6) 81,1% (3,8) 86,9% (3,3)
gT 81,2% (3,7) 64,4% (6,5) 77,6% (4,1) 81,3% (3,7)
kZ 42,9% (3,9) 39,8% (6,0) 61,3% (4,5) 56,9% (4,6)
lP 16,9% (3,6) 11,5% (3,4) 47,4% (4,7) 42,6% (4,6)
MP 51,3% (5,7) 53,4% (6,9) 67,3% (4,5) 64,5% (4,6)
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nc 44,2% (6,9) 58,9% (9,0) 68,0% (4,7) 66,0% (4,8)
nw 33,7% (5,4) 56,2% (7,7) 47,2% (4,8) 48,6% (4,9)
wc 70,4% (4,9) 88,8% (5,5) 87,4% (3,2) 88,3% (3,1)
Sa 44,7% (1,6) 46,3% (2,3) 61,4% (1,6) 62,6% (1,7)

Learners in secondary schools always had slightly better access (not significant) to library facilities than learners in 
primary schools, when looking at the national averages. Access to libraries was significantly higher in 2017 than in 2011. 
Learners in primary schools in 2017 in the Free State and the Western Cape had the best access (over 80%), while 
access in the Eastern Cape was low at below 40%. In secondary schools, access was highest in 2017 for learners in 
the Free State, Gauteng and the Western Cape (over 80%), while access was poorest for learners in secondary schools 
in the Eastern Cape, Limpopo and the North West (50% or lower). Learners in primary schools in 2011 in Gauteng had 
the best access (over 80%), while access in the Eastern Cape, Limpopo and the North West was low at below 40%. In 
secondary schools, access was highest for learners in the Free State and the Western Cape (over 80%), while access 
was poorest for learners in secondary schools in the Eastern Cape and Limpopo (below 30%).

Table T-5.2 shows the access of learners to a school library in relation to the quintile status of primary and secondary 
schools. The lower the quintile status of schools, the less access its learners had to a school library. Fewer than 30% 
of learners in primary and secondary schools with Quintile 1 status had such access in 2011, while the corresponding 
figures were between almost 60% and almost 80% for primary schools and almost 50% and almost 80% for learners in 
secondary schools with Quintile 4 and 5 status respectively. The situation improved in 2017 with learners with access 
in Quintile 1 schools increasing with 23 percentage points. Similar increases were observed in the Quintile 2 to Quintile 
4 schools. Despite these increases, access in Quintile 1 to 3 schools still lagged behind access in Quintile 5 schools.

Table T-5.2: Percentages (and standard errors) of learners with access to a central school (including media 
centre) or mobile library over time by quintile

Province

2011 2017
Primary Secondary Primary Secondary

1 26,3% (2,8) 27,4% (3,9) 49,2% (3,3) 43,4% (3,7)

2 40,4% (3,6) 40,5% (5,0) 55,6% (3,5) 55,2% (3,9)

3 41,0% (3,2) 48,7% (4,7) 59,8% (3,5) 65,5% (3,5)

4 59,2% (4,6) 47,6% (7,2) 78,1% (4,7) 78,0% (4,4)

5 78,6% (4,5) 75,8% (5,9) 88,3% (3,3) 83,4% (3,6)

Sa 44,7% (1,6) 46,3% (2,3) 61,4% (1,6) 62,6% (1,7)

The percentage of learners in primary and secondary schools combined with access in 2017 to libraries in provinces, 
with the associated standard errors and confidence intervals, are presented in Table T-5.3.

Table T-5.3: Percentage of learners in primary and secondary schools combined with access to a central 
school (including media centre) or mobile library in 2017 by province

Province Percentage with access Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 42,7% 3,4% 36,2% 49,5%
FS 83,5% 2,6% 77,8% 88,1%
GT 79,1% 2,8% 73,1% 84,1%
KZ 59,2% 3,2% 52,8% 65,3%
LP 45,1% 3,3% 38,7% 51,6%
MP 66,1% 3,2% 59,5% 72,1%
NC 67,3% 3,5% 60,2% 73,8%
NW 47,7% 3,6% 40,8% 54,7%
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WC 87,8% 2,2% 82,7% 91,5%
SA 61,9% 1,2% 59,5% 64,2%

Just more than 60% of learners had access to a school library in 2017. This figure was as low as 43% in the Eastern 
Cape.

Similar information was obtained on the basis of the SMS 2011 and is presented in Table T-5.4.

Table T-5.4: Percentage of learners in primary and secondary schools combined with access to a central 
school (including media centre) or mobile library in 2011 by province

Province Percentage with access Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 21,9% 2,9% 16,9% 28,0%
FS 71,5% 4,5% 62,0% 79,4%
GT 74,8% 3,4% 67,5% 80,9%
KZ 41,8% 3,3% 35,6% 48,3%
LP 14,9% 2,6% 10,5% 20,7%
MP 52,2% 4,4% 43,6% 60,7%
NC 48,7% 5,6% 38,0% 59,5%
NW 42,6% 4,6% 33,9% 51,8%
WC 76,7% 3,8% 68,4% 83,3%
SA 45,3% 1,3% 42,7% 47,9%

In 2011 45% of learners had access to a school library. That was statistically significantly fewer than the 62% who had 
access in 2017.

The percentages of learners with access in 2017 and 2011 to libraries by quintile, with the associated standard errors 
and confidence intervals, are presented in Tables T-5.5 and T-5.6.

Table T-5.5: Percentage of learners in primary and secondary schools combined with access to a central 
school (including media centre) or mobile library in 2017 by quintile

Province Percentage with access Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
1 47,0 2,5 42,2 51,9
2 55,4 2,6 50,3 60,4
3 62,3 2,5 57,3 67,0
4 78,0 3,2 71,1 83,7
5 85,9 2,4 80,5 90,0
SA 61,9 1,2 59,5 64,2

Table T-5.6: Percentage of learners in primary and secondary schools combined with access to a central 
school (including media centre) or mobile library in 2011 by quintile

Province Percentage with access Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
1 26,6% 2,3% 22,4% 31,3%
2 40,5% 2,9% 34,8% 46,3%
3 43,8% 2,7% 38,6% 49,0%
4 55,2% 3,9% 47,5% 62,8%
5 77,5% 3,6% 69,6% 83,8%
SA 45,3% 1,3% 42,8% 47,9%
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Indicator 6: The percentage of schools producing the minimum set of management documents at the required 
standard

The 2017 survey asked various questions relating to the presence of certain management documents at the school. 
Almost all these questions were a repeat of the questions asked in the 2011 survey. The one exception was asking to 
see the class timetables. This was excluded as the presence of class timetables has been found to be ubiquitous. In 
the DBE 2014 report (pp. 23-25) an argument was made for an indicator comprising a certain set of documents and 
to report on the percentage of schools able to provide all those documents. The same set of documents excluding the 
class timetables was used for compiling Indicator 6 for the 2017 survey. As in the DBE 2014 report, school weights 
were applied. The percentage of schools with all the required management documents are presented in Table T-6.1 for 
primary schools and in Table T-6.2 for secondary schools.

Table T-6.1: Percentage of primary schools with all the required management documents in 2017 by province

documents ec fS gT kZ lP MP nc nw wc Sa
School improvement plan 63,0 87,9 92,3 89,9 82,9 96,9 94,6 97,1 97,9 83,6
Academic improvement plan 33,8 53,6 77,8 76,4 47,1 89,1 67,8 76,6 89,8 61,7
Acad performance reports (x3) 61,3 83,1 89,0 81,6 68,8 92,2 72,3 87,4 96,7 77,1
School budget 2017 74,6 78,1 95,3 94,5 95,0 97,3 91,6 98,2 97,7 89,3
Financial statement 2016 80,8 70,7 96,8 94,4 96,5 97,2 93,8 86,5 96,8 90,0
Educator attendance register 100,0 100,0 100,0 97,3 100,0 100,0 100,0 92,4 98,9 98,8
Class register (1+ in order) 98,4 100,0 100,0 98,6 100,0 100,0 100,0 99,5 99,1 99,2
Non-textbook asset register 63,1 89,7 90,3 71,5 77,8 84,7 71,5 81,3 86,6 75,3
Learning materials inventory 81,0 87,1 87,7 89,0 73,0 73,4 74,3 81,1 88,6 82,4
SGB minutes for 3 quarters 86,4 85,7 78,9 84,0 58,3 83,7 85,1 89,0 90,9 81,3
Percent of schools with all above 
(SE)

11,6 
(2,8)

30,5 
(7,6)

52,2 
(6,3)

34,5 
(5,6)

26,5 
(5,7)

49,1 
(5,8)

35,1 
(8,1)

45,1 
(6,3)

73,4 
(5,6)

32,9 
(2,2)

Table T-6.2: Percentage of secondary schools with all the required management documents in 2017 by 
province

documents ec fS gT kZ lP MP nc nw wc Sa
School improvement plan 79,5 85,6 83,3 88,8 76,4 86,4 90,8 92,8 92,8 84,4
Academic improvement plan 61,9 74,5 67,2 79,7 76,3 84,2 82,3 84,0 87,6 76,1
Acad performance reports (x3) 66,1 78,8 81,5 83,0 62,8 76,9 67,7 74,7 92,6 75,1
School budget 2017 71,3 84,0 77,8 88,5 88,7 89,1 77,7 90,1 90,3 84,9
Financial statement 2016 79,7 82,7 88,6 86,4 89,3 90,7 83,8 84,8 95,6 86,9
Educator attendance register 95,7 99,0 98,2 100,0 99,7 97,8 97,7 99,7 97,0 98,7
Class register (1+ in order) 81,9 82,0 95,1 98,1 100,0 88,9 93,1 99,2 99,5 94,4
Non-textbook asset register 71,2 71,6 73,1 65,8 60,9 77,9 73,1 78,0 80,4 69,2
Learning materials inventory 84,7 69,6 76,5 76,8 74,4 77,1 83,8 81,5 82,1 77,7
SGB minutes for 3 quarters 81,4 73,5 65,8 79,8 62,1 71,9 70,0 69,1 74,8 72,7

Percent of schools with all above
18,0 
(4,8)

17,5 
(3,7)

22,6 
(4,1)

35,7 
(5,7)

15,0 
(3,7)

32,5 
(5,1)

24,9 
(5,4)

29,7 
(5,2)

45,1 
(5,4)

26,2 
(2,1)

In the DBE 2014 report  (p.25) a national percentage for schools able to present all of the above documents of 52% 
is reported. For the 2017 SMS, this figure is lower for both primary schools (33%) and secondary schools (26%). The 
Western Cape had the highest compliance rate at 73% for primary schools and 45% for secondary schools while the 
Eastern Cape had the lowest compliance rate at 12% for primary schools and second lowest at 18% for secondary 
schools, with Limpopo (15%) lowest. The academic improvement plan and the non-textbook asset register were the 
documents found to be missing most often.

Tables T-6.3 and T-6.4 reflect the situation in primary and secondary schools in relation to compliance with minimum 
management documents by the quintile status of schools. A strong link existed for primary schools between quintile 
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status and compliance levels.

Table T-6.3: Percentage of primary schools with all the required management documents in 2017 by quintile

documents 1 2 3 4 5 Sa
School improvement plan 77,2 84,7 88,8 83,2 98,6 83,6
Academic improvement plan 54,8 57,6 64,9 80,0 88,4 61,7
Acad performance reports (x3) 70,0 81,8 77,3 89,7 86,9 77,1
School budget 2017 86,1 90,1 89,8 93,7 97,4 89,3
Financial statement 2016 85,1 91,3 93,9 92,6 98,2 90,0
Educator attendance register 99,1 99,7 96,4 100,0 100,0 98,8
Class register (1+ in order) 99,2 99,0 99,1 100,0 99,2 99,2
Non-textbook asset register 70,7 84,3 65,4 79,9 92,4 75,3
Learning materials inventory 74,1 84,9 88,8 85,8 96,0 82,4
SGB minutes for 3 quarters 82,7 79,5 80,9 75,0 87,4 81,4
Percent of schools with all above (SE) 25,7 (3,7) 31,6 (4,0) 30,2 (4,4) 52,8 (6,3) 67,4 (5,5) 32,9 (2,2)

Table T-6.4: Percentage of secondary schools with all the required management documents in 2017 by 
quintile

documents 1 2 3 4 5 Sa
School improvement plan 87,4 75,2 88,1 83,7 92,1 84,4
Academic improvement plan 81,9 70,0 71,2 83,7 81,0 76,1
Acad performance reports (x3) 70,8 77,8 72,1 74,1 86,7 75,1
School budget 2017 86,0 85,2 79,9 82,1 94,8 84,9
Financial statement 2016 85,0 87,2 84,0 90,1 94,6 86,9
Educator attendance register 99,3 99,2 97,5 99,8 97,3 98,7
Class register (1+ in order) 93,5 93,5 94,1 96,9 97,9 94,4
Non-textbook asset register 61,2 73,6 67,9 73,6 77,6 69,2
Learning materials inventory 73,2 78,2 78,9 78,6 85,2 77,8
SGB minutes for 3 quarters 69,0 73,9 70,1 71,3 86,1 72,7
Percent of schools with all above (SE) 22,3 (3,8) 22,2 (4,8) 26,6 (4,1) 27,6 (4,9) 44,1 (5,4) 26,2 (2,1)

Table T-6.5: Percentage of schools with all the required management documents in 2017 by province

Province % with all documents Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 12.6% 2.5% 8.5% 18.4%
FS 27.1% 5.3% 18.0% 38.6%
GT 43.0% 4.5% 34.6% 51.9%
KZ 34.8% 4.3% 27.0% 43.6%
LP 22.3% 3.8% 15.8% 30.6%
MP 44.1% 4.3% 35.9% 52.6%
NC 32.6% 6.3% 21.7% 45.8%
NW 41.1% 4.9% 32.0% 50.8%
WC 66.2% 4.6% 56.7% 74.6%
SA 31.1% 1.7% 27.9% 34.5%

The same information on the same documents was obtained in the same way in the SMS 2011.
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Table T-6.6: Percentage of schools with all the required management documents in 2011 by province

Province % with all documents Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 32.7% 2.5% 28.0% 37.9%
FS 34.3% 3.6% 27.6% 41.7%
GT 62.4% 3.5% 55.4% 68.9%
KZ 39.9% 2.6% 35.0% 45.0%
LP 55.1% 3.0% 49.2% 61.0%
MP 43.5% 3.7% 36.5% 50.8%
NC 52.6% 4.3% 44.2% 60.8%
NW 37.4% 3.7% 30.5% 44.9%
WC 65.1% 3.7% 57.6% 71.9%
SA 44.2% 1.1% 42.0% 46.4%

For the country as a whole, there was a significant decline in the percentage of schools that could show the required 
management documents. 

Table T-6.7: Percentage of schools with all the required management documents in 2017 by quintile

Quintile % with all documents Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
1 25,0 3,0 19,6 31,2
2 28,9 3,1 23,2 35,4
3 29,1 3,3 23,1 36,0
4 43,5 4,4 35,1 52,2
5 59,2 4,1 50,9 67,0
SA 31.1% 1.7% 27.9% 34.5%

The same information on the same documents was obtained in the same way in SMS 2011.

Table T-6.8: Percentage of schools with all the required management documents in 2011 by quintile

Province % with all documents Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
 37,8 2,0 34,0 41,8
1 42,7 2,4 38,1 47,6
2 45,0 2,3 40,4 49,6
3 48,5 3,5 41,7 55,4
4 65,2 3,6 57,8 71,9
5 37,8 2,0 34,0 41,8
SA 44.2% 1.1% 42.0% 46.4%

The percentage of primary and secondary schools combined, with all the required management documents, are 
presented by province in Table T-6.9. The absence of academic improvement plans and non-textbook asset registers 
seems to be what influenced overall indicator score outcomes most. The pattern was rather consistent across provinces, 
with the exception of a few deviations.
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Table T-6.9: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined with all the required management 
documents in 2017 by province

documents ec fS gT kZ lP MP nc nw wc Sa
School improvement plan 65,8 87,3 89,5 89,6 80,6 93,7 93,6 95,9 96,5 83,8
Academic improvement plan 38,6 59,1 74,5 77,4 57,7 87,6 71,2 78,5 89,3 65,6
Acad performance reports (x3) 62,2 81,9 86,7 82,0 66,6 87,5 71,2 84,1 95,6 76,5
School budget 2017 74,1 79,7 90,0 92,7 92,7 94,8 88,4 96,0 95,8 88,1
Financial statement 2016 80,6 73,9 94,2 92,0 93,9 95,2 91,4 86,1 96,5 89,2
Educator attendance register 99,3 99,7 99,4 98,1 99,9 99,3 99,4 94,3 98,4 98,8
Class register (1+ in order) 95,6 95,2 98,5 98,4 100,0 96,6 98,3 99,4 99,2 97,9
Non-textbook asset register 64,5 84,9 85,0 69,8 71,6 82,6 71,9 80,5 85,1 73,6
Learning materials inventory 81,6 82,4 84,3 85,4 73,5 74,6 76,8 81,3 87,0 81,2
SGB minutes for 3 quarters 85,6 82,4 74,8 82,8 59,7 80,1 81,5 83,8 86,9 79,0

Percent of schools with all above

12,6

(2,5)

27,0

(5,3)

43,0

(4,5)

34,8

(4,3)

22,3

(3,8)

44,1

(4,3)

32,6

(6,3)

41,1

(4,9)

66,3

(4,6)

31,1

(1,7)

The percentage of primary and secondary schools combined with all the required management documents are presented 
by quintile in Table T-6.10. The slightly larger apparent influence of the absence of academic improvement plans and 
non-textbook asset registers was also more or less consistent across quintiles.

Table T-6.10: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined with all the required management 
documents in 2017 by quintile

documents 1 2 3 4 5 Sa
School improvement plan 79,4 82,0 88,6 83,4 96,3 83,8
Academic improvement plan 60,6 61,1 66,7 81,4 85,8 65,6
Acad performance reports (x3) 70,1 80,7 75,8 83,8 86,8 76,5
School budget 2017 86,0 88,7 86,9 89,4 96,5 88,1
Financial statement 2016 85,0 90,1 90,9 91,6 97,0 89,2
Educator attendance register 99,1 99,6 96,7 99,9 99,1 98,8
Class register (1+ in order) 98,0 97,4 97,6 98,8 98,7 97,9
Non-textbook asset register 68,7 81,3 66,1 77,6 87,2 73,6
Learning materials inventory 73,9 83,0 85,9 83,2 92,3 81,2
SGB minutes for 3 quarters 79,7 77,9 77,7 73,6 86,9 79,0

Percent of schools with all above (SE)

25,0

(3,0)

28,9

(3,1)

29,1

(3,3)

43,4

(4,4)

59,2

(4,1)

31,1

(1,7)

Table T-6.11: Frequency distribution of required management documents in 2017 

 No of docs Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
.00 69 .3 .3 .3
1.00 9 .0 .0 .3
2.00 90 .4 .4 .7
3.00 246 1.1 1.1 1.8
4.00 756 3.3 3.3 5.2
5.00 484 2.1 2.1 7.3
6.00 1669 7.4 7.4 14.7
7.00 2506 11.1 11.1 25.8
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8.00 3903 17.3 17.3 43.0
9.00 5848 25.9 25.9 68.9
10.00 7029 31.1 31.1 100.0
Total 22608 100.0 100.0  

indicator 7: The percentage of schools where the School governing body (Sgb) meets the minimum criteria 
in terms of effectiveness

The baseline set in the DBE 2014 report relied on several questions responded to by the principal. Only one of these 
questions was repeated in the 2017 SMS. The other questions reported on in the DBE 2014 indicator included the 
following:

•	 The composition of the SGB;

•	 Developing a mission statement for the school;

•	 Adopting a code of conduct for the school;

•	 Determining the school’s admission policy; and

•	 Adopting a constitution for the SGB.

No information on these was elicited in the 2017 SMS, consequently, it is impossible to compile an indicator comparable 
to the one presented in the DBE 2014 report. As an alternative, an indicator of efficient SGB functioning was constructed 
based on positive answers by the principal to the following variables, as well as the presence of SGB minutes:

•	 The SGB has promoted the best interests of the school;

•	 The SGB has supported the principal, educators and other staff;

•	 The SGB has administered and controlled the school property;

•	 The SGB has encouraged parents, learners, educators and other staff to render voluntary services to the 
school; and

•	 Minutes of SGB meetings are available.

Complying with all the above-mentioned items may also be viewed as complying with minimum criteria for effectiveness. 
Information on these variables was also available from the 2011 data set. School weights were applied. The percentage 
of schools with SGBs operating efficiently is reported in Table T-7.1 for provinces and in Table T-7.2 for Quintiles.

Table T-7.1: Percentage of schools in provinces in 2011 and 2017 with SGBs operating efficiently

Province
2011 Primary Schools 

(SE)
2011 Secondary 

Schools (SE)
2017 Primary Schools 

(SE)
2017 Secondary Schools 

(SE)
ec 63,2% (3,0) 36,0% (5,1) 60,5% (7,1) 58,1% (6,0)
fS 45,5% (4,3) 34,2% (7,8) 68,1% (8,5) 55,2% (5,8)
gT 56,6% (4,3) 47,5% (6,4) 62,6% (6,1) 46,0% (5,8)
kZ 60,5% (3,0) 37,8% (4,9) 67,0% (5,9) 56,7% (5,6)
lP 62,4% (3,7) 54,6% (5,0) 52,7% (8,3) 49,9% (6,3)
MP 59,6% (4,5) 52,3% (6,2) 75,4% (4,8) 65,6% (5,1)
nc 24,2% (4,4) 40,7% (7,7) 67,8% (7,1) 40,0% (5,9)
nw 49,6% (4,8) 41,7% (6,4) 75,1% (5,9) 58,1% (6,4)
wc 48,5% (4,4) 56,4% (8,0) 78,8% (5,5) 53,2% (5,5)
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Sa 57,8% (1,4) 44,0% (2,1) 64,9% (2,9) 54,5% (2,4)

Table T-7.2: Percentage of schools in quintiles in 2011 and 2017 with SGBs operating efficiently

Quintile
2011 Primary Schools 

(SE)
2011 Secondary 

Schools (SE)
2017 Primary Schools 

(SE)
2017 Secondary Schools 

(SE)
1 52,1% (2,4) 43,7% (4,0) 67,7% (5,8) 49,9% (4,7)
2 60,3% (2,9) 41,6% (4,4) 63,3% (4,6) 60,5% (5,1)
3 60,5% (2,8) 42,8% (4,1) 59,4% (5,9) 50,1% (4,6)
4 53,9% (4,1) 38,3% (6,6) 53,6% (6,3) 45,9% (6,1)
5 69,4% (4,2) 59,9% (6,4) 79,5% (4,3) 68,0% (4,6)

Sa 57,8% (1,4) 44,0% (2,1) 64,9% (2,9) 54,5% (2,4)

In primary schools, 65% of SGBs nationally complied with all the requirements included in this indicator. This is somewhat 
better than the figure of 58% found for SMS 2011. Secondary schools’ compliance was 55%, also having improved from 
the percentage calculated for SMS 2011 (44%). The limited variation across provinces and quintiles can be inspected 
from Tables T-7.1 and T-7.2. However, the greater, including statistically significant, exceptions are summarised in 
Figures 7.1 and 7.2 and the accompanying discussion in the Main Report.

The percentage of schools with SGBs operating efficiently is reported by province in Table T-7.3 and Table T-7.4 
respectively for 2017 and 2011.

Table T-7.3: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with SGBs operating efficiently 
in 2017 by province

Province Percentage off SGBs Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 60.1% 6.0% 48.0% 71.1%
FS 64.7% 6.7% 50.8% 76.5%
GT 57.5% 4.6% 48.3% 66.1%
KZ 63.9% 4.5% 54.6% 72.3%
LP 51.7% 5.7% 40.6% 62.5%
MP 72.4% 3.7% 64.6% 79.1%
NC 61.0% 6.0% 48.9% 72.0%
NW 70.6% 4.7% 60.7% 78.9%
WC 72.3% 4.4% 62.9% 80.1%
SA 62.0% 2.2% 57.6% 66.2%

Table T-7.4: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with SGBs operating efficiently 
in 2011 by province

Province Percentage off SGBs Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 56.1% 2.7% 50.8% 61.3%
FS 43.0% 3.8% 35.8% 50.6%
GT 53.8% 3.6% 46.8% 60.7%
KZ 54.3% 2.6% 49.1% 59.4%
LP 59.6% 3.0% 53.6% 65.2%
MP 57.1% 3.7% 49.8% 64.0%
NC 29.2% 3.9% 22.2% 37.4%
NW 46.8% 3.8% 39.4% 54.3%
WC 50.3% 3.9% 42.8% 57.8%
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SA 53.7% 1.2% 51.4% 56.0%
Overall the SGBs were functioning significantly more efficiently in 2017 than in 2011.

The percentage of schools with SGBs operating efficiently is reported by quintile in Table T-7.5 and Table T-7.6 
respectively for 2017 and 2011.

Table T-7.5: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with SGBs operating efficiently 
in 2017 by quintile

Province Percentage of SGBs Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
1 63,9 4,6 54,5 72,4
2 62,5 3,6 55,3 69,3
3 56,7 4,4 47,9 65,1
4 50,8 4,6 41,9 59,6
5 75,4 3,3 68,4 81,3
SA 62.0 2.2 57.6 66.2

Table T-7.4: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with SGBs operating efficiently 
in 2011 by quintile

Province Percentage of SGBs Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
1 49,8 2,1 45,7 53,9
2 54,6 2,5 49,8 59,4
3 55,0 2,3 50,4 59,6
4 49,5 3,5 42,7 56,4
5 66,3 3,5 59,1 72,8
SA 53.7 1.2 51.4 56.0

indicator 8: The percentage of learners in schools that are funded at the minimum level

It is important to provide schools with the resources that will ensure good teaching and learning. An important element 
of this dynamic is the monetary transfers made to schools in the form of the per-learner allocation. Exact amounts, not 
only for the impending year, but also projected to subsequent years, are specified on an annual basis in the Government 
Gazette.

Table T-8.1 shows the percentages of school principals per province indicating that they received their schools’ financial 
allocation letters for 2016 and 2017. Allocations cover per learner amounts and exclude funding for infrastructure and 
educator salaries. It is also indicated whether or not the fieldworker could observe a copy of the letter from the Provincial 
Education Department, and whether or not it stated the per learner allocation amount.

Table T-8.1: Percentages of learners in schools receiving notification from the Provincial Education 
Department about the school’s financial allocation for 2016 and 2017 by province

Province Principal received letter with 
allocation for 2016

Principal received letter 
with allocation for 2017

Letter for 2017 was seen 
by field worker

Letter states per 
learner amount for 
2017

EC 94.6 95.3 83.9 22.7

FS 93.6 96.9 94.9 100.0

GT 99.1 99.6 93.9 95.1

KZ 96.6 98.3 93.6 80.1

LP 87.8 90.8 77.1 97.7
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MP 97.1 99.1 96.4 33.3

NC 98.7 99.3 92.6 100.0

NW 95.3 95.7 87.9 99.3

WC 97.5 99.6 96.0 97.0

SA 95.4 97.0 90.1 76.1

The following four tables (T-8.2 to T-8.5) provide standard errors and confidence intervals for primary and secondary 
schools combined, pertaining to the financial allocations for 2016 and 2017, each time per province and quintile.

Table T-8.2: Percentages of learners in schools per province receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2016

Province  Percentage
Standard 

Error
95% Confidence 

Interval
    Lower Upper
EC Less money than expected was transferred 54,6 3,5 47,6 61,4
 The expected amount of money was transferred 45,4 3,5 38,6 52,4
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
FS Less money than expected was transferred 28,3 3,3 22,2 35,2
 The expected amount of money was transferred 71,3 3,3 64,3 77,4
 More money than expected was transferred 0,4 0,4 0,1 3,1
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
GT Less money than expected was transferred 14,9 2,6 10,6 20,6

 The expected amount of money was transferred 84,7 2,6 78,9 89,1
 More money than expected was transferred 0,4 0,4 0,1 2,8
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
KZ Less money than expected was transferred 27,8 3,1 22,2 34,2
 The expected amount of money was transferred 70,8 3,1 64,4 76,6
 More money than expected was transferred 1,4 0,8 0,4 4,2
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
LP Less money than expected was transferred 23,4 2,9 18,2 29,5
 The expected amount of money was transferred 69,7 3,1 63,3 75,5
 More money than expected was transferred 6,9 1,7 4,2 11,1
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
MP Less money than expected was transferred 10,3 2,2 6,8 15,4
 The expected amount of money was transferred 87,2 2,4 81,7 91,2
 More money than expected was transferred 2,5 1,1 1,0 6,0
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
NC Less money than expected was transferred 10,5 2,3 6,8 15,8
 The expected amount of money was transferred 86,3 2,6 80,4 90,6
 More money than expected was transferred 3,2 1,4 1,4 7,3
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
NW Less money than expected was transferred 7,6 2,0 4,5 12,5
 The expected amount of money was transferred 86,3 2,5 80,6 90,5
 More money than expected was transferred 6,1 1,7 3,6 10,3
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
WC Less money than expected was transferred 17,1 2,6 12,5 22,9
 The expected amount of money was transferred 78,8 2,9 72,7 83,9
 More money than expected was transferred 4,1 1,4 2,0 8,0
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
All Less money than expected was transferred 25,4 1,1 23,2 27,7



68
2017/2018 School Monitoring Survey: Technical Report

Province  Percentage
Standard 

Error
95% Confidence 

Interval
 The expected amount of money was transferred 72,3 1,2 69,9 74,5

 More money than expected was transferred 2,4 0,4 1,8 3,2

 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0

Table T-8.3: Percentages of learners in schools per quintile receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2016

Quintile  Percentage
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
    Lower Upper
1 Less money than expected was transferred 28,3 2,4 23,8 33,2
 The expected amount of money was transferred 70,5 2,4 65,5 75,0
 More money than expected was transferred 1,2 0,4 0,6 2,5
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
2 Less money than expected was transferred 26,8 2,5 22,2 31,9

 The expected amount of money was transferred 69,5 2,5 64,3 74,2
 More money than expected was transferred 3,8 1,0 2,3 6,2
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
3 Less money than expected was transferred 27,5 2,4 23,1 32,4

 The expected amount of money was transferred 70,7 2,4 65,8 75,1
 More money than expected was transferred 1,8 0,6 0,9 3,6
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
4 Less money than expected was transferred 22,1 3,4 16,2 29,3
 The expected amount of money was transferred 74,5 3,5 67,1 80,7
 More money than expected was transferred 3,4 1,3 1,6 7,1
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
5 Less money than expected was transferred 16,2 2,6 11,7 22,1
 The expected amount of money was transferred 81,5 2,7 75,5 86,3
 More money than expected was transferred 2,3 0,9 1,0 4,9
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
All Less money than expected was transferred 25,4 1,1 23,2 27,7

 The expected amount of money was transferred 72,3 1,2 69,9 74,5

 More money than expected was transferred 2,4 0,4 1,8 3,2

 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0

Table T-8.4: Percentages of learners in schools per province receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2017

Province  Percentage
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
    Lower Upper
EC 1 - 30 received 9,7 2,1 6,3 14,7
 31 - 50 received 33,4 3,4 27,1 40,5
 51 - 99 received 45,6 3,6 38,7 52,6
 100 received 11,2 2,1 7,7 16,2
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
FS None received 0,6 0,6 0,1 4,3
 1 - 30 received 2,3 1,2 0,9 6,1
 31 - 50 received 25,7 3,3 19,8 32,7
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Province  Percentage
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
 51 - 99 received 52,6 3,7 45,2 59,8
 100 received 18,8 2,9 13,7 25,1
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
GT None received 0,6 0,6 0,1 4,0
 1 - 30 received 1,8 0,9 0,7 4,8
 31 - 50 received 30,2 3,3 24,2 37,0
 51 - 99 received 38,3 3,5 31,8 45,3
 100 received 29,1 3,2 23,1 35,8
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
KZ None received 2,8 1,1 1,2 6,0
 1 - 30 received 6,1 1,7 3,6 10,3
 31 - 50 received 29,4 3,1 23,6 35,8
 51 - 99 received 29,1 3,1 23,4 35,5
 100 received 32,6 3,2 26,7 39,2
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
LP None received 1,4 0,8 0,4 4,2
 1 - 30 received 0,5 0,5 0,1 3,2
 31 - 50 received 62,5 3,3 55,7 68,7
 51 - 99 received 21,3 2,8 16,2 27,3
 100 received 14,4 2,4 10,3 19,8
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
MP 1 - 30 received 0,4 0,4 0,1 2,9
 31 - 50 received 5,4 1,7 2,9 9,7
 51 - 99 received 9,4 2,1 6,0 14,3
 100 received 84,8 2,6 79,1 89,2
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
NC None received 1,5 0,9 0,4 4,7
 31 - 50 received 20,0 3,1 14,6 26,7
 51 - 99 received 54,2 3,9 46,5 61,6
 100 received 24,4 3,3 18,5 31,4
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
NW 1 - 30 received 1,3 0,8 0,4 4,2
 31 - 50 received 10,4 2,2 6,8 15,6
 51 - 99 received 15,1 2,7 10,6 21,1
 100 received 73,2 3,3 66,3 79,1
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
WC None received 1,0 0,7 0,2 4,0
 1 - 30 received 3,6 1,3 1,7 7,3
 31 - 50 received 12,3 2,3 8,4 17,6
 51 - 99 received 52,0 3,6 45,0 58,9
 100 received 31,2 3,3 25,1 38,0
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
All None received 1,1 0,3 0,6 1,9

 1 - 30 received 3,9 0,6 2,9 5,2

 31 - 50 received 29,2 1,2 26,9 31,5

 51 - 99 received 33,4 1,2 31 35,8

 100 received 32,5 1,1 30,3 34,7

 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
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Table T-8.5: Percentages of learners in schools per quintile receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2017

Quintile  Percentage
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval

    Lower Upper
1 None received 0,5 0,3 0,1 1,9
 1 - 30 received 2,9 1,0 1,4 5,8
 31 - 50 received 24,4 2,3 20,2 29,1
 51 - 99 received 36,1 2,5 31,3 41,2
 100 received 36,1 2,4 31,6 40,9
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
2 None received 0,4 0,4 0,1 3,1
 1 - 30 received 5,6 1,4 3,4 9,0
 31 - 50 received 34,6 2,5 29,8 39,7
 51 - 99 received 28,7 2,5 24,1 33,7
 100 received 30,8 2,4 26,3 35,6
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
3 None received 1,2 0,6 0,4 3,3
 1 - 30 received 3,9 1,1 2,3 6,6
 31 - 50 received 31,5 2,5 26,8 36,7
 51 - 99 received 36,1 2,5 31,3 41,2
 100 received 27,3 2,2 23,1 31,9
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
4 None received 0,9 0,9 0,1 6,2
 1 - 30 received 2,6 1,3 1,0 6,7
 31 - 50 received 22,3 3,4 16,3 29,7
 51 - 99 received 38,1 3,8 31,0 45,8
 100 received 36,0 3,7 29,1 43,7
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
5 None received 3,1 1,4 1,3 7,4
 1 - 30 received 4,0 1,4 2,0 7,8
 31 - 50 received 29,6 3,3 23,5 36,5
 51 - 99 received 27,4 3,1 21,7 34,0
 100 received 35,9 3,4 29,6 42,8
 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0
All None received 1,1 0,3 0,6 1,9

 1 - 30 received 3,9 0,6 2,9 5,2

 31 - 50 received 29,2 1,2 26,9 31,5

 51 - 99 received 33,4 1,2 31,0 35,8

 100 received 32,5 1,1 30,3 34,7

 Total 100,0 0,0 100,0 100,0

Table T-8.6: Percentages of learners in schools per province receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2010

Province  Estimate
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
    Lower Upper
EC Less money than expected was transferred 25,1 3,1 19,5 31,5
 The expected amount was transferred 72,4 3,2 65,7 78,2
 More money than expected was transferred 2,5 1,3 0,9 6,7
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Province  Estimate
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
FS Less money than expected was transferred 15,5 3,9 9,3 24,8
 The expected amount was transferred 84,5 3,9 75,2 90,7
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
GT Less money than expected was transferred 6,6 1,9 3,7 11,6
 The expected amount was transferred 90,4 2,3 84,8 94,1
 More money than expected was transferred 3,0 1,3 1,2 7,0
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
KZ Less money than expected was transferred 45,3 3,4 38,8 52,1
 The expected amount was transferred 53,9 3,4 47,1 60,4
 More money than expected was transferred 0,8 0,5 0,3 2,5
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
LP Less money than expected was transferred 10,3 2,2 6,7 15,5
 The expected amount was transferred 88,6 2,3 83,3 92,4
 More money than expected was transferred 1,1 0,7 0,3 3,5
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
MP Less money than expected was transferred 19,9 3,8 13,4 28,4
 The expected amount was transferred 79,0 3,9 70,4 85,6
 More money than expected was transferred 1,2 0,8 0,3 4,6
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
NC Less money than expected was transferred 2,1 0,9 1,0 4,6
 The expected amount was transferred 93,6 2,4 87,1 97,0
 More money than expected was transferred 4,3 2,2 1,5 11,4
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
NW Less money than expected was transferred 8,5 2,5 4,7 14,7
 The expected amount was transferred 87,2 2,9 80,4 91,9
 More money than expected was transferred 4,3 1,7 2,0 9,1
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
WC Less money than expected was transferred 11,2 3,2 6,3 19,0
 The expected amount was transferred 86,0 3,5 77,8 91,5
 More money than expected was transferred 2,8 1,6 0,9 8,6
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
SA Less money than expected was transferred 21,2 1,2 18,9 23,6

 The expected amount was transferred 76,9 1,2 74,5 79,3

 More money than expected was transferred 1,9 0,4 1,3 2,8

 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table T-8.7: Percentages of learners in schools per quintile receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2010

Quintile  Estimate
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
    Lower Upper
1 Less money than expected was transferred 19,4 2,3 15,3 24,3
 The expected amount was transferred 79,9 2,3 75,0 84,0
 More money than expected was transferred 0,7 0,4 0,2 1,9
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
2 Less money than expected was transferred 20,1 2,5 15,7 25,4
 The expected amount was transferred 78,1 2,5 72,8 82,7
 More money than expected was transferred 1,7 0,7 0,8 3,9
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Quintile  Estimate
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
3 Less money than expected was transferred 20,6 2,3 16,4 25,6
 The expected amount was transferred 76,7 2,4 71,7 81,1
 More money than expected was transferred 2,7 0,8 1,5 4,7
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
4 Less money than expected was transferred 23,4 3,7 17,0 31,4
 The expected amount was transferred 74,8 3,8 66,7 81,5
 More money than expected was transferred 1,8 1,3 0,4 7,2
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
5 Less money than expected was transferred 24,5 3,9 17,6 33,0
 The expected amount was transferred 72,6 4,0 64,1 79,8
 More money than expected was transferred 2,9 1,3 1,2 6,8
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
SA Less money than expected was transferred 21,2 1,2 18,9 23,6

 The expected amount was transferred 76,9 1,2 74,4 79,2

 More money than expected was transferred 1,9 0,4 1,3 2,8

 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table T-8.8: Percentages of learners in schools per province receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2011

Province  Estimate Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
    Lower Upper
EC Nothing 0,3 0,3 0,0 2,2
 1--30% 5,6 1,3 3,5 8,8
 31--50% 29,8 3,1 24,1 36,3
 51--99% 42,4 3,4 35,9 49,2
 100% 21,9 2,8 16,8 27,9
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
FS Nothing 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,2
 1--30% 1,3 1,0 0,3 6,1
 31--50% 7,7 2,6 3,9 14,6
 51--99% 70,5 4,7 60,5 78,8
 100% 20,5 4,2 13,5 29,9
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
GT 1--30% 2,1 1,2 0,7 6,3
 31--50% 33,7 3,8 26,8 41,4
 51--99% 27,4 3,5 21,1 34,6
 100% 36,8 3,9 29,5 44,8
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
KZ Nothing 1,6 1,0 0,5 5,4
 1--30% 7,6 1,7 4,9 11,6
 31--50% 34,3 3,3 28,2 41,0
 51--99% 31,8 3,1 26,0 38,2
 100% 24,8 2,8 19,6 30,7
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
LP Nothing 0,3 0,3 0,0 1,8
 1--30% 0,4 0,3 0,1 1,8
 31--50% 73,7 3,3 66,8 79,6
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Province  Estimate Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
 51--99% 13,0 2,4 8,9 18,5
 100% 12,7 2,6 8,4 18,7
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
MP Nothing 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,4
 1--30% 0,5 0,5 0,1 3,2
 31--50% 19,1 3,5 13,2 26,8
 51--99% 71,0 3,9 62,7 78,1
 100% 9,4 2,4 5,6 15,3
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
NC 1--30% 1,7 1,2 0,4 7,0
 31--50% 25,4 5,4 16,3 37,3
 51--99% 59,7 5,7 48,3 70,2
 100% 13,2 3,6 7,7 21,9
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
NW Nothing 2,8 1,9 0,7 10,0
 1--30% 1,0 0,9 0,2 5,4
 31--50% 51,4 4,7 42,2 60,5
 51--99% 8,3 2,3 4,8 14,0
 100% 36,5 4,5 28,1 45,8
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
WC 31--50% 15,7 3,4 10,2 23,6
 51--99% 62,6 4,5 53,4 71,0
 100% 21,7 3,8 15,1 30,1
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
SA Nothing 0,6 0,3 0,3 1,5

 1--30% 3,2 0,5 2,4 4,4

 31--50% 35,8 1,3 33,3 38,4

 51--99% 37,2 1,3 34,7 39,8

 100% 23,1 1,2 20,8 25,6

 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table T-8.9: Percentages of learners in schools per quintile receiving the specified portions of their financial 
allocation for 2011

Quintile  Estimate
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
    Lower Upper
1 Nothing 0,4 0,3 0,1 1,4
 1--30% 4,8 1,3 2,8 8,0
 31--50% 38,2 2,6 33,3 43,4
 51--99% 34,7 2,5 30,0 39,6
 100% 21,9 2,3 17,8 26,7
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
2 Nothing 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,9
 1--30% 2,5 0,7 1,4 4,4
 31--50% 33,1 2,8 27,9 38,7
 51--99% 37,1 2,8 31,8 42,8
 100% 27,1 2,8 21,9 33,1
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
3 Nothing 0,4 0,3 0,1 1,9
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Quintile  Estimate
Standard 

Error 95% Confidence Interval
 1--30% 3,4 1,0 1,9 6,0
 31--50% 39,6 2,6 34,6 44,9
 51--99% 36,4 2,7 31,4 41,8
 100% 20,2 2,1 16,3 24,7
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
4 Nothing 1,4 1,4 0,2 9,4
 1--30% 2,1 1,2 0,7 6,0
 31--50% 31,5 3,8 24,6 39,4
 51--99% 40,0 3,9 32,6 47,7
 100% 25,0 3,5 18,8 32,3
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
5 Nothing 1,5 1,0 0,4 5,7
 1--30% 2,5 1,3 0,9 6,6
 31--50% 33,2 4,1 25,6 41,7
 51--99% 39,7 4,1 32,0 47,9
 100% 23,1 3,5 16,9 30,8
 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
SA Nothing 0,6 0,3 0,3 1,5

 1--30% 3,2 0,5 2,4 4,4

 31--50% 35,9 1,3 33,3 38,5

 51--99% 37,1 1,3 34,6 39,7

 100% 23,2 1,2 20,9 25,6

 Total 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table T-8.10: Percentages of learners in primary and secondary schools receiving the specified portions of 
their financial allocation for 2010 and 2016

Year
Less money than 

expected was transferred
The expected amount was 

transferred
More money than expected 

was transferred Total
2010 21,2 76,9 1,9 100,0
(SE) (1,2) (1,2) (0,4)
2016 25,4 72,3 2,4 100,0
(SE) (1,1) (1,2) (0,4)

Table T-8.11: Percentages of learners in primary and secondary schools receiving the specified portions of 
their financial allocation for 2011 and 2017

Year Nothing 1--30% 31--50% 51--99% 100% Total
2011 0,6 3,2 35,8 37,2 23,1 100,0
(SE) (0,3) (0,5) (1,3) (1,3) (1,2)
2017 1,1 3,9 29,2 33,4 32,5 100,0
(SE) (0,3) (0,6) (1,2) (1,2) (1,1)

Indicator 9: The percentage of schools which have acquired the full set of financial management 
responsibilities on the basis of an assessment of their financial management capacity

The three relevant questions in the SMS 2017 indicating the presence of the required financial management functions 
were answered by the principal. They were:

•	 Does the school use public funds transferred to it by the Provincial Education Department to maintain and improve 
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the school’s property, and building(s) and grounds occupied by the school (i.e. Section 21 (a) functions)?;

•	 Does the school use public funds transferred to it by the Department to purchase its own textbooks, educational 
materials or equipment for the school (i.e. Section 21 (c) functions)?; and

•	 Does the school use public funds transferred to it by the Department to pay for services (e.g. telephone, 
electricity, water, etc.) provided to the school (i.e. Section 21 (d) functions)?.

School weights were applied when calculating the percentage of schools that have acquired the various functions. 
The percentage of schools having acquired the various functions is presented in Table T-9.1 for provinces for primary 
schools and in Table T-9.2 for secondary schools. For quintiles, the information is presented in Table T-9.3 for primary 
schools and in Table T-9.4 for secondary schools. Percentages are reported for each function separately, for having 
acquired any of the three functions and for having acquired all three functions. The final indicator values for 2011, as 
reported in DBE (2014), are also shown.

Table T-9.1: Provincial percentage of primary schools having acquired the various financial functions

Province Percentage of primary schools with Section 21 functions 2011 values (DBE 
2014) for schools 
with all three 
functions Property Materials Services Any 1 of 3 All 3 (SE)

ec 95,1% 45,6% 88,6% 95,7% 43,4% (6,9) 71,5% (2,8)
fS 69,9% 72,0% 96,6% 98,8% 62,4% (13,1) 44,8% (4,3)
gT 97,5% 97,2% 88,5% 98,8% 86,9% (3,0) 89,7% (2,6)
kZ 90,7% 56,3% 83,6% 95,3% 42,8% (6,4) 75,7% (2,6)
lP 87,8% 83,1% 81,8% 95,5% 66,0% (9,2) 89,6% (2,3)
MP 88,8% 51,4% 84,8% 91,7% 46,1% (5,8) 31,9% (4,3)
nc 94,5% 88,3% 91,8% 99,0% 82,7% (5,7) 63,2% (5,0)
nw 85,4% 75,0% 95,6% 99,6% 63,5% (6,4) 82,0% (3,6)
wc 89,7% 89,6% 92,1% 94,5% 82,9% (4,0) 87,6% (2,9)
Sa 90,5% 65,4% 87,3% 96,0% 56,1% (3,0) 73,8% (1,2)
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Table T-9.2: Provincial percentage of secondary schools having acquired the various financial functions

Province Percentage of secondary schools with Section 21 functions 2011 values (DBE 
2014) for schools 
with all three 
functions 

Property Materials Services Any 1 of 3 All 3

ec 96,8% 44,9% 80,9% 98,8% 36,2% (5,8) 83,1% (4,0)
fS 89,7% 84,4% 95,0% 98,4% 73,1% (5,4) 76,3% (6,9)
gT 94,0% 81,2% 83,1% 95,2% 66,3% (6,3) 83,6% (4,7)
kZ 75,0% 63,2% 82,7% 88,1% 48,5% (5,7) 66,3% (4,8)
lP 88,1% 81,1% 94,6% 96,3% 75,4% (4,9) 80,8% (4,0)
MP 90,9% 71,5% 97,4% 97,4% 68,4% (5,0) 40,0% (6,1)
nc 84,6% 80,0% 83,8% 91,5% 68,9% (5,9) 73,8% (6,8)
nw 91,7% 73,0% 87,9% 93,1% 66,0% (6,4) 93,3% (3,2)
wc 86,6% 79,5% 83,3% 92,3% 71,7% (4,9) 82,1% (6,2)
Sa 86,7% 70,0% 87,3% 94,0% 60,2% (2,4) 75,5% (1,9)

Table T-9.3: Percentage of primary schools having acquired the various financial functions for quintiles

Quintile Percentage of primary schools with Section 21 functions 2011 values (DBE 
2014) for schools 

with all three 
functionsProperty Materials Services Any 1 of 3 All 3

1 89,5% 56,8% 87,0% 95,2% 47,9% (5,5) 69,5% (2,1)
2 89,4% 63,5% 90,8% 95,0% 58,1% (4,9) 72,7% (2,6)
3 94,9% 71,7% 84,3% 98,8% 59,3% (6,4) 79,6% (2,3)
4 91,6% 79,4% 87,4% 96,7% 69,4% (5,8) 73,1% (3,8)
5 85,8% 87,0% 85,4% 94,2% 72,4% (5,2) 77,8% (4,0)

Sa 90,5% 65,4% 87,3% 96,0% 56,1% (3,0) 73,8% (1,2)

Table T-9.4: Percentage of secondary schools having acquired the various financial functions for quintiles

Quintile Percentage of secondary schools with Section 21 functions 2011 values (DBE 
2014) for schools 

with all three 
functions Property Materials Services Any 1 of 3 All 3

1 82,3% 66,4% 86,9% 92,2% 57,2% (4,7) 80,5% (3,2)
2 89,8% 69,5% 93,3% 97,3% 61,8% (5,4) 70,4% (4,1)
3 92,9% 65,9% 86,7% 97,7% 58,2% (4,5) 80,0% (3,3)
4 90,3% 78,8% 85,6% 91,8% 70,6% (5,6) 75,8% (5,8)
5 74,3% 82,0% 76,2% 92,0% 58,8% (5,4) 62,6% (6,4)

Sa 86,8% 70,0% 87,3% 94,8% 60,1% (2,4) 75,7% (1,9)

The national percentage of schools that have acquired all three functions is much lower for the 2017 SMS (56% in 
the case of primary and 60% in the case of secondary schools) than for the 2011 SMS (74% and 76% respectively). 
In primary schools, all three functions simultaneously were more frequently attained by quintile 4 and 5 schools 
than by schools in quintiles 1 to 3. The percentage of schools that had achieved at least one of the three financial 
management functions is high – 96% for primary schools and 95% for secondary schools.

The percentage of schools having acquired the various functions is presented in Table T-9.5. The percentage of 
schools performing the three functions in 2017 was 57,2%.

Table T-9.5: Percentage of schools having all three Section 21 functions in 2017

Province % with Section 21 functions Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
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   Lower Upper
EC 42.1% 5.8% 31.4% 53.6%
FS 65.3% 10.1% 44.1% 81.8%
GT 80.5% 3.1% 73.6% 86.0%
KZ 44.5% 4.8% 35.3% 54.1%
LP 69.4% 6.3% 55.8% 80.3%
MP 52.9% 4.4% 44.3% 61.3%
NC 79.5% 4.7% 68.9% 87.2%
NW 64.1% 5.0% 53.8% 73.3%
WC 80.1% 3.3% 72.8% 85.8%
SA 57.2% 2.3% 52.7% 61.7%

The national percentage of schools that have acquired all three functions was much lower for the 2017 SMS (57,2%) 
than for the 2011 SMS (74,3%), as shown in Table T-9.6.

Table T-9.6: Percentage of schools having all three Section 21 functions in 2011

Province % with Section 21 functions Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 74.6% 2.4% 69.7% 78.9%
FS 51.7% 3.8% 44.3% 59.1%
GT 87.8% 2.3% 82.5% 91.7%
KZ 73.1% 2.3% 68.3% 77.5%
LP 86.4% 2.1% 81.8% 90.0%
MP 34.8% 3.5% 28.2% 41.9%
NC 66.4% 4.0% 58.1% 73.8%
NW 86.0% 2.7% 79.9% 90.4%
WC 85.8% 2.7% 79.7% 90.3%
SA 74.3% 1.0% 72.3% 76.2%

indicator 10: The percentage of schools which comply with nationally determined minimum physical 
infrastructure standards3

Norms and standards for the minimum infrastructure of schools were made public in Regulation 920 of 2013. The 2013 
regulation mentioned a large number of requirements or standards and emphasised the presence of several basic 
features: perimeter fence, sanitation (toilets), electricity, water, and “electronic connectivity” (by which is meant “some 
form of wired or wireless connectivity for purposes of communication”).

During the SMS 2017 a fieldworker reported on these matters after physically verifying the nature and condition of these 
amenities. In line with Regulation 920 of 2013, sanitation facilities were categorised as acceptable when separate toilets 
were available for boys, girls and staff. Flush toilets and ventilated pit latrine and Enviro-loo toilets were regarded as 
appropriate.

From the Action Plan 2019 (p.45): “it has been estimated that by 2014 around half of schools were complying with 
minimum standards which the 2013 regulations specify should be reached in all schools by 2020. These standards 
focus, in particular, on the availability of water, toilets, electricity and a minimum number of classrooms. Specifically, 

3  Indicator values in this Technical Report are aligned with those infrastructure components included 
in both the three-year targets and the seven-year targets that were set in Regulation 920 of 2013 respectively 
for November 2016 and November 2020. The relevant target components and dates used are clearly indicated 
as appropriate..
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by 2011 an estimated 46% of schools complied with the standards in question. The standards are more stringent than 
those used for the indicator values published in the 2011 Action Plan. The adequacy of classrooms plays a large role. If 
classrooms are removed from the calculation, then 84% of schools were found to comply with the remaining standards 
(water, toilets and electricity) in 2011. Clearly, more work needs to occur on the calculation of composite indicator 
values. What is important is that whatever method is used, the same provinces emerge as having the largest school 
infrastructure deficits. These provinces are the Eastern Cape (by far the worst), KwaZulu-Natal and Mpumalanga.”

In the DBE 2014 report (p.44) an indicator of basic facilities is proposed that comprises the presence of running water, 
adequate toilets, electricity and adequate classrooms. This indicator was calculated for the SMS 2017 using school 
weighting and the result for provinces is displayed in Table T-10.1a alongside the baseline values as recalculated on the 
basis of 2011 original data. All four infrastructure components set as targets for 2020 are used in these comparisons.

Nationally the percentage of schools with these four basic facilities has decreased slightly, if at all. The average for 
primary schools declined, though, while for secondary schools it increased. The national percentage in 2017 is 38% for 
primary schools and secondary schools combined, down from a figure of around 40% in 2011. School patterns across 
provinces remained much the same, with only schools in the Eastern Cape and Limpopo managing to achieve some 
improvement. Declines (also non-significant) of greater than the national decrease in schools with these four basic 
facilities occurred in schools in KwaZulu-Natal, the North-West and the Western Cape.

Table T-10.1b shows the similar comparative figures and outcomes when including only the three infrastructure 
components (toilets, water and electricity) that had to be provided to all schools by 2016. In relation to primary school 
trends, schools in the Free State, Gauteng, Limpopo, Mpumalanga, North-West and Western Cape, as with the national 
average, were better able to maintain, or even improve, infrastructure conditions when using the three-component 2016 
target compared to the four-component 2020 one. In relation to secondary-school trends, using either of the two sets of 
targets (2016 or 2020) revealed a much more similar outcome, with the exception of the Northern Cape showing a better 
and the Western Cape and weaker improvement over time when looking at the 2016 rather than 2020 set of targets.

Tables T-10.12 to T-10.15 summarise the 2016 and 2020 target comparisons by province and quintile on a component-
by-component basis in more detail.

Table T-10.1a: Percentage of primary and secondary schools over time with minimum level of basic facilities 
by province and school level against the 2020 target

Province
2011 Primary 
baseline (SE)

2011 Secondary baseline 
(SE)

Primary schools 2017 
(SE)

Secondary schools 2017 
(SE)

ec 25,3% (2,7%) 22,5% (4,4%) 25,8% (5,8%) 38,5% (6,0%)
fS 50,7% (4,3%) 76,3% (6,9%) 38,9% (9,5%) 60,8% (5,8%)
gT 61,0% (4,2%) 67,2% (6,0%) 56,9% (5,9%) 64,2% (6,1%)
kZ 32,7% (2,9%) 24,5% (4,3%) 20,0% (4,8%) 30,9% (5,1%)
lP 42,2% (3,8%) 37,4% (4,9%) 43,4% (8,7%) 44,4% (6,4%)
MP 37,8% (4,4%) 43,1% (6,1%) 39,9% (5,7%) 35,4% (5,3%)
nc 67,4% (4,8%) 57,1% (7,6%) 68,3% (7,4%) 55,6% (6,4%)
nw 42,3% (4,7%) 48,3% (6,5%) 33,1% (6,2%) 37,3% (6,1%)
wc 83,1% (3,3%) 76,9% (6,8%) 74,1% (5,5%) 78,8% (4,4%)
Sa 40,8% (1,4%) 39,5% (2,1%) 35,9% (2,7%) 43,8% (2,4%)

Table T-10.1b: Percentage of primary and secondary schools over time with minimum level of basic facilities 
by province and school level against the 2016 target

Province
2011 Primary 
baseline (SE)

2011 Secondary baseline 
(SE)

Primary schools 2017 
(SE)

Secondary schools 2017 
(SE)

ec 37,5% (3,0%) 39,3% (5,2%) 38,7% (6,4%) 60,2% (6,2%)
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fS 60,4% (4,2%) 89,5% (5,0%) 60,0% (12,8%) 75,0% (5,7%)
gT 91,9% (2,3%) 90,2% (3,8%) 92,8% (3,8%) 88,4% (5,4%)
kZ 53,6% (3,1%) 42,9% (5,0%) 37,5% (5,9%) 51,7% (5,8%)
lP 57,8% (3,8%) 54,5% (5,0%) 65,8% (6,6%) 72,0% (5,8%)
MP 61,3% (4,5%) 78,5% (5,1%) 72,2% (5,6%) 73,7% (4,9%)
nc 82,1% (3,9%) 61,9% (7,5%) 79,9% (6,7%) 79,7% (4,8%)
nw 62,2% (4,6%) 76,7% (5,5%) 63,2% (6,5%) 68,3% (5,9%)
wc 92,3% (2,3%) 97,4% (2,5%) 91,0% (2,8%) 88,9% (3,5%)
Sa 58,1% (1,4%) 59,5% (2,2%) 56,3% (3,0%) 67,7% (2,5%)

The percentage of schools with basic facilities by quintile is presented in Table T-10.2.

Table T-10.2a: Percentage of primary and secondary schools over time with minimum level of basic facilities 
by school quintile status and school level against the 2020 target

Quintile
2011 Primary 
baseline (SE)

2011 Secondary baseline 
(SE)

Primary schools 2017 
(SE)

Secondary schools 2017 
(SE)

1 32,4% (2,2%) 30,9% (3,6%) 30,4% (5,2%) 36,8% (4,7%)
2 35,1% (2,8%) 33,0% (4,2%) 27,2% (4,3%) 35,7% (5,2%)
3 39,5% (2,8%) 38,1% (4,0%) 37,1% (5,6%) 33,5% (4,0%)
4 55,5% (4,1%) 60,1% (6,7%) 60,1% (6,0%) 68,6% (5,4%)
5 75,4% (4,1%) 67,2% (6,4%) 72,2% (5,7%) 83,9% (3,4%)

Sa 40,8% (1,4%) 39,5% (2,1%) 35,9% (2,7%) 43,8% (2,4%)

Table T-10.2b: Percentage of primary and secondary schools over time with minimum level of basic facilities 
by school quintile status and school level against the 2016 target

Quintile
2011 Primary 
baseline (SE)

2011 Secondary baseline 
(SE)

Primary schools 2017 
(SE)

Secondary schools 2017 
(SE)

1 45,3% (2,4%) 46,4% (4,0%) 47,1 (5,5%) 62,5 (4,7%)
2 54,3% (3,0%) 53,0% (4,5%) 48,2 (4,7%) 58,4 (5,5%)
3 61,9% (2,8%) 61,4% (4,2%) 62,1 (6,8%) 64,2 (4,8%)
4 77,6% (3,6%) 84,0% (5,2%) 90,7 (4.0%) 91,4 (2,8%)
5 85,1% (3,5%) 89,2% (4,6%) 87,6 (4,9%) 92,8 (2,4%)

Sa 58,2% (1,4%) 59,8% (2,2%) 56,3 (3.0%) 67,7 (2,5%)

Schools with higher quintile status were much better off regarding basic facilities. Quintile 5 schools also did not suffer 
decreases as large as those for the national average for primary schools, and at secondary schools achieved a greater 
increase in indicator value compared to the national average.

Tables T-10.3 and T-10.4 contain information on the presence of these facilities for provinces and in Tables T-10.5 
and T-10.6, the information is presented for Quintiles. In these tables school weighting is applied to make the figures 
comparable with NEIMS reports.

Selected patterns across provinces and the quintile status of schools, and separate for primary and secondary schools, 
are briefly summarised in and discussed along with Figures T-10.1 to T-10.6 below.

In 2017, primary schools in the Eastern Cape, the Free State and KwaZulu-Natal displayed poor infrastructural conditions, 
compared to the average situation in the country, across various items. Prevalent are the following: lack of electricity, 
Internet and toilet facilities in Eastern Cape schools; lack of perimeter fencing and toilet facilities in Free State schools; 
and lack of running water and Internet facilities in KwaZulu-Natal schools, as indicated in Figure T-10.1.
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figure T-10.1: Percentage of primary schools showing poor infrastructure conditions in 2017 for selected 
provinces

In 2017, primary schools in Gauteng and the Northern Cape and the Western Cape displayed sound infrastructural 
conditions, compared to the average situation in the country, across various items. Prevalent are the relatively sound 
levels of the following throughout: running water, perimeter fencing, electricity, Internet, and toilet facilities, as indicated 
in Figure T-10.2.

figure T-10.2: Percentage of primary schools showing sound infrastructure conditions in 2017 for selected 
provinces

In 2017, secondary schools in KwaZulu-Natal, Limpopo and Mpumalanga displayed poor infrastructural conditions, 
compared to the average situation in the country, across various items. Note that electricity does not again appear in 
this figure as consistently high prevalence figures were observed. Prevalent are the following: lack of running water and 
Internet facilities in KwaZulu-Natal schools; lack of Internet facilities in Limpopo schools; and lack of perimeter fencing 
in Mpumalanga schools, as indicated in Figure T-10.3.

figure T-10.3: Percentage of secondary schools showing poor infrastructure conditions in 2017 for selected 
provinces

In 2017, secondary schools in the Free State, Gauteng, and the Northern Cape and  the Western Cape, much as in 
primary schools, displayed sound infrastructural conditions, compared to the average situation in the country, across 
various items. Prevalent are the relatively sound levels of the following throughout: running water, perimeter fencing, 
Internet, and toilet facilities, as indicated in Figure T-10.4.

figure T-10.4: Percentage of secondary schools showing sound infrastructure conditions in 2017 for selected 
provinces

In 2017, a virtually consistent improvement of conditions across all infrastructure items can be observed as primary 
schools are located increasingly in less disadvantaged / more affluent areas, as indicated in Figure T-10.5. Internet 
facilities are in particularly poor supply, exceedingly so in low-quintile schools.

Running water, with a presence in 74% of the primary schools and 80% of the secondary schools, remains a problem 
area.

Figure T-10.5: Percentage of primary schools with selected infrastructure conditions in 2017 by quintile status 
of school

In 2017, the consistent link between infrastructure conditions and school quintile status observed for primary schools 
was not evident for secondary schools. What was evident, though, is the sound conditions across all items for secondary 
schools with quintile 4 and 5 status, as indicated in Figure T-10.6.

Figure T-10.6: Percentage of secondary schools with quintile 4 and 5 status with selected infrastructure 
conditions in 2017

Table T-10.3: Percentage of primary schools in 2017 by province where certain basic facilities were in place

Province Running water Perimeter fence Electricity Internet Adequate toilets
ec 73,2% 81,1% 77,4% 38,6% 66,6%
fS 74,5% 74,1% 96,8% 72,0% 65,4%
gT 95,6% 98,5% 95,1% 88,4% 98,5%
kZ 52,8% 88,4% 85,4% 24,5% 77,8%
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lP 84,6% 82,1% 97,7% 54,5% 77,2%
MP 80,0% 78,3% 93,7% 60,5% 91,7%
nc 93,1% 91,3% 99,8% 70,2% 87,1%
nw 74,5% 93,7% 85,0% 70,1% 80,7%
wc 94,5% 91,1% 98,5% 97,9% 96,3%
Sa 74,3% 85,6% 88,3% 51,6% 78,5%

Table T-10.4: Percentage of secondary schools in 2017 by province where certain basic facilities were in place

Province Running water Perimeter fence Electricity Internet Adequate toilets
ec 79,1% 85,0% 90,1% 70,1% 86,0%
fS 89,2% 90,2% 94,8% 92,7% 90,2%
gT 96,7% 95,6% 94,9% 89,7% 96,4%
kZ 59,1% 93,6% 90,5% 39,0% 75,9%
lP 92,4% 93,6% 99,0% 57,0% 76,3%
MP 80,8% 78,9% 95,7% 78,3% 91,9%
nc 84,6% 96,9% 98,5% 96,2% 95,4%
nw 84,0% 93,1% 93,7% 76,5% 84,0%
wc 93,7% 97,5% 99,2% 100,0% 96,2%
Sa 80,3% 91,5% 94,3% 65,3% 83,6%

Table T-10.3/4a: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined by province where certain basic 
facilities were in place

Province Running water Perimeter fence Electricity Internet Adequate toilets
ec 74.2% 81.8% 79.6% 43.9% 69.9%
fS 78.4% 78.4% 96.3% 77.4% 71.9%
gT 95.9% 97.6% 95.0% 88.7% 97.8%
kZ 54.6% 89.9% 86.9% 28.8% 77.2%
lP 87.4% 86.2% 98.2% 55.5% 76.8%
MP 80.2% 78.5% 94.2% 66.0% 91.7%
nc 91.0% 92.7% 99.4% 76.5% 89.1%
nw 77.0% 93.5% 87.3% 71.7% 81.5%
wc 94.3% 92.7% 98.8% 98.4% 96.3%
Sa 75.9% 87.2% 89.9% 55.3% 79.9%

Some very basic facilities are still not universally available, such as running water (75,9%) and adequate toilets 
(79,9%).

Table T-10.5: Percentage of primary schools in 2017 with basic facilities in place by quintile

Quintile Running water Perimeter fence Electricity Internet Adequate toilets
1 68,9% 75,1% 83,4% 39,3% 73,4%
2 65,1% 92,1% 91,1% 49,3% 73,9%
3 83,7% 91,0% 88,1% 53,5% 83,0%
4 96,3% 93,0% 100,0% 76,3% 92,1%
5 90,5% 95,7% 95,5% 97,6% 96,8%

Sa 74,3% 85,6% 88,3% 51,6% 78,5%
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Table T-10.6: Percentage of secondary schools in 2017 with basic facilities in place by quintile

Quintile Running water Perimeter fence Electricity Internet Adequate toilets
1 78,9% 90,2% 98,1% 57,0% 78,6%
2 75,3% 91,3% 86,3% 54,4% 84,0%
3 75,1% 88,9% 94,2% 64,4% 77,3%
4 92,8% 94,4% 99,5% 84,9% 98,6%
5 96,9% 98,5% 100,0% 99,4% 95,8%

Sa 80,2% 91,5% 94,3% 65,3% 83,5%

Running water with a presence in 74% of primary schools and 80% of secondary schools remains a problem area. 
There is a marked difference between Quintile 4 and 5 schools on the one hand and Quintiles 1 to 3 on the other, 
especially in the case of secondary schools. Quintile 1 primary schools frequently lack a perimeter fence. Internet is 
generally available in Western Cape schools and there is a marked difference regarding internet access across quintiles. 
Adequate toilets appear to be common in Quintile 4 and 5 schools, but many of Quintile 1, 2 and 3 schools lack adequate 
toilet facilities.

Another important standard mentioned in Regulation 920 of 2013 relates to the number of classrooms a school should 
have. There should be a classroom for every 40 learners enrolled in the school in Grades 1 to 12 and a classroom for 
every 30 Grade R learners. In the DBE 2014 report the number of learners in the school was divided by 40. The number 
of classrooms was divided by this answer and answers of 1 and more indicated an acceptable number of classrooms 
for the number of learners. This was also done for the SMS 2017 data. The findings for the SMS 2017 appear in Table 
T-10.7.

Table T-10.7: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with adequate classrooms in 
2017

Province % with adequate classrooms Standard Error
95% Confidence Interval
Lower Upper

EC 75.4% 3.8% 67.2% 82.0%
FS 71.7% 5.6% 59.7% 81.2%
GT 64.1% 4.1% 55.7% 71.6%
KZ 66.9% 4.2% 58.2% 74.5%
LP 60.2% 4.8% 50.5% 69.2%
MP 55.3% 4.2% 47.0% 63.4%
NC 82.7% 3.7% 74.3% 88.8%
NW 53.1% 4.8% 43.6% 62.3%
WC 82.9% 3.9% 73.9% 89.2%
SA 67.4% 1.7% 63.9% 70.7%

For the country as a whole, the percentage of schools with adequate classrooms was 67,4%. The percentage of schools 
with adequate classrooms was significantly lower than the country average for Mpumalanga and the North West. Table 
T-10.10 displays classroom adequacy separately for primary and secondary schools by province, and Table T-10.11 by 
quintile.

For the SMS 2011, the DBE (2014, p.44) proposed an indicator of basic facilities that comprised the presence of running 
water, adequate toilets, electricity and adequate classrooms. This indicator was calculated for SMS 2017, using school 
weights in both cases then, and the result for provinces is displayed in Table T-10.8a. The four basic facilities were 
available in 38% of schools.
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Table T-10.8a: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with four basic facilities in 
2017

Province % with 4 basic facilities Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 27.9% 5.0% 19.3% 38.6%
FS 44.7% 7.7% 30.5% 59.9%
GT 59.1% 4.4% 50.2% 67.5%
KZ 23.2% 3.7% 16.7% 31.3%
LP 43.7% 6.0% 32.6% 55.5%
MP 38.5% 4.3% 30.6% 47.1%
NC 65.2% 5.9% 52.9% 75.8%
NW 34.2% 4.8% 25.5% 44.1%
WC 75.3% 4.3% 66.1% 82.7%
SA 38.0% 2.1% 34.1% 42.2%

Table T10.8b shows the situation above when calculating the indicator only on the basis of the three infrastructure 
components set as target for 2016, that is, electricity, water and toilets.

Table T-10.8b: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with three basic facilities in 
2017

Province % with 3 basic facilities Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 42,4% 5,6% 32,0% 53,5%
FS 64,0% 10,0% 43,1% 80,6%
GT 91,5% 3,1% 83,0% 95,9%
KZ 41,7% 4,7% 33,0% 51,0%
LP 68,0% 4,6% 58,4% 76,4%
MP 72,7% 4,2% 63,8% 80,0%
NC 79,9% 5,2% 67,8% 88,2%
NW 64,5% 5,1% 54,1% 73,7%
WC 90,5% 2,3% 85,0% 94,1%
SA 59,4% 2,3% 54,8% 63,8%

For SMS 2011 the percentage of schools with the four basic facilities is presented in Table T-10.9a. There is not a 
significant difference between 2011 and 2017 as far as the availability of the four basic facilities is concerned.

Table T-10.9a: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with four basic facilities as in 
SMS 2011

Province % with 4 basic facilities Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 24.6% 2.3% 20.3% 29.4%
FS 56.4% 3.8% 48.9% 63.6%
GT 62.9% 3.4% 56.0% 69.4%
KZ 30.5% 2.4% 25.9% 35.4%
LP 40.4% 3.0% 34.8% 46.4%
MP 39.7% 3.6% 32.9% 46.9%
NC 64.2% 4.1% 55.9% 71.8%
NW 44.4% 3.8% 37.2% 52.0%
WC 81.7% 3.0% 75.1% 86.8%
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SA 40.4% 1.1% 38.2% 42.6%

Table T10.9b shows the situation above when calculating the indicator only on the basis of the three infrastructure 
components set as target for 2016, that is, electricity, water and toilets.

Table T-10.8b: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of schools with three basic facilities in 
2017

Province % with 3 basic facilities Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 38,0% 2,6% 33,0% 43,3%
FS 66,9% 3,6% 59,5% 73,5%
GT 91,4% 2,0% 86,6% 94,6%
KZ 50,7% 2,6% 45,5% 55,8%
LP 56,6% 3,0% 50,7% 62,4%
MP 67,4% 3,5% 60,3% 73,8%
NC 75,9% 3,7% 68,0% 82,3%
NW 67,3% 3,6% 59,9% 73,9%
WC 93,5% 1,9% 88,6% 96,4%
SA 58,5% 1,2% 56,2% 60,8%

Table T-10.10: Percentage of schools with adequate classrooms in 2017 by province

Province Primary schools Secondary schools
ec 77,3% 66,0%
fS 68,5% 80,7%
gT 60,6% 72,0%
kZ 67,6% 65,2%
lP 60,4% 59,9%
MP 58,7% 47,4%
nc 85,1% 75,4%
nw 53,1% 53,2%
wc 81,1% 88,2%
Sa 68,3% 65,0%

Northern Cape and Western Cape primary schools and the Free State and Western Cape secondary schools are best 
provided for as far as classrooms are concerned. Schools in Limpopo, Mpumalanga and the North West displayed the 
largest inadequacies in classrooms. Interesting patterns can be gleaned from the figure as well about within-province 
differences between classroom adequacy for primary and secondary schools respectively. Primary schools were, 
relatively speaking, better provided for in the Eastern Cape, Mpumalanga and the Northern Cape. Classroom adequacy 
at secondary schools was greater in the Free State, Gauteng and the Western Cape.

Table T-10.11: Percentage of schools with adequate classrooms in 2017 by quintile

Quintile Primary schools Secondary schools
1 72,6% 61,8%
2 64,3% 61,6%
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3 61,3% 57,7%
4 64,1% 72,9%
5 83,7% 91,1%

Sa 68,3% 65,0%

Classroom adequacy was highest in quintile 5 primary and secondary schools. However, exploring inter-province 
patterns, classroom adequacy was higher, relatively speaking, in low-quintile (1, 2 and 3) primary schools and in high-
quintile (4 and 5) secondary schools.

In the main report, the infrastructure indicator was initially compiled according to the four 2020 targets, also as 
undertaken in the SMS 2011 and specified by the ToR. Given that the data was collected in 2017, a fairer representation 
of progress would be to evaluate the progress against the three 2016 targets. Table T-10.12 and Table T-10.14 reflect the 
situation towards the end of 2017, respectively by province and quintile, when breaking down the school infrastructure 
indicator into its sub-components in alignment with the targets set in Regulation 920 (2013) for 2016 and 2020. In each 
table, the first set of targets covers the three components that schools should all have been given by November 2016. 
They comprise sufficient access to electricity, water and sanitation facilities. The second set covers three additional 
components that schools should all be given by November 2020. They comprise adequate classrooms and sufficient 
fencing (security) and Internet connectivity. In the process the original four-component indicator is reflected in addition 
to a recalculated three-component one. The four-component indicator includes, as in the official reports, access to 
appropriate electricity, water and sanitation, plus adequate classrooms. The three-component indicator only includes 
the first three infrastructure components, that is, excluding adequacy of classrooms, defined as enough classrooms per 
school to result in classroom sizes of not more than 40 learners.

Table T-10.13 and Table T10-15 reflect the equivalent situation towards the end of 2011, respectively by province and 
quintile, when breaking down the school infrastructure indicator into its sub-components in alignment with the targets 
set in Regulation 920 (2013) for 2016 and 2020.

Table T-10.12: Percentage of schools with access in 2017 to the relevant infrastructure items as aligned with 
Regulation 920 targets, by province

Province

Components 
aligned with 
2016 targets

Additions aligned with 2020 targets

In official indicator Additional components
Electricity Water Sanitation Indic #3 Classrooms Indic #4 Fencing Internet

EC 79,6% 74,2% 69,9% 42,4% 75,3% 27,9% 81,8% 43,9%
FS 96,3% 78,4% 71,9% 64,0% 71,7% 44,7% 78,4% 77,4%
GT 95,0% 95,9% 97,8% 91,5% 64,0% 59,1% 97,6% 88,7%
KZ 86,9% 54,6% 77,2% 41,7% 66,9% 23,2% 89,9% 28,8%
LP 98,2% 87,4% 76,8% 68,0% 60,3% 43,7% 86,2% 55,5%
MP 94,2% 80,2% 91,7% 72,6% 55,3% 38,5% 78,5% 66,0%
NC 99,4% 91,0% 89,1% 79,8% 82,8% 65,2% 92,7% 76,5%
NW 87,3% 77,0% 81,5% 64,5% 53,1% 34,2% 93,5% 71,7%
WC 98,8% 94,3% 96,3% 90,5% 82,9% 75,3% 92,7% 98,4%
Total 89,9% 75,9% 79,9% 59,4% 67,4% 38,0% 87,2% 55,3%

Table T-10.13: Percentage of schools with access in 2011 to the relevant infrastructure items as aligned with 
Regulation 920 targets, by province
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Province

Components 
aligned with 
2016 targets

Additions aligned with 2020 targets

In official indicator Additional components
Electricity Water Sanitation Indic #3 Classrooms Indic #4 Fencing Internet

EC 72,5% 64,9% 72,7% 38,0% 66,1% 24,6% 78,4% -
FS 86,1% 83,1% 84,6% 66,9% 87,8% 56,4% 76,1% -
GT 98,0% 98,9% 96,9% 91,4% 69,0% 62,9% 97,5% -
KZ 79,5% 77,9% 78,9% 50,7% 60,9% 30,5% 88,1% -
LP 95,2% 87,1% 65,2% 56,6% 75,4% 40,4% 97,4% -
MP 89,1% 86,4% 86,5% 67,4% 62,0% 39,7% 80,4% -
NC 98,6% 89,1% 91,5% 75,9% 82,5% 64,2% 81,1% -
NW 94,7% 88,9% 83,6% 67,2% 69,0% 44,5% 88,3% -
WC 99,4% 98,2% 95,2% 93,5% 88,2% 81,7% 89,9% -
Total 85,8% 81,3% 79,2% 58,5% 69,5% 40,4% 86,9% -

Table T-10.14: Percentage of schools with access in 2017 to the relevant infrastructure items as aligned with 
Regulation 920 targets, by quintile

Province

Components 
aligned with 
2016 targets

Additions aligned with 2020 targets

In official indicator Additional components
Electricity Water Sanitation Indic #3 Classrooms Indic #4 Fencing Internet

1 86,5% 71,1% 74,6% 50,4% 70,3% 31,8% 78,3% 43,1%
2 89,7% 68,0% 76,8% 51,1% 63,5% 29,6% 91,9% 50,7%
3 89,9% 81,1% 81,3% 62,7% 60,2% 36,0% 90,3% 56,7%
4 99,8% 94,9% 94,5% 91,0% 67,3% 63,2% 93,5% 79,4%
5 97,1% 92,8% 96,5% 89,5% 86,3% 76,3% 96,7% 98,2%
Total 89,9% 75,9% 79,9% 59,4% 67,4% 38,0% 87,2% 55,3%

Table T-10.15: Percentage of schools with access in 2011 to the relevant infrastructure items as aligned with 
Regulation 920 targets, by quintile

Province

Components 
aligned with 
2016 targets

Additions aligned with 2020 targets

In official indicator Additional components
Electricity Water Sanitation Indic #3 Classrooms Indic #4 Fencing Internet

1 76,7% 78,1% 73,8% 45,6% 68,8% 32,0% 81,2% -
2 87,8% 75,1% 75,6% 53,9% 67,3% 34,5% 87,0% -
3 90,1% 80,4% 78,5% 61,7% 67,7% 39,1% 88,1% -
4 90,1% 94,0% 93,0% 79,4% 69,3% 56,8% 93,2% -
5 96,2% 98,5% 93,8% 86,4% 83,8% 72,8% 97,9% -
Total 85,8% 81,4% 79,3% 58,7% 69,6% 40,5% 87,0% -

indicator 11: The percentage of schools with at least one educator who has received specialised training in 
the identification and support of special needs

In the SMS 2017, the principal was requested to nominate the member of staff who was best qualified to identify and 
assist learners with special education needs (LSEN) for an LSEN-specific interview with the field worker. In contrast, 
the SMS 2011 included the questions regarding LSEN as part of the general Educator Questionnaire. The educator 
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questionnaires were therefore completed in each school by a maximum of ten (10) teachers. 

Specialised training of educators could consist of both formal qualifications and formal/informal training. The DBE (2014, 
p.57) noted the importance of both formal qualifications in Special or Remedial Education and informal training for 
identifying and supporting LSEN learners. Either a formal qualification or formal/informal training was accepted as 
specialised training in the identification and support of LSEN learners. In the DBE (2014) report, school weights were 
used when calculating the percentage of schools that had at least one educator who had received specialised training in 
identifying and supporting special needs learners. School weighting was also applied to the 2017 data. The percentage 
of schools in provinces that had such an educator on the staff is reported in Table T-11.1 for primary schools and in Table 
T-11.2 for secondary schools. For quintiles, this information is presented in Tables T-11.3 and T-11.4.

Table T-11.1: Percentage of primary schools in 2017 by province that had an educator who had received 
specialised training in lSen

formal/informal training Formal qualification Specialised training received
Province % (Se) % (Se) % (Se)

ec 62,3 7,5 34,2 6,2 67,9 7,7
fS 94,0 3,2 79,6 6,5 96,1 2,8
gT 92,0 3,5 63,3 5,9 96,5 1,6
kZ 88,3 3,4 46,7 6,7 90,4 3,1
lP 59,7 8,8 33,6 6,3 65,0 9,3
MP 90,5 3,6 52,6 5,8 92,5 3,4
nc 64,1 8,2 44,2 8,5 68,9 8,0
nw 76,6 5,2 52,3 6,3 79,3 5,1
wc 93,5 2,1 67,7 7,0 94,0 2,0
Sa 77,2 2,9 46,7 2,8 80,9 2,9

Table T-11.2: Percentage of secondary schools in 2017 by province that had an educator who had received 
specialised training in lSen

formal/informal training Formal qualification Specialised training received

Province % (Se) % (Se) % (Se)

ec 53,6 6,1 49,8 6,1 71,3 5,6
fS 93,2 3,4 57,1 5,9 93,8 3,4
gT 81,8 4,3 49,8 5,9 85,5 3,8
kZ 62,4 5,8 27,5 4,5 63,5 5,8
lP 54,6 6,4 29,7 5,2 59,2 6,5
MP 61,9 5,4 48,8 5,5 73,8 5,1
nc 59,5 6,3 41,8 6,2 65,2 6,3
nw 51,4 6,2 38,5 6,2 64,6 5,7
wc 70,6 4,7 46,7 5,5 72,8 4,6
Sa 62,6 2,5 38,6 2,2 68,8 2,5

Table T-11.3: Percentage of primary schools in 2017 by quintile that had an educator who had received 
specialised training in lSen

formal/informal training Formal qualification Specialised training received
quintile % (Se) % (Se) % (Se)

1 71,1 6,0 43,4 5,4 74,8 6,2
2 74,6 4,7 43,0 4,6 78,9 4,7
3 84,3 3,1 45,1 5,9 88,8 2,5
4 86,9 3,9 68,2 5,7 88,7 3,6
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formal/informal training Formal qualification Specialised training received
quintile % (Se) % (Se) % (Se)

5 89,7 3,7 64,8 5,9 90,4 3,7
Sa 77,2 2,9 46,7 2,8 80,9 2,9

Table T-11.4: Percentage of secondary schools in 2017 by quintile that had an educator who had received 
specialised training in lSen

formal/informal training Formal qualification Specialised training received
quintile % (Se) % (Se) % (Se)

1 62,0 4,5 34,0 4,2 69,1 4,4
2 60,2 5,8 31,8 4,6 63,4 5,9
3 55,9 4,6 45,3 4,4 67,4 4,4
4 78,1 4,1 51,7 6,2 82,4 3,8
5 71,7 5,6 42,5 5,0 73,5 5,6

Sa 62,6 2,5 38,6 2,2 68,8 2,5
For both formal/informal training and formal qualification in LSEN, the percentage of educators who had received training 
is higher in primary schools than in secondary schools for the whole country. The percentage of educators who reported 
that they had formal/informal LSEN training was much higher than the percentage of educators reporting that they had 
a formal qualification. Training, qualifications and specialisation to deal with LSEN learners were at higher levels in 
Quintile 4 and 5 schools compared to Quintile 1, 2 and 3 schools. Limpopo and the Eastern Cape had low percentages 
of primary schools with LSEN trained and qualified teachers. The percentage of LSEN qualified teachers was highest 
in the Free State.

The indicator values for primary and secondary schools combined for 2017 appear in Tables T-11.5 and T-11.6 by 
province and quintile respectively.

Table T-11.5: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined with a teacher who had received 
specialised training in lSen in 2017 by province

formal/informal 
training

Formal qualification Specialised training received

Province % Se % Se % Se

ec 60,8 6,2 36,9 5,3 68,5 6,5
fS 93,8 2,5 73,6 5,5 95,5 2,3
gT 88,8 2,8 59,2 4,5 93,1 1,7
kZ 80,6 3,2 41,0 4,9 82,4 3,1
lP 57,8 6,0 32,2 4,4 62,9 6,3
MP 81,8 3,1 51,4 4,4 86,8 2,9
nc 62,9 6,4 43,6 6,6 68,0 6,2
nw 70,0 4,2 48,7 5,0 75,5 4,0
wc 87,8 2,2 62,4 5,3 88,6 2,1
Sa 73,2 2,2 44,5 2,1 77,6 2,2
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Table T-11.6: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined with a teacher who had received 
specialised training in LSEN in 2017 by quintile

formal/informal training Formal qualification Specialised training received

Province % Se % Se % Se

1 69,2 4,8 41,4 4,3 73,6 4,9
2 70,5 3,8 39,8 3,5 74,5 3,8
3 76,0 3,0 45,2 4,4 82,5 2,5
4 83,6 2,9 62,1 4,4 86,3 2,6
5 83,4 3,3 56,9 4,3 84,4 3,2

Sa 73,2 2,2 44,5 2,1 77,6 2,2
Table T-11.7: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined in 2017 in relation to teacher 
confidence in dealing with learners with learning barriers

Schools Not confident Somewhat confident Confident Very confident
All 18,9 22,4 38,6 20,1

Primary 19,3 22,4 38,7 19,5

Secondary 17,8 22,2 38,4 21,6

The indicator compliance percentages, and their standard errors and confidence intervals, for primary and secondary 
schools combined for 2017 appear in Tables T-11.8 and T-11.9 by province and quintile respectively.

Table T-11.8: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined (with standard errors and confidence 
intervals) by province with an educator with specialised training in lSen, 2017

Province
% with LSEN trained 

educator Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 68,5 6,5 54,7 79,6
FS 95,5 2,3 88,2 98,3
GT 93,1 1,7 89,1 95,7
KZ 82,4 3,1 75,5 87,7
LP 62,9 6,3 50,1 74,2
MP 86,8 2,9 80,1 91,5
NC 68,0 6,2 54,8 78,9
NW 75,5 4,0 66,7 82,5
WC 88,6 2,1 83,8 92,2
SA 77,6 2,2 73,0 81,6

About 75% of schools had at least one educator who had received either formal/informal training or a relevant qualification 
providing them with the specialisation required for dealing with LSEN learners.

Table T-11.9: Percentage of primary and secondary schools combined (with standard errors and confidence 
intervals) by quintile with an educator with specialised training in LSEN, 2017

Province
% with LSEN trained 

educator Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
1 73,6 4,9 63,0 82,0
2 74,5 3,8 66,4 81,2
3 82,5 2,5 77,1 86,9
4 86,3 2,6 80,3 90,7
5 84,4 3,2 77,0 89,8
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SA 77,6 2,2 73,0 81,6

For 2017, the percentages related to LSEN qualifications among teachers were as reflected in Tables T-11.10 and 
T-11.11 respectively by province and quintile.

Table T-11.10: Percentage of schools with at least one educator with an LSEN qualification in primary and 
secondary schools combined by province, 2017

Province 2017
% of schools with at least one educator with an 

LSEN qualification Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
 Lower Upper
EC 36,9 5,3 27,2 47,7
FS 73,6 5,5 61,5 82,9
GT 59,2 4,5 50,2 67,6
KZ 41,0 4,9 31,9 50,7
LP 32,2 4,4 24,3 41,2
MP 51,4 4,4 42,9 59,9
NC 43,6 6,6 31,4 56,7
NW 48,7 5,0 39,1 58,4
WC 62,4 5,3 51,6 72,2
SA 44,5 2,1 40,4 48,7

Table T-11.11: Percentage of schools with at least one educator with an LSEN qualification in primary and 
secondary schools combined by quintile, 2017

Quintile 2017
% of schools with at least one educator with 

an LSEN qualification Standard Error

95% Confidence Interval

 
 Lower Upper
1 41,4 4,3 33,3 49,9
2 39,8 3,5 33,1 46,9
3 45,2 4,4 36,8 53,8
4 62,1 4,4 53,2 70,2
5 56,9 4,3 48,4 65,1
SA 44,5 2,1 40,4 48,7

As the selection of the respondent to the questions on LSEN was different between the SMS 2011 and the SMS 2017, a 
comparison of the availability of a member of staff who had received specialised training in the identification and support 
of LSEN was not possible. In 2011, a maximum of ten (10) teachers responded. The presence of an LSEN qualification 
in each school was determined and the percentage of schools with an educator with such qualification was calculated 
to be 70%. This is not directly comparable to the figure of 45% obtained for 2017 as, in 2017, only one educator per 
school was selected to respond and the selection of that educator was not exclusively based on her/his having obtained 
a formal qualification in LSEN. For this reason, no comparison to 2011 data is made.

Indicator 12: The percentage of schools visited at least twice a year by district officials for monitoring and 
support purposes

According to the Policy on the Organisation, Roles and Responsibilities of Education Districts published in the Government 
Gazette of 3 April 2013, it is the responsibility of the district office, among other things, to assist school principals 
and educators to improve the quality of teaching and learning in their institutions through school visits, classroom 
observation, consultation, cluster meetings, suitable feedback reports and other means. Indicator 12 refers specifically 
to a physical presence at schools even though this is but one of many ways in which the district office is expected to 
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communicate with the school and to support educators.

In the SMS 2017 both the principal and educators were requested to report on the number of visits from district officials 
that they received during 2017. The number of visits received by the school, as reported by the principal by selecting 
from a few pre-defined categories, was the basis for reporting on school visits by district officials, in direct adherence 
to the method followed in 2011. For each province, the number of schools in each category was transformed to a 
percentage. Percentage per category is reported for provinces in Table T-12.1 and in Table T-12.2 for Quintiles. The 
number of visits was weighted using school weights. The same information was also classified into two categories as 
specified in Indicator 12. This information is presented in Table T-12.3 for provinces and in Table T-12.4 for Quintiles.

Table T-12.1: Percentages of primary and secondary schools in each category of visit frequency by district 
office staff in 2017 by province

Province district visits reported by principals expressed as percentage Total

 0 1 2 3-6 7-12 More than 12  
 Primary schools
ec 28,0% 11,4% 16,3% 34,8% 7,9% 1,6% 100,0%
fS 0,8% 4,9% 30,1% 30,0% 8,6% 25,6% 100,0%
gT 2,0%  6,3% 19,1% 21,3% 51,4% 100,0%
kZ 9,2% 10,7% 10,4% 51,3% 15,0% 3,5% 100,0%
lP 8,1% 12,4% 22,1% 44,2% 8,5% 4,7% 100,0%
MP 0,4% 7,1% 10,0% 31,7% 16,1% 34,7% 100,0%
nc 2,2% 18,1% 3,7% 30,2% 25,7% 20,0% 100,0%
nw  7,3% 6,9% 47,2% 20,1% 18,5% 100,0%
wc  1,2% 3,1% 41,6% 20,5% 33,5% 100,0%
Sa 10,9% 9,0% 13,4% 39,4% 13,4% 13,8% 100,0%

 Secondary schools
ec 4,4% 0,7% 0,8% 38,9% 31,0% 24,2% 100,0%
fS 0,7% 0,7% 3,6% 26,2% 21,2% 47,7% 100,0%
gT 1,2% 1,0%  10,6% 26,2% 61,0% 100,0%
kZ  3,4% 9,3% 41,2% 26,8% 19,3% 100,0%
lP 4,0% 10,4% 11,2% 48,5% 15,0% 11,0% 100,0%
MP 2,2% 1,2% 5,7% 29,9% 24,8% 36,2% 100,0%
nc   0,8% 22,5% 16,3% 60,5% 100,0%
nw 1,4% 5,2% 1,7% 30,3% 21,9% 39,5% 100,0%
wc    24,1% 23,3% 52,6% 100,0%
Sa 1,9% 3,8% 5,9% 35,8% 23,5% 29,1% 100,0%

Table T-12.2: Percentages of primary and secondary schools in each category of visit frequency by district 
office staff in 2017 by quintile

quintile district visits reported by principal expressed as percentage Total

 0 1 2 3-6 7-12 More than 12  
 Primary schools
1 15,5% 8,4% 13,9% 45,2% 7,7% 9,3% 100,0%
2 5,6% 13,1% 18,0% 35,5% 15,2% 12,6% 100,0%
3 15,2% 9,6% 9,4% 35,2% 14,8% 15,7% 100,0%
4 0,3% 2,3% 14,9% 32,6% 26,6% 23,4% 100,0%
5 1,6% 1,2% 5,0% 40,3% 23,0% 28,8% 100,0%
Sa 10,9% 9,0% 13,4% 39,4% 13,4% 13,8% 100,0%
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 Secondary schools
1 1,8% 4,8% 8,5% 37,4% 22,1% 25,5% 100,0%
2 1,5% 7,2% 6,3% 39,2% 23,8% 22,0% 100,0%
3 3,8% 1,4% 4,9% 34,1% 25,2% 30,5% 100,0%
4 0,7% 1,2% 3,9% 29,9% 20,3% 44,0% 100,0%
5  0,6% 1,8% 31,4% 25,7% 40,5% 100,0%
Sa 1,9% 3,9% 5,9% 35,8% 23,5% 29,1% 100,0%

Table T-12.3: Percentage of schools that received at least two visits in 2017 from district officials by provinces

Province Received at least 2 visits from District officials in 2017
 Primary Schools (SE) Secondary Schools (SE)

ec 60,6% (7,6) 94,8% (3,3)

fS 94,3% (3,1) 98,6% (1,0)
gT 98,0% (1,4) 97,9% (1,5)
kZ 80,1% (6,9) 96,6% (1,7)
lP 79,5% (5,2) 85,6% (4,7)
MP 92,4% (3,7) 96,6% (2,3)
nc 79,8% (9,0) 100,0% (0,0)
nw 92,7% (3,0) 93,2% (2,9)
wc 98,8% (0,9) 100,0% (0,0)
Sa 80,1% (3,0) 94,2% (1,3)

Table T-12.4: Percentage of schools that received at least two visits in 2017 from district officials by quintile

Quintile Received at least 2 visits from District officials in 2017
 Primary Schools (SE) Secondary Schools (SE)
1 76,0% (5,6) 93,4% (2,3)

2 81,3 (4,3)% 91,2% (3,5)

3 75,2% (7,5) 94,7% (2,3)
4 97,4% (1,4) 98,1% (1,3)
5 97,2% (1,6) 99,4% (0,4)

SA 80,1% (3,0) 94,2% (1,3)

A larger percentage of secondary schools than primary schools received at least two visits from district officials in 2017 
(94% > 80%). Quintile 4 and 5 schools received more visits than schools in quintiles 1, 2 and 3. A large percentage of 
Eastern Cape primary schools (39%) did not receive at least two visits from district officials. Twenty-eight percent (28%) 
of Eastern Cape primary schools received no visit at all.

In the DBE 2013 report (p.35) information is provided on the percentage of schools in each province that received at 
least one visit per year, at least two visits per year and the average number of visits per year. In Tables T-12.1 and 
T-12.3, some of this information can be found for SMS 2017. For convenience, the comparable information is combined 
in Table T-12.5 for provinces and in Table T-12.6 for Quintiles.

Table T-12.5: Percentage of schools in provinces that received at least one and two district visits in 2011 and 
2017

Province at least 1 visit received at least 2 visits received
 2011 2017 2011 2017

 
Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools

Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools

Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools

Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools
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ec 83 92 72 96 69 76 61 95
fS 98 100 99 99 90 97 94 99
gT 100 100 98 99 95 100 98 98
kZ 94 96 91 100 84 91 80 97
lP 87 92 92 96 77 86 80 86
MP 99 100 100 98 92 92 93 97
nc 95 88 98 100 86 77 80 100
nw 90 97 100 99 82 83 93 93
wc 99 100 100 100 97 100 99 100
Sa 92 95 89 98 82 87 80 94

In general, at these low levels of visits from the district office, changes in visiting frequency appeared to be small. Visits 
to secondary schools appear to be slightly up from 2011, while visits to primary schools appear to be slightly down. In 
the Eastern Cape, the percentage of primary schools receiving at least two visits a year went down from 69% to 61%.

Table T-12.6: Percentage of schools in quintiles that received at least one and two district visits in 2011 and 
2017

quintile at least 1 visit received at least 2 visits received

 2011 2017 2011 2017

 
Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools

Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools

Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools

Primary 
schools

Secondary 
schools

1 91 90 84 98 76 83 76 93
2 90 96 94 98 83 86 81 91
3 91 97 85 96 82 89 75 95
4 95 97 100 99 92 96 97 98
5 97 100 98 100 92 95 97 99

Sa 91 95 89 98 82 88 80 94
In 2017, lower-quintile primary schools, in particular, had a lower percentage of schools receiving at least two visits per 
year.

The percentages, and related standard errors and confidence intervals, of schools receiving at least two (2) visits in 
2017 is reported in Table T-12.7.

Table T-12.7: Percentages, with standard errors and confidence intervals, of schools that received at least two 
visits from district officials in 2017

Province % receiving at least 2 visits Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 66.3% 6.7% 52.3% 78.0%
FS 95.4% 2.2% 88.4% 98.3%
GT 98.0% 1.1% 94.3% 99.3%
KZ 85.0% 5.0% 72.3% 92.5%
LP 81.7% 3.7% 73.4% 87.8%
MP 93.7% 2.7% 85.8% 97.3%
NC 84.7% 7.0% 65.6% 94.2%
NW 92.8% 2.4% 86.5% 96.3%
WC 99.1% .7% 96.2% 99.8%
SA 83.9% 2.3% 78.9% 87.9%

The same calculations were done for the SMS 2011 and the result appears in Table T-12.8. The percentage of schools 
receiving at least two (2) district visits did not differ significantly between 2011 and 2017.
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Table T-12.8: Percentages, with standard errors and confidence intervals, of schools that received at least two 
visits from district officials in 2011

Province 
% receiving at least 

2 visits Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 73.4% 2.4% 68.4% 77.8%
FS 94.8% 1.7% 90.2% 97.3%
GT 98.0% 1.0% 94.7% 99.2%
KZ 89.8% 1.6% 86.2% 92.5%
LP 80.5% 2.4% 75.4% 84.8%
MP 96.7% 1.3% 92.9% 98.5%
NC 88.3% 2.8% 81.8% 92.7%
NW 89.5% 2.4% 83.9% 93.3%
WC 97.6% 1.2% 93.8% 99.1%
SA 86.3% .8% 84.7% 87.9%

indicator 13: The percentage of school principals rating the support services of districts as satisfactory

The measurement of satisfaction with the support rendered by the district office officials is important for understanding 
the dynamics of the schooling system. Nevertheless, DBE (2013c) correctly raised some caveats in connection with the 
measurement of satisfaction. High levels of satisfaction are not always indicative of good district support. DBE (2013c, 
p.37) mentions the example of an unmotivated school principal who may be completely satisfied with district officials 
who do not challenge him.

In the SMS 2011, the principal had to rate her/his degree of satisfaction with district services rendered with regards to 
21 areas. In the DBE 2013a, 2013b and 2013c reports, various composites of these ratings were proposed with various 
degrees of success. DBEc (2013c, p.42) suggested that an overall picture of satisfaction with district support “is often 
best done through questions dealing with overall satisfaction”. Consequently, the SMS 2017 replaced the large number 
of questions in SMS 2011 with one broad question.

In the SMS 2017, those principals who indicated that they received at least one (1) visit from the district office were 
requested to indicate how satisfied they were with the visits from the district office. The principal was requested to 
indicate his degree of satisfaction with the visits from the district office by selecting one of the following four options:

1. Not satisfied

2. Somewhat satisfied

3. Satisfied

4. Very satisfied

Those principals who indicated that they had received no visits were unfortunately not asked the question. They 
comprised 11% of primary schools and 2% of secondary schools. They were subsequently excluded from the analysis 
of principals’ satisfaction with support visits by district officials.

Response options 1 and 2 can be interpreted as degrees of dissatisfaction as in the DBE ( 2013a, 2013b, 2013c), while 
options 3 and 4 can be interpreted as degrees of satisfaction, leading to the two categories “Satisfied” and “Dissatisfied”. 
The results making use of four response categories in the SMS 2017 is reported in Table T-13.1 for provinces and in 
Table T-13.2 for quintiles for primary and secondary schools. For making use of two response categories the results are 
reported in Tables T-13.3 and T-13.4.
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The highest category is the Satisfied category with 57% for both primary and secondary school principals. In the Eastern 
Cape, 26% of primary school principals are dissatisfied with the visits from the district office, as are 22% of principals 
from Limpopo secondary schools.

Table T-13.1: Percentages of principals according to each degree of satisfaction with visits from district 
officials by province in 2017

 Percentage of principals

Province Not satisfied Somewhat satisfied Satisfied Very satisfied Total
 Primary schools
ec 26,1% 13,6% 43,9% 16,4% 100,0%
fS 5,5% 10,5% 61,6% 22,4% 100,0%
gT 2,5% 4,9% 60,3% 32,3% 100,0%
kZ 8,0% 17,3% 59,3% 15,3% 100,0%
lP 12,5% 8,1% 64,0% 15,4% 100,0%
MP 5,7% 6,9% 59,8% 27,6% 100,0%
nc 1,8% 20,5% 57,5% 20,3% 100,0%
nw 11,3% 8,8% 62,1% 17,8% 100,0%
wc 1,2% 7,3% 62,0% 29,5% 100,0%
Sa 11,2% 11,6% 57,4% 19,8% 100,0%

 Secondary schools
ec 12,3% 15,8% 56,7% 15,3% 100,0%

fS 0,0% 8,0% 61,3% 30,7% 100,0%
gT 4,2% 12,1% 58,9% 24,8% 100,0%
kZ 2,0% 8,8% 68,2% 21,0% 100,0%
lP 22,4% 20,0% 43,7% 13,8% 100,0%
MP 0,6% 13,5% 54,9% 30,9% 100,0%
nc 8,5% 13,8% 56,9% 20,8% 100,0%
nw 5,5% 23,6% 55,4% 15,5% 100,0%
wc 2,5% 8,8% 51,2% 37,5% 100,0%
Sa 8,2% 13,8% 56,9% 21,0% 100,0%

Table T-13.2: Percentages of principals according to each degree of satisfaction with visits from district 
officials by quintile in 2017

 Percentage of principals

quintile Not satisfied
Somewhat 
satisfied Satisfied Very satisfied Total

 Primary schools
1 14,6% 7,2% 60,1% 18,1% 100,0%
2 11,0% 17,1% 52,7% 19,2% 100,0%
3 9,9% 13,2% 59,7% 17,3% 100,0%
4 10,7% 11,9% 51,7% 25,7% 100,0%
5 0,5% 8,1% 60,2% 31,2% 100,0%

SA 11,2% 11,6% 57,4% 19,8% 100,0%

 Secondary Schools
1 5,9% 15,2% 62,3% 16,7% 100,0%
2 14,3% 12,6% 51,8% 21,3% 100,0%
3 8,1% 14,4% 58,4% 19,1% 100,0%
4 3,9% 12,6% 50,4% 33,1% 100,0%
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5 3,4% 12,9% 58,4% 25,3% 100,0%

SA 8,3% 13,8% 56,9% 21,0% 100,0%

Table T-13.3: Percentages of principals satisfied with visits from district officials in 2017 by province

Province Satisfied (%) Standard error
 Primary schools
ec 60,3% 7,0
fS 84,0% 5,1
gT 92,7% 2,8
kZ 74,6% 6,1
lP 79,4% 4,8
MP 87,4% 3,9
nc 77,8% 8,7
nw 79,9% 6,1
wc 91,4% 2,7
Sa 77,2% 2,5

 Secondary schools
ec 72,0% 5,6
fS 91,9% 3,0
gT 83,7% 4,1
kZ 89,2% 2,9
lP 57,6% 6,7
MP 85,8% 4,0
nc 77,9% 5,8
nw 70,9% 6,1
wc 88,8% 3,2
Sa 78,0% 2,2

Table T-13.4: Percentages of principals satisfied with visits from district officials in 2017 by quintile

Province Satisfied (%) Standard error
 Primary schools
1 78,2% 4,3
2 71,9% 5,2
3 77,0% 5,6
4 77,4% 5,7
5 91,4% 2,6
Sa 77,2% 2,5

 Secondary schools
1 79,0% 4,1
2 73,1% 5,5
3 77,5% 3,7
4 83,5% 3,8
5 83,7% 3,8
Sa 79,0% 4,1

In both primary and secondary schools, the percentage of satisfied principals far outnumber the percentage of 
dissatisfied principals. Principals of quintile 4 and 5 schools are more satisfied than principals of quintile 1, 2 and 3 
schools. The Eastern Cape has the highest percentage of dissatisfied principals in primary schools.
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The percentages (with standard errors and confidence intervals) of principals satisfied with the district visits is reported 
by province in Table T-13.5.

Table T-13.5: Percentages, standard errors and confidence intervals of principals satisfied with visits from 
district officials in 2017 by province for primary and secondary schools combined

Province % of principals who were satisfied Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval
   Lower Upper
EC 62,8 5,8 51,0 73,2
FS 86,1 3,7 77,2 91,8
GT 89,9 2,3 84,3 93,7
KZ 79,2 4,4 69,3 86,6
LP 71,3 4,5 61,7 79,2
MP 86,9 3,0 80,0 91,7
NC 77,8 6,7 62,2 88,2
NW 77,7 4,8 67,0 85,6
WC 90,8 2,2 85,5 94,2
SA 77,5 1,9 73,6 80,9

Assuming the validity of the classification of satisfaction categories, 77,5% of principals were satisfied with the support 
visits paid to schools by the district officials. In the Eastern Cape, this was much lower at 62,8%.

Direct comparison with the SMS 2011 was not possible as the questions relating to this indicator were changed 
substantially in 2017.
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chapter 14: additional information on national assessment, common examinations, grade R, Sa-SaMS and 
the use of african languages

A. Teacher and principal views on national and common examinations

In the SMS 2017, the teachers and principals interviewed were asked to answer a number of questions regarding 
common assessments. The term was defined to the respondents as including examination papers provided nationally, 
by the province or by the district. The purpose of these questions was to determine the percentage of schools that were 
participating in these common examinations and how useful teachers found such examinations.

In relation to teacher responses, Table T-14A.1 shows that, nationally, 81,7% of teachers had been using common 
assessments. An average of 87,1% of secondary school teachers responded affirmatively, with the Western Cape 
an outlier at 60,9%. An average of 79,0% primary school teachers stated that their learners participated in common 
examinations, with the percentages differing considerably between provinces: 51,4% in KwaZulu-Natal and 95,6% in 
the Eastern Cape. KwaZulu-Natal, with 59,4%, registered the lowest percentage for primary and secondary schools 
combined.

The percentages for principals are shown in T-14.2. Nationally, 72,3% of principals reported using common assessments. 
In primary schools, the percentage of principals was 64,0%, while in secondary schools it was much higher at 94,6%. 
The lowest percentage of 49,7% was reported for the Western Cape.

Common assessments can be considered prevalent in the majority of schools.

Table T-14a.1: Percentage of teachers reporting use of common examinations, by province

Province Primary Secondary All Schools
 Percentage SE Percentage SE Percentage SE
EC 95,6 1,2 96,0 1,0 95,7 1,0
FS 76,2 7,5 99,3 0,4 83,7 5,5
GT 85,2 1,9 87,2 1,9 86,0 1,4
KZ 51,4 3,7 75,1 2,5 59,4 2,6
LP 78,4 2,7 95,8 0,9 86,5 1,4
MP 94,5 1,4 96,1 0,9 95,0 1,0
NC 89,1 3,0 88,3 1,9 88,9 2,2
NW 88,4 1,8 96,2 1,5 90,9 1,3
WC 76,9 2,3 60,9 2,0 71,4 1,7
Sa 79,0 1,1 87,1 0,7 81,7 0,8

Table T-14a.2: Percentage of principals reporting use of common examinations, by province

Province Primary Secondary All Schools
 Percentage SE Percentage SE Percentage SE
EC 74.5 5.3 96.1 3.3 78.2 4.3
FS 49.6 11.1 100.0 .0 62.9 9.9
GT 65.8 5.2 91.1 5.2 73.5 3.8
KZ 62.0 5.9 95.8 1.8 71.9 4.0
LP 59.9 7.3 97.1 1.8 73.4 4.5
MP 71.1 5.2 97.9 1.3 79.3 3.8
NC 70.1 9.2 100.0 .0 77.4 7.3
NW 57.9 6.2 98.5 .9 68.1 4.7
WC 43.7 6.8 67.4 5.3 49.7 5.3
Sa 64.0 2.5 94.6 1.0 72.3 1.8
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Those teachers who reported that they had used common examinations were asked how useful they were for 
learners. The categories “Useful” and “Very useful” were grouped together and labelled “Yes”, while the categories 
“Not useful” and “Somewhat useful” were grouped together and labelled as “No”. The percentages of teachers and 
principals who found common assessments useful are reported in Tables T-14A.3 and T-14A.4 respectively.

Table T-14a.3: Percentage of teachers who found common examinations for learners useful

Province Primary Secondary All Schools
 Percentage SE Percentage SE Percentage SE
EC 95,2 1,2 93,0 1,6 94,7 1,0
FS 72,0 3,2 84,8 1,9 76,9 2,1
GT 79,8 2,5 88,3 1,6 83,1 1,6
KZ 90,4 2,5 92,7 1,7 91,4 1,6
LP 94,3 1,3 95,1 1,0 94,7 0,8
MP 93,1 1,5 96,1 1,1 94,1 1,0
NC 85,7 2,6 87,4 2,3 86,2 1,9
NW 90,5 1,6 93,9 1,1 91,7 1,1
WC 60,6 3,6 81,8 1,9 66,8 2,6
Sa 88,0 0,8 91,9 0,6 89,4 0,5

Table T-14a.4: Percentage of principals who found common examinations for learners useful

Province Primary Secondary All Schools
 Percentage SE Percentage SE Percentage SE
EC 95,1 2,2 94,8 2,3 95,0 1,8
FS 81,3 5,3 88,8 4,0 84,5 3,5
GT 87,1 5,7 93,0 2,6 89,3 3,7
KZ 76,2 8,9 96,7 1,8 84,2 5,6
LP 93,3 3,3 95,5 2,2 94,3 2,0
MP 96,4 1,9 98,1 1,4 97,1 1,3
NC 92,6 2,8 95,1 2,3 93,4 2,0
NW 94,1 3,6 92,3 2,6 93,4 2,5
WC 77,9 8,0 85,6 4,4 80,6 5,4
Sa 88,4 2,5 94,7 ,9 90,7 1,6

Nationally 89,4% of teachers and 90,7% of principals found common assessments useful. In primary schools, 88,0% 
of teachers found common assessment useful, while in secondary schools the percentage was 91,9%. The vast 
majority of teachers in all provinces except the Western Cape tended to find common assessments useful. In Western 
Cape primary schools only 60,6% of teachers found them useful. The low percentage in the Western Cape schools is 
statistically significantly different from other provinces. The highest percentages were observed in the Eastern Cape 
and Mpumalanga.

The picture is similar for principals compared to that for teachers. In general, it may be said that both teachers and 
principals found common assessments useful.

Breakdowns by quintile of principal and teacher views respectively regarding the use of the national examination results 
are provided in Tables T-14A.5 and T-14A.6.
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Table T-14a.5: Principal views on the usefulness of national assessments for improving education in South 
Africa by quintile

quintile Results of national examination should be used to hold schools accountable for learner performance
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 18.6 59.0 17.7 4.7
2 22.3 48.5 21.6 7.7
3 22.0 50.2 24.0 3.7
4 17.5 47.5 28.1 6.8
5 9.0 54.4 28.4 8.2
Sa 19.5 53.1 21.7 5.7

 
Results of national examination should be used to hold individual teachers accountable for learner 

performance
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 18.8 57.2 18.7 5.3
2 21.0 47.6 24.3 7.1
3 20.9 47.5 28.1 3.5
4 14.4 45.9 30.7 9.1
5 7.6 48.2 34.8 9.4
Sa 18.6 50.9 24.4 6.0

 national examination results should be used to compare schools

 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 20.2 55.8 22.3 1.7
2 21.1 52.6 19.8 6.4
3 21.9 50.4 23.4 4.3
4 9.7 46.0 39.0 5.4
5 3.8 38.1 44.9 13.1
Sa 18.7 51.6 24.9 4.8

 
Results from national examinations would provide parents with useful information to select schools 

for their children

 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 21.9 57.1 18.8 2.2
2 26.5 52.9 17.5 3.2
3 21.6 52.6 23.2 2.6
4 14.5 49.8 31.1 4.6
5 7.2 60.2 24.6 7.9
Sa 21.3 54.7 20.7 3.2

Table T-14a.6: educator views on the usefulness of national assessments for improving education in South 
Africa by quintile

quintile Results of national examination should be used to hold schools accountable for learner performance
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 20.8 53.3 21.0 5.0
2 17.7 43.8 32.2 6.3
3 17.4 46.7 28.1 7.8
4 11.8 42.6 33.5 12.1
5 12.3 42.6 33.5 11.6
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Sa 17.5 47.3 27.9 7.3

 
Results of national examination should be used to hold individual teachers accountable for learner 

performance
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 18.3 43.3 29.3 9.1
2 16.9 37.1 36.3 9.7
3 15.0 39.8 33.9 11.3
4 8.7 33.6 41.5 16.3
5 7.8 32.3 43.5 16.3
Sa 15.2 38.9 34.7 11.2

 national examination results should be used to compare schools
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 21.6 53.8 19.7 4.9
2 21.4 47.6 25.4 5.6
3 18.2 49.4 27.7 4.7
4 11.7 40.3 34.9 13.0
5 8.7 39.5 40.3 11.6
Sa 18.5 48.5 26.5 6.5

 
Results from national examinations would provide parents with useful information to select schools for 

their children
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 26.9 52.9 16.3 3.9
2 24.7 51.6 20.1 3.6
3 19.0 56.8 21.1 3.1
4 14.6 52.8 25.1 7.5
5 11.9 52.0 28.2 7.9
Sa 21.8 53.4 20.4 4.4

Breakdowns by quintile of principal and teacher views respectively regarding the grades at which national examinations 
should be introduced are provided in Tables T-14A.7 and T-14A.8.

Table T-14A.7: Principal views of the grade at which national examinations should be introduced by quintile

quintile introducing a national examination in grade 9 is a good idea
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 41.8 47.0 10.1 1.1
2 38.7 46.4 12.2 2.8
3 36.7 55.1 6.7 1.5
4 29.6 51.3 16.6 2.5
5 22.7 53.8 18.5 5.0
Sa 37.4 49.5 11.0 2.1
 introducing a national examination in grade 6 is a good idea
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 36.6 48.4 13.9 1.1
2 32.4 47.1 16.1 4.4
3 30.1 52.9 15.5 1.6
4 22.1 52.2 23.0 2.7
5 17.2 42.2 33.6 7.0
Sa 31.4 48.8 17.1 2.7

 introducing a national examination in grade 3 is a good idea
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
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1 31.5 47.2 17.5 3.9
2 25.2 41.8 24.0 9.0
3 25.6 41.3 27.9 5.2
4 20.3 39.5 31.6 8.6
5 17.4 28.1 46.0 8.5
Sa 26.5 42.3 24.9 6.3

Table T-14A.8: Educator views of the grade at which national examinations should be introduced by quintile

quintile introducing a national examination in grade 9 is a good idea
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 44.3% 45.0% 9.0% 1.7%
2 39.2% 49.0% 9.3% 2.5%
3 34.6% 51.9% 12.0% 1.5%
4 28.3% 52.6% 15.2% 3.9%
5 28.5% 52.5% 15.9% 3.1%
Sa 37.7% 49.1% 11.1% 2.2%
 introducing a national examination in grade 6 is a good idea

 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 37.4% 42.8% 18.0% 1.9%
2 30.1% 45.6% 21.2% 3.1%
3 26.8% 50.5% 17.9% 4.8%
4 18.7% 47.7% 28.3% 5.3%
5 18.4% 45.5% 29.1% 6.9%
Sa 29.4% 46.0% 20.8% 3.7%

 introducing a national examination in grade 3 is a good idea
 Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 31.9% 38.1% 24.1% 5.8%
2 26.2% 37.8% 29.5% 6.5%
3 21.6% 39.9% 29.0% 9.5%
4 14.5% 39.0% 35.2% 11.2%
5 14.6% 34.1% 37.6% 13.7%
Sa 24.7% 38.1% 29.0% 8.2%

Breakdowns by school level (primary and secondary) of principal and teacher views respectively regarding the 
importance of national examination programmes for improving education in South Africa are provided in Tables T-14A.9 
and T-14A.10.

Table T-14a.9: Principal’s views (%) regarding the use of national examination results by school level

School level annual national assessment (ana)

 Very useful Useful Of some use Of no use
Irrelevant for my 

classes Unknown to me
Primary 22.7 43.3 17.1 13.8 2.7 .3
Secondary 24.3 29.8 16.4 22.9 4.0 2.6
All schools 23.1 39.6 16.9 16.3 3.1 .9
 Provincial assessments

 Very useful Useful Of some use Of no use
Irrelevant for my 

classes Unknown to me
Primary 32.4 50.1 12.8 3.4 .1 1.1
Secondary 43.8 42.6 9.7 2.4 .9 .6
All schools 35.5 48.0 12.0 3.1 .4 1.0
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 Trends in international Maths and Science Study (TiMSS)

 Very useful Useful Of some use Of no use
Irrelevant for my 

classes Unknown to me
Primary 23.1 34.9 9.4 3.5 5.5 23.6
Secondary 27.7 36.3 10.3 4.2 3.2 18.2
All schools 24.4 35.3 9.6 3.7 4.9 22.2
 Progress in international Reading literacy Study (PiRlS)

 Very useful Useful Of some use Of no use
Irrelevant for my 

classes Unknown to me
Primary 23.0 38.8 8.3 2.6 6.0 21.4
Secondary 24.8 35.5 12.6 3.5 4.1 19.5
All schools 23.4 37.9 9.4 2.8 5.5 20.9

 Southern african consortium for Monitoring education quality (SacMeq)

 Very useful Useful Of some use Of no use
Irrelevant for my 

classes Unknown to me
Primary 16.0 28.3 7.3 3.1 6.5 38.7
Secondary 16.7 29.9 9.5 2.8 4.9 36.1
All schools 16.2 28.8 7.9 3.0 6.1 38.0

Table T-14a.10: educator views (%) regarding the use of national examination results by school level

School level annual national assessment  (ana)

 Very useful Of some use Of no use Unknown to me
Irrelevant for my 

classes
Primary 42.0 33.4 15.5 2.7 6.3
Secondary 32.5 33.6 20.3 5.2 8.4
all schools 38.8 33.5 17.1 3.5 7.0

 Provincial assessments

 Very useful Of some use Of no use Unknown to me
Irrelevant for my 

classes
Primary 61.7 28.4 4.8 3.5 1.6
Secondary 65.0 28.0 3.1 2.4 1.6
all schools 62.8 28.2 4.2 3.1 1.6
 Trends in international Maths and Science Study (TiMSS)

 Very useful Of some use Of no use Unknown to me
Irrelevant for my 

classes
Primary 37.8 18.8 5.8 31.5 6.0
Secondary 41.4 20.9 4.4 26.1 7.3
all schools 39.0 19.5 5.3 29.7 6.4
 Progress in international Reading literacy Study (PiRlS)

 Very useful Of some use Of no use Unknown to me
Irrelevant for my 

classes
Primary 43.3 19.1 4.4 28.8 4.4
Secondary 42.8 22.5 4.4 24.9 5.5
all schools 43.1 20.3 4.4 27.5 4.7

 
SacMeq Southern african consortium for Monitoring education quality 

(SacMeq)  

 Very useful Of some use Of no use Unknown to me
Irrelevant for my 

classes
Primary 31.0 16.1 4.3 43.0 5.6
Secondary 32.1 19.1 3.9 40.4 4.5
all schools 31.3 17.1 4.2 42.1 5.2
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B. Teacher and principal views on the annual national assessments

Table T-14B.1 shows the percentage estimates with their standard errors and confidence intervals pertaining to teachers’ 
responses about the extent to which they found the ANA exemplars useful when preparing their learners for the ANA 
tests.

Table T-14b.1: Percentage of teachers who found ana exemplars useful in preparing their learners

Province estimate
Standard error 95% Confidence Interval

lower upper

eC no 3,8% 1,6% 1,6% 8,4%
yes, Some exemplars 50,8% 5,1% 40,9% 60,6%
yes, all exemplars 45,4% 5,0% 35,9% 55,3%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

fS no 6,4% 1,2% 4,4% 9,2%
yes, Some exemplars 38,3% 4,6% 29,9% 47,6%
yes, all exemplars 55,3% 5,0% 45,4% 64,7%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

gT no 9,5% 1,3% 7,2% 12,4%
yes, Some exemplars 38,1% 2,3% 33,7% 42,7%
yes, all exemplars 52,4% 2,4% 47,7% 57,0%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

kZ no 7,1% 1,1% 5,2% 9,6%
yes, Some exemplars 38,6% 2,8% 33,2% 44,2%
yes, all exemplars 54,4% 3,1% 48,3% 60,3%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

lP no 7,8% 1,2% 5,7% 10,6%
yes, Some exemplars 39,0% 3,3% 32,9% 45,6%
yes, all exemplars 53,2% 3,3% 46,8% 59,5%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

MP no 7,3% 1,5% 4,9% 10,8%
yes, Some exemplars 41,6% 2,8% 36,3% 47,2%
yes, all exemplars 51,1% 2,9% 45,5% 56,7%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

nc no 8,3% 3,1% 3,9% 16,8%
yes, Some exemplars 42,2% 4,5% 33,8% 51,1%
yes, all exemplars 49,5% 4,6% 40,6% 58,4%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

nw no 6,9% 1,7% 4,2% 10,9%
yes, Some exemplars 39,8% 3,1% 33,8% 46,1%
yes, all exemplars 53,4% 3,2% 47,1% 59,5%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

wc no 9,8% 1,2% 7,6% 12,5%
yes, Some exemplars 45,1% 3,1% 39,1% 51,2%
yes, all exemplars 45,1% 3,1% 39,1% 51,3%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

all no 7,1% ,5% 6,2% 8,2%
yes, Some exemplars 41,4% 1,4% 38,7% 44,2%
yes, all exemplars 51,4% 1,4% 48,6% 54,2%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Table T-14B.2 shows the percentage estimates with their standard errors and confidence intervals pertaining to teachers’ 
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responses about whether or not district or provincial officials had moderated the ANA tests.

Table T-14B.2: Percentage of teachers indicating whether or not district or provincial officials moderated the 
ana tests

Province estimate

Standard error

lower

95% Confidence Interval

upper
ec no 7,4% 2,1% 4,2% 12,8%

yes 92,6% 2,1% 87,2% 95,8%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

fS no 13,1% 2,2% 9,3% 18,0%
yes 86,9% 2,2% 82,0% 90,7%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

gT no 12,1% 1,5% 9,4% 15,4%
yes 87,9% 1,5% 84,6% 90,6%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

kZ no 15,9% 1,9% 12,5% 19,9%
yes 84,1% 1,9% 80,1% 87,5%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

lP no 16,6% 2,0% 13,0% 21,0%
yes 83,4% 2,0% 79,0% 87,0%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

MP no 11,9% 1,9% 8,6% 16,2%
yes 88,1% 1,9% 83,8% 91,4%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

nc no 9,2% 1,9% 6,1% 13,6%
yes 90,8% 1,9% 86,4% 93,9%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

nw no 14,5% 2,2% 10,7% 19,4%
yes 85,5% 2,2% 80,6% 89,3%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

wc no 23,8% 2,9% 18,6% 29,8%
yes 76,2% 2,9% 70,2% 81,4%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

all no 14,0% ,8% 12,5% 15,7%
yes 86,0% ,8% 84,3% 87,5%
Total 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 100,0%

C. grade R learners in dbe primary schools

All relevant tables appear in the main report.

D. use of Sa-SaMS 

All relevant tables appear in the main report.

E. incremental introduction of african languages

All relevant tables appear in the main report.

appendix a: Principal interview
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