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Executive Summary 

 
The Foundational Learning Technical Task Team of the Human Resources Development Council 

(HRDC) was set up to identify blockages in the schooling system and to propose measures that can 

be used to support the Department of Basic Education (DBE). The Task Team identified the following 

three leverage points which might resolve blockages in the system: 

i) Giving attention to the question of subject expertise required for entry into the teaching 

profession 

ii) Building a professional civil service  

iii) Focusing on how to improve delivery capacity which is vested in district level structures of the 

education system. 

This research focuses on the third leverage point, specifically on the capacity of districts to 

implement national policies and programmes. Its purpose is to establish the extent to which – and 

how quickly – districts are reorganising to meet the new district prototype enunciated in the DBE 

Guidelines for the Organisation, Roles and Responsibilities of the Education Districts. 

Four primary reasons for which district capacity is regarded as important are identified: 

 Education districts play a critical role in mediating between the system and the schools 

 Districts create an environment for schools to operate effectively 

 In South Africa, districts have historically received limited attention 

 Districts will not be effective without the required capacity. 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

A sample of three districts was selected for review, based on affluence as interpreted from data on 

the provision of infrastructure, water supply and sanitation, and on performance as interpreted from 

data on the 2012 Senior Certificate and Annual National Assessment (ANA) results. Quantitative data 

from DBE and from each sample district were used to provide a snapshot of the district in terms of its 

capacity and service delivery requirements. The qualitative data collection process took place during 

research visits that included a questionnaire completed by participants, as well as interview and 

focus group engagements with school circuit and district based staff, and followed a literature 

review.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Government legislation includes the DBE Guidelines for the Organisation, Roles and Responsibilities 

of the Education Districts which became policy in February 2013. The policy views districts as key to 

day-to-day delivery, with roles in planning, support, oversight and public engagement. The policy 

further provides guidelines on the optimal size and staffing for districts. The National Development 

Plan also recognises the role of the districts; however it is not clear if districts have the capacity to 

become key players in the education system improvement process.  Although the provincial 

education departments (PEDs) define school outcomes, districts are responsible for implementing all 

aspects of education operations, including curriculum, finances and resourcing. The roles and 

functions for education districts envisaged in the policy combine compliance regulation with 

facilitating education improvement. This is a tough task to manage, particularly in unequal and 

resource-challenged contexts. 
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A review of contextual literature reveals a thematic shift from a traditional district as regulator, 

emphasising compliance as a response to the conflicting voices of multiple uncoordinated directives 

and constituencies, to a new district playing a prominent role in transforming education in the 

pursuit of improving learner achievement towards excellence. Significant consensus is noted in 

regard to the primary functions of district leadership and administration. Researchers have identified 

multiple frameworks for describing the new district role, with striking similarities and a few notable 

differences both internationally and in South Africa. Districts must therefore change the environment 

within which they work, play a strong supporting role, act as gatekeepers and capacity builders and 

encourage schools to make their own decisions.   

 

Profiles of district capacity 

 

Sample districts reflect a cross section of urban, peri-urban and rural settlements. They were profiled 

against a definition of capacity combining human resources, institutional systems and procedures, 

and established cultures of learning and support. The numbers of districts in each of the three 

respective provinces are very different, with districts still far from meeting the national prototype. 

National policy sets the parameters for district size between 75 schools (or 5 circuits) and 300 

schools (or 10 circuits). Nationally, only about two-thirds of the districts are within these size 

parameters. The challenge to meet the norm is greatest in the largest, rural provinces: KwaZulu-

Natal, Eastern Cape and Limpopo, clearly reflecting unevenness of institutional capacity among the 

provinces. The effects of the new policy will be felt more in the larger provinces where the ratio of 

schools to districts will decrease substantially. Although the three districts are not statistically 

representative of districts nationally, the good performance of the largest district in terms of its 

number of schools suggests that there are more factors than just its size that determine the 

performance of a district. It is notable however that the performance of the primary schools is 

relatively similar in all three districts. 

 

All the sampled districts have challenges with school infrastructure on aspects such as security, flush 

toilets and adequate facilities.  Access to basic services such as water, electricity and sanitation is 

variable and differs across the district communities. None of the districts was able to categorise 

school types according to their functionality beyond use of the examination results (ANA and NSC), 

although many individual district officials have their own such systems for the schools with which 

they work. Such a practice would help make district management of schools more responsive and 

efficient. Schools are required to provide data to EMIS regularly but do not get to see the analysis. 

The ANAs are useful indicators of learner performance, but do not coincide with school curriculum 

processes and are therefore considered inaccurate by educators. The school-level feeling is that 

district interventions sometimes ignore contextual factors and the school itself. 

 

The culture of a district refers to the combination of leadership, management and organisational 

practices, and routine that promotes a school-and-learner-focused orientation and improved 

teaching and learning practices. In this regard, a disjuncture was identified between what is required 

by the district (and the policy) to perform effectively and the reality of the situation, although 

districts do perform a number of the support and organisational roles they are expected to. District 

offices have difficulties in interpreting their defined roles and responsibilities and poor lines of 

communication from PEDs complicate matters. The districts experience challenges in the way in 
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which they communicate with district staff and schools, and district capacity is lacking in both human 

resources and implementation of key strategic activities. There is room for improvement in the 

organisational routines that structure the work of the districts, as well in general leadership and 

management practices.  

 

All the districts have strategic and operational plans in place, but these are unrealistic given the 

scarcity of resources. The information that drives planning and decision-making processes seems to 

be inadequate, given that the schools themselves do not plan effectively and school data is not 

adequately analysed. There is no evidence to suggest that district planning is based directly on school 

needs and data. Instead, districts seem to be structured to respond to the needs of the PEDs, feeding 

information down to schools and educators. The feedback loop to PEDs that would ensure 

responsiveness of teaching and learning to school need has yet to be effectively established.  There is 

however some evidence of collaboration between schools and among educators from different 

schools, although this seems to be ad hoc and not coordinated at district level. 

 

Human resources  

On the whole, human resources capacity is a challenge in the districts. Many of the district positions 

are not filled and in the case of those that are filled, the incumbents are not always properly 

qualified to take on the role required. Vacancies and acting positions create a sense of instability that 

impacts on a district’s capacity to improve learning outcomes. District subject advisory services are 

severely understaffed. It would appear that districts prioritise the FET phase and Physical Science 

over other phases and subjects, and the ratio of Subject Advisors to GET phase schools in 

Mogalakwena and Cofimvaba presents an untenable situation. In these districts, individual GET 

Subject Advisors are respectively responsible for 175 and 247 schools.   

 

There appears to be a lack of understanding of the roles and responsibilities of different district staff, 

leading to confusion in the support and monitoring inputs made at school level. Confusion occurs not 

only on a practical level, with uncoordinated visits by different district staff, but also with repetition 

of programmes. Different directives tend to paralyse schools, making school support and monitoring 

inefficient and eroding confidence in the district.  

 

Material resources 

The district offices appear to lack the most basic resources they need to discharge their 

responsibilities, with availability of cars an issue, and lack of adequate communication facilities a 

significant shortfall. 

 

Curriculum and programme support 

All the districts have a number of strategies designed to improve the quality of teaching and learning, 

ranging from school improvement to literacy, maths and science development. What is not clear is 

the extent to which these strategies are developed in cooperation with schools. Struggling schools 

and Grade 12 support are prioritised at the cost of primary curriculum support. However, most of the 

subject advisors found it impossible to visit all the schools once in a year and possibly 30% or more of 

the schools were not visited at all. 
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A view from the schools 

Most educators and principals indicated that they received support from districts, but the nature and 

quality of the support varied considerably within districts. In particular, curriculum support lacks 

consistency; programmes are started and then discarded and educators are unable to keep track. All 

noted the need for counselling and social support services at the district level to assist with social 

challenges in schools. Suggestions for the improvement of district support almost universally focused 

on improving communication between districts and schools, better and more collaborative planning, 

more learning facilitators and more engagement on budgets. School principals and educators want 

to be able to contribute to discussions about planning, organisation and structure.  

 

KEY OBSERVATIONS  

The districts are certainly doing their best to carry out their mandates. However, the circumstances 

they find themselves in make it impossible for them to effectively deliver the new enterprise logic – 

ensuring improvement in the performance of learners in different circumstances. The state of the 

districts is characterised by: 

 A complement of qualified and experienced district officials, although it is not entirely clear how 

competent and committed they are;  

 District programmes and cultures that are province-driven, rather than responsive to school needs; 

 Weak support and monitoring of the schools, mainly due to under-resourcing and serious 

understaffing; 

 A lack of basic resources such as transport and communication facilities;  

 Absence of a culture of data utilisation for decision-making and improvement.  

Without well-configured and well-resourced districts, sustainable improvement of learning outcomes 

as envisaged by the National Development Plan and the Action Plan to 2014 will remain an illusion. 

Reform requires dedicated and sufficient capacity to drive it. Furthermore, capacity development will 

only be embedded once it is institutionalised in districts’ working practices and strategies. The 

challenge is to define not only the training or technical programmes required, but the structures, 

systems, practices, codes and processes that will sustain these initiatives in resource constrained 

contexts. Structures and practices do not become institutionalised until they are able to regulate 

behaviour to achieve outcomes. The challenge is how to create committed, capacitated districts that 

support improved learning outcomes in schools. 

 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The implementation of the district policy should focus on the internal dynamics of the districts 

such as programming, as well as funding and resources such as cars and staffing (both numbers 

and capacity) rather than just the size of the district.   

 While it is understood that undoing the ills of the past 17 years will take time, the material 

resourcing of the district with cars, communication and networking facilities should not be 

difficult and therefore should be addressed with immediate effect. 

 There is an urgent need to determine the quantity of resources (human capital, finances and time) 

needed for the country to meet the requirements of the new district prototype so as to inform 

targets and the pace of the transition. Perhaps the transition model should be properly trialled 

before a universal rollout. 
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 A campaign to fill vacant district positions and to confirm permanent appointments to those filled 

in an acting capacity must be undertaken, based on considerations that 

 Roles and responsibilities of different district staff must be clarified between districts and their 

schools, and clearly defined; 

 Profiles of ideal Subject Advisors, Institutional Development and Support officials and principals 

must be compiled; 

 Vacancies within district offices must be mapped against vacancies in the schools per district, to 

ensure that filling the district vacancies does not result in significant weakening of key capacity at 

schools; 

 Vacancies in district offices and schools must be advertised and filled by suitably competent 

individuals appointed without favouritism. Where suitably competent South African citizens are 

not available, recruitment should take advantage of suitably skilled, experienced and willing 

expatriates from other countries.  

 A strategy for equipping every district with the requisite material resources must be developed, 

prioritising transport and communications, including the following: 

 The current status per district must be ascertained, together with an estimate of costs entailed to 

remedy the shortfalls; 

 Time frames need to be long term and progressive, in alignment with the appointment of HR 

capacity, so that as suitable staff are appointed, the material resources are made available for 

them to fulfil their responsibilities.  

 

SECTION A: BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

1. Background  

1.1. The mandate of the technical team and the purpose of the review 

The Foundational Learning Technical Task Team, a task team of the Human Resources Development 

Council (HRDC), was set up to identify blockages in the schooling system and propose measures that 

can be used to support the Department of Basic Education (DBE). In the process of considering the 

challenges within the current schooling system in relation to foundational learning, the Task Team 

identified three leverage points which might resolve blockages in the system. The team developed a 

strategic approach for each of the identified leverage points in order to engage with key stakeholders 

and prepare a report for the HRDC with recommendations aimed at strengthening the schooling 

system before the end of 2013.  

 

The leverage points identified for this purpose were: 

iv) Giving attention to the question of subject expertise required for entry into the teaching 

profession, i.e., raising standards for entry into initial teacher training (ITE) and conducting 

research into the quality of ITE, in order to understand better the extent to which teachers are 

being adequately prepared to teach in South African classrooms. 

v) Building a professional civil service, commencing with proposing structures and standards for 

– and processes towards – filling key promotion posts.  

vi) Focusing on how to improve delivery capacity which is vested in district level structures of the 

education system. 
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This research focuses on the third leverage point, specifically on the capacity of districts to 

implement national policies and programmes.  

 

The Task Team appointed JET Education Services to provide research and technical assistance for the 

research process.  In this regard, JET was required to: 

 Prepare a sound design and methodology for the district research, including an implementation 

plan for visits to the districts and a set of instruments to be used by the Task Team members; 

 Organise the logistics of the visits; 

 Train the Task Team members in the use of the instruments with the aim of ensuring that valid 

and reliable data would be collected and recorded; 

 Verify information from the districts where necessary; 

 Prepare a report of the visits consolidating observations from the districts; 

 Finalise and present the report based on further inputs of the Task Team. 

1.2. The importance of reviewing district capacity 

The importance of reviewing district capacity, in the context of supporting foundational learning and 

implementing national policy, cannot be overemphasised. This section presents four primary reasons 

why it is important to review and revisit the capacity of the districts in South Africa. 

 

 Education districts play a critical role in mediating between the system and the schools 

Caldwell and Harris (2006) argue for the importance of designing effective local-level structures in 

education systems if students are to be at the centre of the education system and perform in all 

settings. They advise that education structures, particularly at local level, must be configured with a 

view to achieving student performance. Key to this advice is that resources at this level need to be 

aligned with the unique mix of learning needs that exist in a particular context or locale. Education 

districts play a critical role in mediating between schools and different layers of government 

(Anderson, 2003; Spillane, 2002).  This role includes ensuring delivery of quality education and 

improving learner performance and achievement (Anderson, 2003).  The districts are also vital 

institutional actors in education reforms (Rorrer, Skrla, and Scheurich, 2008) and a major source of 

capacity building for schools (Massell, 2000).   

 

 Districts create an environment for schools to operate effectively 

South African policy has allocated similar functions and responsibilities to education districts as those 

described above. The districts are the intermediaries between the national and provincial 

departments on the one hand and the schools on the other and district officials play a fundamental 

role of overseeing the implementation of policies developed by the DBE (Bantwini and Diko, 2011).  

Roberts (2001) argues that the primary function of the district includes five possible areas of 

operation: policy implementation, leading and managing change, creating an enabling environment 

for schools to operate effectively, intervening in failing schools, and offering administrative and 

professional services to schools and teachers.   

 

 In South Africa, districts have historically received limited attention 

Despite the critical role of districts, South African school improvement literature shows that districts 

and their officials receive limited attention (Chinsamy, 2002). It is for this reason that the 

Foundational Learning Technical Task Team of the HRDC was set up to identify blockages in the 

schooling system and propose measures that can be used to support the DBE. The neglect of district 
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offices and their officials, as Murphy and Hallinger (2001) and Massell (2000) caution, puts policy 

implementation at peril.  This research project on districts and their officials is intended to provide a 

crucial puzzle piece necessary to understand and achieve success within the education system. 

Closing the gap between policy formulation and implementation has been cited as crucial for 

educational success (Chinsamy, 2002; Jansen, 2002). 

 

 Districts will not be effective if they don’t have the required capacity 

The understanding of capacity used in this study is not limited to human resources, filled posts and 

adequate curriculum development skills. It includes also the institutional structures and systems 

which support effective performance at the district level, as well as appropriate working, leadership 

and management cultures. The International Institute for Education Planning (IIEP) (2006: 1) defines 

capacity as “the ability of individuals, organisations or systems to perform appropriate functions 

effectively, efficiently and sustainably”. Ker (2003) describes it as an organisation’s “ability or 

potential to perform, by successfully applying its skills and resources to accomplish its goals and 

satisfy its stakeholders’ expectations”.  Institutions are most likely to deliver if they have the 

appropriate organisational structures, systems and policies; a strong service culture and ethos; and 

the skills and knowledge to implement and to know what to implement (McLennan, 2009).  

 

1.3. The purpose of the district review  

The purpose of this research is to establish the extent to which – and how quickly – districts are 

reorganising to meet the new district prototype enunciated in the DBE’s Guidelines for the 

Organisation, Roles and Responsibilities of the Education Districts. 

 

Confirming this status will enable the Task Team to propose strategies and interventions that will 

improve the capacity of districts in order to improve the quality of foundational learning. The key 

questions addressed in the review are: 

 What is current capacity in the district? 

 What practices are being used to ensure the success of all learners within the district? 

 What are the relationships between district capacity and current levels of learner achievement 

and success? 

 What are the capacity needs of districts to deliver quality education for all learners? 

 

2. Research design 

Target districts 

Due to the resource constraints, in terms of time and finances, the Task Team sanctioned a sample of 

three districts for the review. In the context where there are 86 districts, hard choices had to be 

made regarding which districts would be included in the sample. For this reason, the Task Team 

agreed to use the criteria of affluence and performance to choose the three districts.  Data on the 

provision of infrastructure, water supply and sanitation was used to construct an affluence index; 

and 2012 Senior Certificate and ANA results were used to construct a performance index. It was also 

agreed that the sample districts would be selected from different provinces. As can be seen in Table 

1 below, a sample size of three districts was not sufficient to cover all the different categories of 

districts. 
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Table 1: District sampling frame 

 Poor performing Best performing 

Affluent districts Waterberg*, Limpopo Motheo, Free State 

Peri-urban None None 

Rural None Cofimvaba, Eastern Cape 

*while the sampling based on Waterberg, the research focused on Mokgalakwena 

 

The methodology for the review includes both qualitative and quantitative methods. The 

quantitative methods capture snapshots of district capacity, that is, human, organisational, structural 

and material resources available to the district. The qualitative method defines implementation 

dynamics at district level and the experience of the district staff in providing school monitoring and 

support to schools, as well as in responding to provincial directives, including planning and reporting 

requirements. 

  

Quantitative data from each sample district and DBE data were used to provide a snapshot of the 

district, in terms of its capacity as well as service delivery requirements. The qualitative data 

collection process took place during visits by the Task Team members, accompanied by researchers 

who provided technical assistance.  The visits took place after: 

 The sample districts had been identified and the necessary access and logistical arrangements 

had been negotiated; 

 The literature review had been completed; 

 the research instruments and research methodology had been developed; 

 The team of technical assistants had been trained; 

 Arrangements had been made with the district office to secure appointments with the district 

staff and a sample of school principals and teachers, as well as to provide access to 

documentation and other sources of information. 

 

The data collection was planned to take place over a two-day period per district. In two districts, 

Mokgalakwena and Motheo, the data collection ended up taking three days. The review team that 

visited each district was planned to comprise a minimum of two Task Team members and two 

technical assistants. The technical assistants and Task Team members who conducted the field visits 

are presented in Table 2 below. 

 

Table 2: Fieldwork Teams 

 Cofimvaba Motheo Mokgalakwena 

Task Team member Judith O’Connell  None  Hema Hariram 

Technical assistants Double-Hugh Marera 

Mpho Ramasodi 

Anne McLennan 

Mpho Ramasodi 

Godwin Khosa* 

Lesley Abrahams 

*Also a Task Team member 

 

During these visits the team conducted interviews with target respondents, reviewed project and 

programme plans, assessed processes and procedures used in the district, and sought out 

information on what works, what does not and how things can be improved, in order to establish 

what type and quality of capacity these districts require for them to meet their mandates. The 

instruments that were developed, piloted and adapted are provided in Appendix A.  
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As can be seen from Table 3, a total of 102 people were interviewed. Most (75.5%) of the 

interviewees are school-based officials (teachers and principals) and the remainder (25) are 

circuit/district-level officials.  

 
Table 3: Number interviewed per district 

 Individual interviews Focus Group Interviews  

  IDSO Subject 
Advisor 

EMIS Director High 
School 

Principals 

Primary 
School 

Principals 

High 
School 

Educators 

Primary 
School 

Educators 

Total 

Cofimvaba 4 5 1 1 10 10 10 10 51 
Motheo 2 2 1 1 5 0 3 2 16 
Mokgalakwena 4 2 1 1 7 10 5 5 35 
 Total 10 9 3 3 22 20 18 17 102 

Mokgalakwena is one district in the two-way subdivision of the Waterberg District Municipality. 

 
Section B, following, provides an overview of the literature and current research on district capacity. 
Section C contains a comparative report of the research across the three districts, with a final section 
highlighting the key findings and conclusions. 

 

SECTION B: LITERATURE REVIEW 

This section provides an overview of current policy, thinking and research on the role of districts and 

their required capacity to support and enhance learning in schools.  

 

1.  Government legislation 

The DBE developed Guidelines for the Organisation, Roles and Responsibilities of the Education 

Districts in February 2011. These Guidelines became policy in February 2013 in terms of the National 

Education Policy Act (300 of 2013)(NEPA). The policy views districts as key to the day-to-day delivery 

of education services (both administrative and professional) outlined in the national and provincial 

policies and programmes. The policy is an explicit attempt to respond to current inequality and 

uneven capacity by providing norms to guide the role of the districts, their scope in terms of 

authority, their resourcing, geographic coverage and the number of schools and circuits that should 

fall under their jurisdiction.  

 

Section 20 of the policy notes the following of districts: 

Subject to provincial plans, their task is to work collaboratively with principals and 
educators in schools, with the vital assistance of circuit offices, to improve educational 
access and retention, give management and professional support, and to help schools 
achieve excellence in learning and teaching. 

 

In relation to this, district offices have four mains roles: 1) planning (collecting and analysing data, 

school improvement and district plans); 2) support (implement policy, improve quality of learning, 

provide information, connectivity and professional development); 3) oversight and accountability 

(holding principals to account and accounting to PEDs); and 4) public engagement (keeping the public 

informed in the spirit of Batho Pele). The policy further provides guidelines on the optimal size and 

staffing for districts.  
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The National Development Plan also recognises the role of the districts, noting that:  

teaching in schools can be improved through targeted support by district offices. District 
offices should also ensure communication and information sharing between the education 
authorities and schools and also between schools (NDP 2011:303). 

This is perhaps an understatement of the central role that districts could potentially play in 

maintaining public education operations and improving learning outcomes. It is evident from the 

variety of research and proposals made during 20 years of democratic government that education 

districts are increasingly seen as critical hubs for education improvement. However, it is not clear if 

districts as currently configured, or as per DBE policy, have the capacity to become key players in the 

education system improvement process.   

 

The district level is a complex tier of the education system in South Africa. Districts are mini-

departments of education on their own since they are expected to implement all policies and 

programmes adopted at national and provincial levels. Although the PEDs define school outcomes, 

districts are responsible for implementing all aspects of education operations, including curriculum, 

finances and resourcing. The roles and functions for education districts envisaged in the policy 

combine compliance regulation with facilitating education improvement. This is a tough task to 

manage, particularly in unequal and resourced-challenged contexts. However, the functions echo 

research studies which suggest that education districts have a critical role in ensuring quality learning 

and teaching. 

2.  Studies of education districts 

Numerous studies cite the potential for the district office to impede and/or stymie transformation 

focused on the delivery of quality education at school level, due to excess rigidity, over-

bureaucratisation of work processes, internal politics, weak capacity and other factors that distance 

the district from providing the much-needed support, assistance and effective collaboration with 

schools, teachers and principals.  What then is the role of the district in education transformation, 

especially given the low level of learner achievement in both international and national assessments?  

Several clear themes emerge from the review of literature, nationally and internationally, and can be 

used to galvanise the efforts of the Task Team.   

 

Research (Muller 2004: ii) suggests that effective districts: 

 Have a clear and transparent focus on learner achievement as the bottom line; 

 Place strong emphasis on instructional support and coherence; 

 Use data well for schools needing improvement and target assistance; 

 Optimise human and financial resources; 

 Seek a delicate balance between compliance and excellence, and control and autonomy; 

 Practise effective community involvement, beyond just the parents/guardians of learners. 

 

The strong focus on learning outcomes implies a shift from the traditional district to a new district.  

The traditional district as regulator conjures an image of a moribund office, staffed by well-intended 

functionaries who issue a plethora of uncoordinated and often contradictory directives, and preside 

over resource allocation, staffing and other critical decisions which capture the stereotypical 

rhetoric.  Furthermore, the combination of a highly politicised environment, clamour for rapid 

change, multiple constituencies with often conflicting voices and interests, and longstanding 
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organisational mores, attitudes, behaviours and relationships can often lead to more inertia and 

frustration than progress. 

 

Many districts have historically not been well suited to play a significant role in raising learner 

achievement (Chubb and Moe, 1990), hence the lack of focus on the district in the education 

literature, with perhaps the exception of the role of the district director in isolation (Fullan 1991, 

Galvin 2000, Joftus 2002).  The conflicting voices of multiple constituencies, as noted above, as well 

as crisis management, national and provincial mandates and the myriad of other demands on the 

district have contributed to the difficulty faced by many in leading transformation. The frustration 

inherent in this role has shaped how district staff view their ability to contribute, and over time, has 

driven an orientation and mentality for compliance rather than transformation and excellence.  The 

combined pressure often results in an inclination to take the actions that are the easiest to 

implement, but may have minimal sustained impact (Hess, 2002).  There is a tendency among 

districts to employ short-term bureaucratic remedies to solve longstanding problems (Ouchi, Cooper 

et al, 2003). 

 

Fortunately, there is a strong emerging literature about the new district and the prominent role it 

can play to transform education. Especially notable is the large degree of consensus regarding the 

primary functions of district leadership and administration.  Districts must therefore change the 

environment within which they work, play a strong supporting role, act as gatekeepers and capacity 

builders and encourage schools to make their own decisions (Massell, 2000).  Researchers have 

identified multiple frameworks for describing the new district role.  These have some striking 

similarities, and a few notable differences.  According to the research of Steineger and Sherman 

(2001), the roles of the district are to: 

 Set expectations with schools about performance and targets; 

 Support schools with the time and resources to meet those expectations and targets; 

 Establish clear accountability mechanisms; 

 Focus staff and resources to improve poor performing schools; 

 Create special teams or units to provide technical assistance; 

 Provide coaches and mentoring support to design and deliver professional development for 

teachers; 

 Team staff from high-performing schools with low-performing schools for peer mentoring; 

 Create intervention capacity in four areas: school organisation and management; culture and 

climate; curriculum and instruction; and parental involvement. 

 

From the well-known work of Togneri and Anderson (2003), Beyond Islands of Excellence, the 

following are highlighted as important factors to be considered in driving education improvement: 

 Having the courage to acknowledge poor performance and the will to seek effective solutions; 

 Basing decisions on data and using multiple measures to assess performance; 

 Recognising that there will be no quick fixes. 

Similar research has been produced from South Africa. According to Prew (2012), district offices 

should be about listening to school needs and using data to help schools improve their performance, 

as reflected in the (draft) national policy on the organisation, roles and responsibilities of education 

districts (released in 2012). Prew (2012) emphasises that the effectiveness of this sub-structure of 

government lies in its key role in creating conditions in which learners can access quality education 

and teachers can access support in delivering that quality education. 
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Fleish (2002) posits that the district office should be the major point of contact between schools and 

government and should therefore sustain and expand the scale in school improvement.  He argues 

for a more inward development first, which includes capacity building of the district system such as 

district-level education, management development, upgrading of district-level management and 

administrative services, circuit-level education management development, school governing body 

training, school-level management training and professional development (as cited in KZN, 2002).  

Fleish (2002) reminds us of the numerous district projects, strategies and interventions that have 

been undertaken since 1994. These include: 

 SEED – Systemic Enhancement for Education Development, which focused on a learning 

organisational model; 

 DDSP – District Development Support Programme, which intended to build strong partnerships 

using data; 

 DIP – District Improvement Programme, which earmarked teacher development in the 

Brakpan/Benoni district; 

 QLP – Quality Learning Project, which focused on systemic changes in all nine provinces; 

 SQIP – School Quality Improvement Project, which focused on school audits; 

 Delta Foundation District Initiative, aimed at developing a district model for the Eastern Cape 

education department; 

 SSDP – Soshanguve School Development Plan, which was aimed at following a backward 

mapping, bottom-up approach to district development. 

 

Fleish (2002) concludes with the following proposals. 

 District offices ought to ensure that their development is designed to solve challenges. 

 District initiative projects should be thoroughly aligned, coherent, and should take into account 

internal and external, as well as vertical and horizontal approaches. 

 To grow a range of district development models in which special attention ought to be paid to the 

fit between context and model. 

 Deep government partnerships are important to address the problems associated with 

externally-driven initiatives. 

 District improvement is also dependent on the efficient use of data available. 

 Tools of pressure and support should be combined to focus on change. 

 Accountability measures should be used sensibly as tools of change. 

 Capacity building requires a theory of learning and change. 

 The external service providers’ sector needs strengthening. 

 

According to Roberts (2009), the district’s potential to be a force for change is linked to its proximity 

to schools, allowing it to be responsive to local needs, yet able to introduce changes linked to 

system-wide reform efforts.  Similarly, Mphahlele (1999) refers to districts as administrative and 

managerial units within the education system that are located closest to the schools, forming an 

intermediate layer between individual schools and larger components of the education system, such 

as regional and provincial bodies.   

 

Narsee (2006, 178) found that schools experience district intervention “more as pressure than as 

support” and that district officials spend most of their time on “monitoring and policy compliance 

activities, rather than school development activities derived from the problems of schools 

themselves”.  McKinney’s (2009) review of South African research on school districts came to the 
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same conclusions as Mphahlele (1999) and Narsee (2006), arguing that district problems could be 

classified into six areas: 

 Ongoing reorganising with its accompanying disruption; 

 Inadequate human and material resources capacity that includes inadequate and inappropriate 

staffing, inadequate information and communication technology and understanding and 

inadequate and unreliable transport; 

 Inadequate management and administrative systems, including little sense of mission, absence of 

job descriptions and poor, if any, management information systems; 

 Lack of alignment between school district offices and provincial offices, such that the provincial 

offices dominate, which creates conflicting demands for districts; 

 Lack of decision-making authority related to issues such as staff appointments, staff discipline, 

procurement, maintenance and infrastructure; 

 Lack of a budget for training, service provision and discretionary spending. 

  

The literature suggests that education districts need to combine administrative and governance 

responsibility, as an interlocutor between schools and provincial departments, with a strong focus on 

supporting schools and educators to improve learning. Other lessons are that: 

 Bureaucratic, compliance-focused approaches are less successful than school-driven and school 

needs-based approaches. The latter should include paying as much attention to learners as to 

educators’ abilities to implement curriculum policy effectively. In this regard, schools should be 

seen as a unit of change in facilitating improved learning quality. 

 Districts are political and organisational institutions. District personnel should assist schools to 

interpret and mediate school responses to policies, rather than expecting blind compliance 

without contextualisation. 

 A more curriculum-and-instruction-driven approach is needed, which includes consistency in 

curriculum content, curriculum delivery and curriculum materials between and within schools; 

aligning the curriculum, teaching and learning materials and assessment; investing in resources 

to develop capacity to assess the performance of learners, teachers and schools; more effort in 

lowest performing schools and classrooms where mostly poverty-stricken learners are located; 

and establishing support units to provide developmental assistance to teachers and schools. The 

quality of learning is highly dependent on the quality of instruction at school and classroom level. 

 

Richard Elmore (2010) notes the following with regard to organisational reform: 

 I used to think that policy was the solution, and now I think that policy is the problem; 

 I used to think that people’s beliefs determined their practice, but now I think that people’s 

practices determine their beliefs; 

 I used to think that public institutions embodied the collective values of society, but now I think 

that they embody the interest of the people who work in them. 

These shifts in thinking are crucial in relation to the four research questions of this district study, 

since they challenge the researchers to ask different questions in order to  obtain real and relevant 

responses.  For example, if we continue to assume that policies or the implementation of policies will 

solve our educational achievement problems, then our focus will not be on the implementation and 

the impact of the policies, but rather on compliance (adherence to the minimum requirements) to 

policies. 
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SECTION C: PROFILES OF DISTRICT CAPACITY 

This section reports the research findings, starting with basic district data and statistics. The 

assumption underpinning the review of the three identified districts is the definition of capacity as 

combining human resources, institutional systems and procedures and established cultures of 

learning and support. The assessment of capacities therefore attempts to explore the extent to 

which districts are able to perform the broad roles and functions identified in the policy in their 

differing socio-economic and schools contexts.   

1. Assessment framework 

 

An assessment framework was developed from the literature review. The framework is made up of 

four constructs used to determine the capacity of the districts. The constructs are presented in Box 1 

below. 

 

 

Box 1: Constructs used to assess the capacity of the districts 

 

1. The district’s culture in terms of the norms, behaviours and practices of a district that ensure 

staff and learners are connected and valued: The district’s processes to promote a learning school 

culture result in clear, operational procedures that are integrated into daily practice in its 

neediest schools. The values that support the learning and success of learners are evident 

throughout the schools. 

2. The district’s structure as the functionality of the relationship between the district’s office staff 

and schools in planning, monitoring and decision making regarding district programmes and the 

use of resources for improved learner achievement: The district’s planning, monitoring and 

decision-making processes include an ongoing review of how effectively district staff and schools 

collaborate, assess programmes, use resources and how these practices impact on learner 

achievement in schools. 

3. The district’s human resources in terms of the roles, functions, skills and numbers of district 

staff required to ensure that the district has effective, collaborative relationships that reflect the 

needs of the district, schools and stakeholders: Roles and functions are clearly defined, resources 

are allocated and educators are supported and engaged. The district sets expectations, 

decentralises responsibilities and support to schools, and serves as a change agent enabling 

schools to improve.  

4. The district’s curriculum and instruction as the ability to have a district-wide picture of what is 

taught in all grades and in all subject areas, including the core content, grade-level benchmarks, 

instructional strategies and assessment requirements: The programmes provide curriculum and 

instructional transitions between grades and disciplines within and among all schools in the 

district. With the help of schools, the district provides support to teachers and principals to 

implement the curriculum and instructional programmes. 

 

The instruments developed to assess district capacity focused on interviews with the district director 

(DD), subject advisors (SA), institutional development specialists (IDS), primary and secondary 

educators and principals. Participants also completed a questionnaire.  In addition, the districts were 

asked to complete a district profile which would demonstrate the extent to which they had sufficient 
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information on their districts, schools and learners. The results combine all of these findings under 

the capacity areas identified as culture, structure, human resources and curriculum. 

2. District profiles 

The districts were selected as reasonably successful districts given the socio-economic context and 

conditions that prevail. Detailed district profiles are provided in Appendices B, C and D and a 

summary is provided in Table 4. The selected districts reflect a cross section of urban, peri-urban and 

rural settlements. Cofimvaba is the poorest district of the three with a poverty index of 0.82 

compared to Mokgalakwena and Motheo with indices of 0.55 and 0.36 respectively. It is also largely 

a rural area with some informal settlements, while Motheo is urban and Mokgalakwena is mostly 

urban with commercial farmlands. Cofimvaba is one of 23 education districts in the Eastern Cape, 

Motheo is one of five districts in the Free State and Mokgalakwena is one of 10 newly-demarcated 

districts in Limpopo. 

 

The numbers of districts in each of the three respective provinces are very different, which shows that 

districts are still far from meeting the national prototype. 

 

As per Table 4, Motheo has the largest number of schools in the province (324) of which 50% are 

more than 50 kilometres (km) from the district office. In the Mokgalakwena, 72% of schools are more 

than 50km away. This makes access to schools difficult for subject advisors (SAs) and other district 

staff,  unless appropriate transport and resources are available.  

 

In terms of per capita monthly income, in Motheo and Mokgalakwena this is more than R2 000 while 

in Cofimvaba it is only R716. An average of 14% of all the district communities has no income. 

Motheo has the greatest number of orphans in its schools. All the districts have challenges with 

school infrastructure (on aspects such as security, flush toilets and adequate facilities).  Access to 

basic services such as water, electricity and sanitation differs across the district communities. While 

access to electricity is generally good, access to water and sanitation is limited.  

 

Table 4: Basic data and indicators for the districts 

Indicators Motheo Cofimvaba Mokgalakwena 

Schools 324 280 179 

Number of schools further than 50km from DO 162 (50%) 10 (4%) 126 (72%) 

Learners 190 255 56 953 77 479 

Educators 6 971 2 396 2 515 

Classrooms 5 648 2 546   2 028 

Matric pass rate 2012 80% 73% 70% 

Learner: educator ratio 27 24 31 

Failing schools 2 6 9 

ANA (maths/language) Grade 3 2012  
(% of learners achieving 50% or more) 

43/64 40/63 24/43 

ANA (maths/language) Grade 6 2012  
(% of learners achieving 50% or more) 

12/60 7/11 6/44 

ANA (maths/language) Grade 9 2012  
(% of learners achieving 50% or more) 

6/53 3.3/18 1.7/28 

Settlement Type Urban and informal Rural and informal Urban, farm, rural 

Functional literacy 85% 64% 80% 

Monthly income per capita R2 753 R716 R2 682 

Household access to electricity 91% 61% 82% 

Overall poverty index 0.36 0.82 0.47 
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Total orphans 8 010 (4.3%) 2 487 (4%) 1 515 (2.1%) 

No income 11% 15% 13% 

Inadequate sanitation 20% 76% 27% 

 

Although Motheo is the largest district, in terms of the number of schools and learners – with almost 

two and a half to three times the learners in the other two districts, its 2012 matric pass rate was 

10% and 7% higher than that in the other two districts, respectively.  It is notable that the 

performance of the primary schools is relatively similar in all three districts. The only indicator that 

was significantly better in Motheo compared to the other two districts is the overall poverty index.  

 

Although the three districts are not statistically representative of districts nationally, the good 

performance of Motheo suggests that there are more factors that determine the performance of a 

district than just its size. 

 

In most cases, the three districts were unable to complete the District Capacity Data Survey 

Instrument (Appendix A). While most were able to provide school demographic data (Section A) 

drawing from the Education Management Information System (EMIS), only Mokagalakwena 

attempted to complete the sections that seek to collect information on the structure and the human 

resources capacity in the district. None of the districts was able to categorise school types according 

to their functionality although many SAs and EMDOs have their own systems for the schools with 

which they work.  

 

District officials generally do not classify their schools, although such a practice would help make 

their management of schools more responsive and efficient. The only classification used is the 

examination results (ANA and NSC). 

 

It is worth noting that only Motheo has a significant number of quintiles 4 and 5 schools, given its 

location in Bloemfontein, including Botshabelo and Mangaung. Cofimvaba has no schools in quintiles 

4 and 5 as it is the poorest district, while Mokgalakwena has only nine or 5.7% of its schools in this 

category. This demonstrates the enormous diversity of districts. This is precisely why the district 

policy in the NEPA notes, in section 18, that it cannot address deep-seated inequalities in districts or 

ensure that schools function to provide opportunities for all learners. The high number of quintile 4 

and 5 schools may explain why Motheo performs much better at NSC level. 

 

Table 5: Schools in Quintiles 

Quintiles 1 2 3 4 5 (blank) Total 

COFIMVABA 146 108 23   5 282 

MOTHEO 109 53 57 42 39 27 327 

Mokgakakwena 61 77 17 1 8 21 185 

 

2.1 District cultures 

The culture of a district refers to the combination of leadership, management and organisational 

practices and routine that promotes a school-and-learner-focused orientation and improved 

teaching and learning practices. In this regard, in an ideal setting, effective district offices would 
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contribute significantly to teaching and learning outcomes by combining support and oversight. 

However, District Directors (DD) identified a disjuncture between what was required by the district 

(and the policy) to perform effectively and the reality of the situation. District offices have difficulties 

in interpreting their defined roles and responsibilities and poor lines of communication from PEDs 

complicate matters.  

 

 

Box 2: Functional districts according to district directors 

 

 Should be organised, coordinated and collaborative.  

 Should disseminate information and documentation in a timely way. 

 Analyse the specific needs and requirements of schools with schools.  

 Should support staff.  

 Operate as interlocutors between the PED and schools in the district. 

 Have a good understanding of the schools that fall under them. 

 Have to know, understand and engage with the local community, to ensure that effective learning 

takes place in schools.  

 Limit the extent of consultation in favour of quick decision-making. 

 Ensure effective management of the district’s financial, IT, infrastructural and human resources.   

 

 

While all the districts were more or less ready for the visits from the Task Team, there was clearly 

uneven capacity in the districts in terms of communicating with the various stakeholders and 

organising the interview process. This suggests that the districts still experience challenges in the way 

in which they communicate with district staff and schools. In almost all cases, a miscommunication or 

change of programme resulted in frustrations to the review team. It seems that often the district and 

schools work in silos and that district capacity is lacking in both human resources and 

implementation of key strategic activities.  All the DDs were aware of the new district guidelines and 

some information has filtered down to district staff, but unevenly. Most SAs and IDSOs had heard 

about the policy.  

 

Many educators, principals and some district staff noted challenges with educator unions and the 

South African Democratic Teachers Union (SADTU) in particular. The majority indicated that SADTU’s 

work-to-rule labour action that occurred just before the data collection visits and labour disputes 

have had a negative effect on learning and teaching. All the districts and stakeholders indicated that 

there is room for improvement in the organisational routines which structure the work of the 

districts, as well in the general leadership and management practices. However, many noted also 

that districts do perform a number of the support and organisational roles they are expected to 

provide. For example, Motheo principals and educators indicated that they receive vital support from 

EMDOs and SAs and that this support only fails when resources are limited. Principals noted 

“commendable support that enabled schools to turn around”. Key district services include advice and 

coordination on curriculum, monitoring and evaluation, planning and institutional management and 

governance. 

 

All the districts have strategic and operational plans in place, in compliance with broader public 

administration processes and report accordingly. However, the strategic and operational plans are 
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simply a matter of bureaucratic compliance – they are unrealistic given the scarcity of resources. The 

number of school visits and the extent of monitoring are inadequate due to limited resources. 

Schools are required to provide data to EMIS regularly but they do not get to see the analysis. The 

Annual National Assessments (ANA) are useful indicators of learner performance, but do not coincide 

with school curriculum processes and are therefore considered inaccurate by educators. The school-

level staff expressed a feeling that while districts use this data to push performance, “zooming in” in 

teams, these interventions sometimes ignore contextual factors and the school itself. “Generic 

approaches seem to be applied in all contexts and this does not always work.” (Principal).  

2.2 District structures  

The structure of the district points to the way in which the district is organised: its basic 

organisational structure and how the district operates in terms of planning, monitoring and decision 

making. The structure of the district should help answer the question of whether the district’s 

organisation enables it to be responsive to the needs and challenges of schools, principals, educators 

and learners.  

 

Variations in the organisation of districts  

While all the provinces have districts, the districts are of different sizes. National policy for districts 

sets the parameters for district size between 75 schools (or 5 circuits) and 300 schools (or 10 

circuits). Motheo, with 324 schools, exceeds the parameters by 24 schools, while Mokgalakwena 

(179) and Cofimvaba (280) are well within the parameters.  Nationally, only 62.8% of the districts are 

within the size parameters set in the district policy. Thirty-one districts have more than 300 schools. 

These 31 districts are responsible for a total of 15 409 schools. 

 

Table 6: Number of districts meeting the national parameters on district sizes 

  EC FS GP LP MP NW KZN NC WC Total % 

Above 7 2 0 4 4 3 11 0 0 31 36.0 

Within 
range 

16 3 14 6 0 1 1 5 8 54 62.8 

Below 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.2 

  23 5 15 10 4 4 12 5 8 86   

 

Table 7, which presents a snapshot of the current and new district configurations and respective 

ratios of schools per district, including newly proclaimed districts, shows that four provinces do not 

have to change their district numbers. These are Mpumalanga and the Northern Cape which are 

small provinces in terms of school numbers, and the Western Cape and Gauteng,  both urban 

provinces. The North West and Free State provinces, medium size and middle performers, have to 

add only two districts in order to meet the norm. The challenge to meet the norm is greatest in the 

largest, rural provinces: KwaZulu-Natal, Eastern Cape and Limpopo. These patterns clearly reflect the 

unevenness of the institutional capacity among the provinces and perhaps point to incompleteness 

of the equity project initiated post-1994, particularly in the rural districts, two of which have 

experienced serious administration constraints.  
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Table 7: Current and projected numbers and ratios of districts1 

  Provincial  
Size  

Current  

configuration2 

New  

configuration 

Change current 
ratio 

New 
ratio 

Kwazulu-Natal 6189 12 25 13 515 231 

Eastern Cape 5769 23 29 6 251 199 

Limpopo 4095 10 17 7 484 242 

Gauteng 2679 15 15 0 167 167 

Mpumalanga 1935 4 5 1 117 117 

North West 1665 4 6 2 413 275 

Western Cape 1653 8 8 0 208 208 

Free State 1427 5 7 2 484 242 

Northern Cape 584 5 5 0 117 117 

            

TOTAL 25 996 86 117 31 306.2 200 

 

The information in Table 7 also indicates that the overall ratio of schools to districts will drop from 

306 to 200 if the new policy is implemented. The effects of the new policy will be felt more in the 

larger provinces where the ratio of schools to districts will decrease by almost 50%, from 417 schools 

per district to 224. 

 

Motheo, Mokgalakwena and Cofimvaba are organised into sub-units (either circuits or groups of 

schools falling under a School Management and Governance Director (SMGD)) that range from 17 to 

36 schools. The average distance from the district office to schools ranges from 25.8km in Cofimvaba 

and 45.4km in Mokgalakwena. Table 8, which disaggregates distances between schools and the 

district offices, indicates the complexity of the geography of districts.  For instance, while Cofimvaba 

appears contained, the other two districts have schools spread out over a much larger geographic 

area.  

 

Table 8: School distances from the district 

 Circuits Average kms 

from schools to 

district offices 

Schools 25-

50 km 

away 

Schools more than 50km 

away 

Cofimvaba 11 (25 schools 

each) 

25.8 130 (48%) 10 (4%) 

Mokgalakwena 9 ( 19 schools 

each) 

43.7  62 (23%)  119 (45%) 

Motheo 17 (per SMDG) 45.4 31 (10%) 162 (50%) 

 

                                                           
1 This table was constructed by applying the proposed district regulations on each district. 
2 including newly proclaimed demarcations but not yet implemented. 
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There are also variations in terms of the levels and capacity available to coordinate and manage 

activities below the level of the district offices, as outlined in Box 3 below. 

 

Box 3: Variations in the structure of circuits 

 

 Cofimvaba and Mokgalakwena are divided into circuits, while Motheo has dedicated School 

Management and Governance officials responsible for groups of schools instead.  

 A unique feature in Limpopo is that circuits have Deputy Managers for Governance. These officials 

work under the Circuit Managers and assist them to manage school functionality. 

 Limpopo took a decision to increase the number of Subject Advisors significantly in 2007 and to 

allocate them to the circuit level with a view to increasing the quality and frequency of support. 

The project did not succeed because of the shortage of expertise to fill the new positions.  

Currently, the Subject Advisors are being allocated and managed from the district level. 

 The Circuit Managers’ posts in Limpopo are at a higher level, Chief Education Specialist level, 

compared to other provinces as Circuit Managers were expected to manage Subject Advisors and 

Deputy Managers for Governance. It appears that since the decentralised system of Subject 

Advisors is not working well, the Limpopo Department of Education is spending more on Circuit 

Managers. This situation may be difficult to reverse. 

 There is evidence of provinces making arrangements to align their districts to the new guidelines. 

Mokgalakwena in Limpopo, for instance, is a break off from the Waterberg district. 

 

 

Districts are structured in a hierarchical manner, with District Directors (DDs) at the top, and Circuit 

Managers (CMs), Institutional Development and Support officials (IDSOs) and others reporting 

upwards from schools. Decision making usually takes place through a management committee 

comprised of senior managers. The configuration of the districts seem to be feasible, in that it 

provides a clear chain of control and there is space for coordination and consultation in the 

management committees. However, the information that drives planning and the decision-making 

processes seems to be inadequate, given that the schools themselves do not plan effectively  and 

school data is not adequately analysed. There is no evidence to suggest that district planning is based 

directly on schools’ needs and data. Instead, districts seem to be structured to respond to the needs 

of the provincial education departments (PEDs), feeding information down to schools and educators. 

The feedback loop up to PEDs that would ensure responsiveness of teaching and learning to needs in 

the schools has yet to be effectively established.  However, there is some evidence of collaboration 

between schools and among educators from different schools, although this seems to be ad hoc and 

not coordinated at district level. 

 

 2.3 Human Resources 

The district’s human resources relate to defined roles, functions, skills and numbers of district staff. 

Does the district have enough subject advisors (SAs), education management development officers 

(EMDOs) and other staff to provide oversight, monitor and be responsive to the needs and 

challenges of schools and communities?  

 

A striking feature of the district offices visited is that they are staffed with officials with relatively 

long service in the system. Most of the district staff have 15 to 20 years’ experience. 
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However, on the whole, human resources capacity is a challenge in the districts, with vacancies 

across the board and under-qualified educators and SAs. Many of the district positions are not filled 

and in the case of those that are filled, the incumbents are not always properly qualified to take on 

the role required. Vacancies and acting positions create a sense of instability that impacts on a 

district’s capacity to improve learning outcomes. District officials are unable to envision and 

confidently drive district strategy as they are uncertain of the length of time they will be in a 

particular post. Instead of focusing on district effectiveness, officials tend to hold on to their 

positions.  

 

Central to the ability of the district to drive learning improvement is the staffing and quality of the 

subject advisors. While the review was not able to establish the quality of the subject advisors, it 

unveiled that the district subject advisory services are severely understaffed. 

 

Table 9: Number subject advisor in according to subjects and phases 

DISTRICT FET  

GET Phase (Intermediate and 

Senior Phase) Foundation Phase 

 

 

English Maths 

Maths 

Literacy 

Physical 

Science Maths English 

Science & 

Tech Literacy Numeracy 

 

MOGALAKWENA N =101 N = 175 N = 175 
 

Number of SAs 
6 2 2 3 1 1 3 0 5 23 

Ratio of SAs to 

schools 
17 51 51 34 175 175 58 0 35  

MOTHEO  N = 67 N = 240 N = 240 
 

Number of SAs 2 2 2 2 3 4 6 5 5 31 

Ratio of SAs to 

schools 
34 34 34 34 80 60 40 48 48 

 

COFIMVABA N =32 N =247 N = 247 
 

Number of SAs 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 8 

Ratio of SAs to 

schools 
32 32 32 32 247 247 247 247 0 

 

 

Table 9 depicts the following patterns in respect of the staffing of the subject advisory services- 

 Mokgalakwena and Cofimvaba, respectively, do not have Subject Advisors in Literacy and 

Numeracy in the Foundation Phase. 

 Mokgalakwena and Motheo have three to four times more Subject Advisors than Cofimvaba. 

 Motheo has a more workable ratio of Subject Advisors to schools compared to Mokgalakwena and 

Cofimvaba. The difference in the ratio of Subject Advisors may explain why Motheo performs 

much better than the other two districts even though it is made up of a larger number of schools 

spread over a much bigger geographic area. 
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 In the FET phase and in Physical Science in GET, the higher ratio of Subject Advisors to schools 

may imply that districts prioritise the FET phase and Physical Science over other phases and 

subjects.  

 The ratio of Subject Advisors to GET phase schools in Mogalakwena and Cofimvaba presents an 

untenable situation. In these districts, individual GET Subject Advisors are respectively 

responsible for 175 and 247 schools, whereas in Motheo there is a much better ratio in maths, for 

example, of one Subject Advisor to 80 schools and in English, one Subject Advisor to 60 schools.  

 

Table 10 shows that there is high vacancy rate for principals in Mokgalakwena (25.6%) compared to 

the other two districts. While there are many factors that influence the retention and recruitment of 

staff, the vacancy rate in schools may be an indicator of the effectiveness of the district (and the 

provincial) system which plans for and facilitates staff appointments.  

 

Table 10: School vacancy rates - Principals 

 Principals 

Cofimvaba (280) 6 (2.1%) 

Mokgalakwena (179) 7 (25.6%) 

Motheo (324) 4 (1.2%) 

 

Interviewees across the three districts defined the ideal subject advisor as:  

 Competent and confident in delivering support to educators in his/her particular subject area(s);  

 A specialist in his/her area(s) of expertise (with a minimum of 3 years senior management 

experience);   

 Able to facilitate the growth of educators and support them in developing their subject content 

knowledge;   

 An expert able to lead from the front and develop educators effectively;  

 A catalyst for excellence in teaching and learning;  

 An individual who manages resources well and delivers specific training to his/her constituents 

on a regular basis and in an integrated manner. 

 

The interviewees defined the ideal institutional development and support official (IDSO) as someone 

one who is: 

 Multi-skilled and has a clear understanding of resource management, financial management and 

curriculum management;   

 Experienced in managing a school and able to provide appropriate support to principals in a 

range of different types of schools;  

 Knowledgeable in inter-school and community dynamics; and  

 Able to listen to and engage with schools and principals to understand institutional challenges 

and demands.   

 

The ideal school principal is seen as someone who is:  

 Skilled in financial, human resources and curriculum management;   

 Responsible for the administration and management of the school, including delivery of the 

curriculum;  

 Able to make decisions that impact positively on the running of the school.  

 

The respondents stressed the view that schools should be managed by competent principals and 

positions should be advertised and filled without favouritism.  “A school should have the best 

possible candidate to manage its affairs. The school principal should also have a competent Senior 
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Management Team who will support him/her in implementing quality strategies specific to the 

school.” (Principal).   

 

From the interviews with both the district and school staff, it appears that there is a lack of 

understanding of the roles and responsibilities of different district staff. This leads to confusion in the 

support and monitoring inputs made at school level. Confusion occurs not only on a practical level, 

with uncoordinated visits by different district staff, but also with repetition of programmes. Different 

directives tend to paralyse schools, making school support and monitoring inefficient and eroding 

confidence in the district. Principals and educators expressed a sense of cynicism about district 

strategies and support.  

 

 2.4 Material resources 

The district offices appear to lack the most basic resources they need to discharge their 
responsibilities. This section presents a quick view of transport and communications resources, two 
means with which the district offices interact with the schools. 
 
As can be seen from Table 11, Motheo has the largest number of cars and Cofimvaba the smallest. 
Both Motheo and Mokgalakwena appear to have a workable number of cars per school, while 
Cofimvaba has the lowest ratio of one car to 13.3 schools. It must be borne in mind that cars in the 
districts are also used for travelling between the district and the provincial office as well as for 
district office based activities. This arrangement leaves a district like Cofimvaba with a significantly 
insufficient number of cars to perform its school support and monitoring responsibilities. 
 
Table 11: Number of vehicles available to the districts 

 Cars (Subsidy) Cars (pool) Total Schools Ratio 

Motheo 68 34 102 324 1:3.2 

Mokgalakwena 49 10 59 179 1:3 

Cofimvaba 7 14 21 280 1:13.3 

 
The status of communication facilities in the districts is also of concern. In the past 12 months:  

 Cofimvaba did not have working landlines. 
 Mokgalakwena had no telephones for three months and the telephone budgets are capped at 

R300 per month; staff have to resort to using their personal cell phones to conduct the business of 
the district.  

 In Mokgalakwena, the number of kilometres that officials can travel is restricted as a result of the 
administration programme being implemented in the province. 

 There was no email access in Cofimvaba and Motheo for 12 months. 
 Cofimvaba and Motheo had no high-volume photocopying facilities throughout the year. 
 Cofimvaba and Motheo have had no properly working printers for the past 12 months. 

Mokgalakwena was in the same situation for three months. 
 There was no working fax machine in Cofimvaba or Mokgalakwena. 

 

2.5 Curriculum and Programmes 

The district’s curriculum programmes are critical as these provide vital support for educators to 

ensure improved quality of learning. The programmes should provide curriculum and instructional 

transitions between grades and disciplines within and among all schools in the district. All the 



27 

 

districts have a number of strategies, ranging from school improvement to literacy, maths and 

science development, designed to improve the quality of teaching and learning. What is not clear is 

the extent to which these strategies are developed in cooperation with schools. A second big 

concern is the weak reach and dosage of the programmes. Further, it could not be established 

whether these programmes were well designed showing clear targets, dosages, measurement of 

quality of inputs and outcomes.  

 

On average, the subject advisors and curriculum co-ordinators try to set aside one day a week for 

administration, leaving the other four days for school visits. Very few of the subject advisors or IDSOs 

have their own administrative staff or offices and have to manage visits themselves. Most school 

support officials struggle to reach the schools regularly and tend to prioritise struggling schools in 

their areas. In addition, educators suggest that high schools and Grade 12 support is emphasised at 

the cost of primary curriculum support. All the subject advisors indicated that in addition to school 

visits, they were required to attend meetings at the district office nearly every week and also had to 

organise and deliver cluster meetings and workshops. One of the overriding concerns arising from 

the interviews with district staff is the distances that have to be covered in order for curriculum co-

ordinators or subject advisors to visit the schools. Most of the subject advisors who were interviewed 

said that it was impossible to visit all the schools once in a year and that possibly 30% or more of the 

schools were not visited at all. 

 

This, combined with the fact that there are not enough vehicles available for staff to travel to the 

schools, means that teachers who require support can only receive it if they attend cluster meetings 

and workshops. In Cofimvaba, due to the teachers strike, there have been very few such meetings in 

the past year. The mathematics subject advisor for Cofimvaba expressed his concern that more than 

80% of mathematics teachers in the district have no training in how to teach the subject. The 

teachers require a lot of support but he is unable to provide it. Due to the strike action, the subject 

advisors said that they were no longer allowed to visit classrooms when they went to schools. As a 

result the SAs had very little information on the work that was being covered and the quality of the 

teaching and were also unable to help and support the teachers. 

 

On the whole, however, SAs and IDSOs do seem to have a good understanding of what is happening 

in the schools under their care and were able to talk with confidence about the curriculum coverage, 

schools’ challenges and specific issues for consideration in school support. This implies that despite 

the limits of resourcing, district officials do the best they can to support schools and educators to 

improve teaching and learning processes. Motheo, for example, has focused school evaluation 

capacity that identifies challenges and works with SAs and IDSOs to ascertain challenges and improve 

failing schools. The current focus is on eight schools in the district. 

 

2.6 A view from the schools 

Principals and educators had mixed views of the value of district support in improving the quality of 

teaching and learning. This seems to be related to district capacity and the ability of subject advisors 

and IDSOs to support schools appropriately. Most schools, secondary and primary, identified the 

core challenges relating to educators, facilities and resources. Educator absenteeism, with  educators 
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exhausting all days available to them by law, from normal leave days to sick and compassionate 

leave, seems to be a major challenge to ensuring a consistent learning approach in schools. 

 

In addition, many principals and educators struggle with poverty and school communities 

characterised by high levels of unemployment and, in some cases, gangsterism and other social ills. 

Educators note, in particular, the limitations of the quintile system in relation to school feeding 

schemes as it excludes very impoverished children in quintile 2 schools from receiving a square meal. 

Many teachers provide their own food and other resources in such situations. These social challenges 

place an extra burden on the schools of providing support to families as well as ensuring that 

learning takes place. 

 

Educators also noted challenges in relation to resources for teaching (for example, no laboratories), 

the administrative burden related to the new curricula, lack of parental involvement as parents do 

not attend parents’ meetings or disciplinary meetings involving their children, multi-grade 

classrooms and dilapidated school infrastructure. These challenges, combined with impoverished 

school environments and high levels of illiteracy, make teaching a complex challenge. In addition, 

principals and educators noted that, for a variety of reasons, many educators were inadequately 

qualified. The reasons include poor initial teaching training, teachers being forced to shift teaching 

focus (from geography to maths, for example) and in, some cases, lack of commitment. The greatest 

challenge to effective learning seems to be related to the tendency to see teaching as just a job; this 

has an impact on the professionalisation of the teaching process. 

 

Most educators and principals indicated that they did receive support from districts, but the nature 

and quality of support varied considerably within districts. In particular, curriculum support lacks 

consistency; programmes are started and then discarded and educators are unable to keep track. On 

the whole, principals seem to value the support of IDSOs and commented positively on the 

assistance received in this area. More experienced principals are sometimes a little cynical about the 

extent to which officials without school management experience can support schools. 

 

Educators’ views on subject advisors were varied with some mentioning programmes, communities 

of practice and workshops that are very helpful and others seeing these as taking time away from 

much needed preparation or school work. All noted the need for counselling and social support 

services at the district level to assist with social challenges in schools. Many primary school educators 

suggested that high schools receive more support and that, as a consequence, the foundation phase 

is neglected. 

 

Suggestions for the improvement of district support almost universally focused on improving 

communication between districts and schools, better and more collaborative planning, more learning 

facilitators and more engagement on budgets. School principals and educators seem to understand 

the challenges faced by the districts but, as recipients of district support, they want to be able to 

contribute to discussions about planning, organisation and structure. In addition, principals and 

educators feel they have a good working knowledge of their schools and communities. 
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SECTION D:  KEY OBSERVATIONS 

1. Overall observations 

Education districts are central to the maintenance of the education system and to increasing learner 

performance. They play a critical role in mediating between schools and different layers of 

government and therefore serve as vital institutional actors in education reforms and a major source 

of capacity building for the schools. It follows from these observations that:  

 the resources at district level need to be aligned with the unique mix of learning needs that exist 

in a particular context or locale;  

 higher level capacity is needed in contexts where schools are weaker;  

 districts will not be effective if they don’t have the required capacity. 

 

If districts are seen as the driver of reform, the capacity and level of influence of the district should 

be indirectly proportional to the number of effective schools. In other words, in geographic 

subsystems where the institutional capacity of schools is weak, the capacity and level of influence of 

the district office should be strong. In geographic subsystems where the institutional capacity of 

schools has met the required performance targets, the capacity of the district may be decreased to 

the basic level that enables the district and the schools to maintain performance. Therefore the 

configuration of the districts should not remain static.  

 

1.1.    The state of districts in South Africa 

 

The report shows a historical neglect of the district tier of the education system for 17 years, from 

1994 until 2011 when the DBE first started discussions on the organisation, roles and responsibilities 

of the districts. The promulgation of the policy on districts is a positive development. Perhaps the 

glaring omission from the policy is guidelines on the funding of the districts, which would make 

certain that the district mandate is fully and equitably funded across the provinces.  

 

The status of the district in South Africa raises a policy question regarding from where education 

reform will be driven. Before 2011, it appeared that policy assumed that education reform would be 

driven from schools. This notion is corroborated by a clear delegation of authority to school 

management and governance through the South African Schools Act of 1996. Although the 

framework for the organisation, governance and funding of schools, as provided in the Schools Act, is 

crucial and important going forward, it is clear, after 17 years, that schools are unable to drive the 

reform agenda without an external capable structure.  

 

 The culture of using data in districts appears weak. The review observed that, in most cases, the three 

districts were unable to complete the District Data Survey instrument that sought to collect data 

relating to school demographics and each district’s human resources and organisational structure. 

None of the three districts had a clear system of categorising schools based on their performance and 

needs – a system which would make their management of schools more responsive and efficient. The 

only classification that they used was the ANA and NSC results. 

 There appears to be uneven capacity in the districts in terms of communicating with the various 

stakeholders. The weakness of the communication capacity was also evident in how the information 

about this review was communicated to schools. It seems that often the district and schools work in 

silos.   



30 

 

 Many educators, principals and some district staff noted challenges with educator unions and the 

South African Democratic Teachers Union (SADTU) in particular. The majority indicated that SADTU’s 

work-to-rule labour action that occurred just before the data collection visits and other labour 

disputes have had a negative effect on learning and teaching. 

 All the districts and stakeholders indicated that there is room for improvement in the organisational 

routines which structure the work of the districts, as well in general leadership and management 

practices 

 All the districts have strategic and operational plans in place in compliance with broader public 

administration processes and report accordingly. However, the strategic and operational plans are 

simply a matter of bureaucratic compliance – they are unrealistic given the scarcity of resources. 

 

1.2. District structures 

There is still a wide variation in the configuration of districts across the nine provinces. 

 While all the provinces have districts, the districts are of different sizes. The numbers of districts in 

each of the three provinces are very different and there are significant variations in terms of how the 

districts are configured and resourced and therefore how they perform. Nationally, only 62.8% of the 

districts are within the size parameters set in the district policy. Thirty-one districts have more than 

300 schools (the upper limit). These 31 districts are responsible for a total of 15 409 schools. 

 

 If the new district policy is implemented, four provinces will not need to change their district 

numbers. These are Mpumalanga and the Northern Cape, which are small provinces in terms of school 

numbers, and the Western Cape and Gauteng, which are both urban provinces. The North West and 

Free State, medium size and middle performers, have to add only two districts in order to meet the 

norm. The challenge to meet the norm is greatest in the largest, rural provinces: KwaZulu-Natal, 

Eastern Cape and Limpopo. These patterns clearly reflect the unevenness of the institutional capacity 

among the provinces and perhaps point to incompleteness of the equity project initiated post-1994, 

particularly in the rural districts, two of which have experienced serious administration constraints. 

 

If the new policy is implemented the ratio of schools to districts will drop from 306 to 200. The effects 

of the new policy will be felt more in the larger provinces where the ratio of schools per district will 

decrease by almost 50%, from 417 schools per district to 224. 

 

 There are differences in terms of how provinces configure districts. Some have one tier between the 

district and school while others have two. While the three provinces locate their school support staff 

at district level, in Limpopo, school governance officials are located at the circuit level. In this 

province, the circuit managers are paid at a higher notch (Chief Education Specialist) compared to the 

other provinces. In addition, an unsuccessful attempt had been made in 2007 to locate the subject 

advisors at circuit level. The question remains on which is the most suitable and cost-effective 

configuration that will bring about sustainable improvements in learning outcomes. 

 

It is however evident from the comparative review of the three sample districts that there are more 

factors that determine the performance of a district than just its size. Motheo, which is the largest of 

the three districts, still performed much better in NSC than the other two. This observation applies to 

a lesser degree to Mokgalakwena which has been recently split from Waterberg. 

 

1.3. Human Resources 

The research established that the districts are severely understaffed. 
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 A striking feature of the district offices visited is that they are staffed with officials with relatively long 

service in the system. Most of the district staff have 15 to 20 years’ experience. However, on the 

whole, human resources capacity is a challenge in the districts, with vacancies across the board and 

under-qualified educators and SAs. Many of the district positions are not filled. 

 While the review was not able to establish the competence of the subject advisors, it unveiled that the 

district subject advisory services are severely understaffed. 

• Mokgalakwena and Cofimvaba, respectively, do not have Subject Advisors in Literacy and 

Numeracy in the Foundation Phase. 

• Mokgalakwena and Motheo have three to four times more Subject Advisors than Cofimvaba. 

• Motheo has a more workable ratio of Subject Advisors to schools compared to Mokgalakwena and 

Cofimvaba. The difference in the ratio of SAs to schools may explain why Motheo performs much 

better than the other two districts even though it is made up of a larger number of schools spread 

over a much bigger geographic area. 

• In the FET Phase and in Physical Science in GET, the higher ratio of SAs to schools may imply that 

districts prioritise the FET Phase and Physical Science over the other phases and subjects.  

• The ratio of Subject Advisors to GET schools in Mogalakwena and Cofimvaba presents an 

untenable situation. In these districts, individual GET Subject Advisors are respectively 

responsible for 175 and 247 schools, whereas in Motheo there is a much better ratio, in maths, for 

example, of one Subject Advisor to 80 schools, and in English, one Subject Advisor to 60 schools.  

 

1.4. Material resources  

The district offices appear to lack the most basic resources they need to discharge their 

responsibilities. The functionality and access to telephone, fax machines and transport are a major 

challenge in districts. 

 

1.5. Curriculum and Programmes 

 

 All the districts have a number of strategies, ranging from school improvement to literacy, maths and 

science development, designed to improve the quality of learning and teaching. What is not clear is 

the extent to which these strategies are developed in cooperation with schools. A second big concern 

is the weak reach and dosage of the programmes.  

 

 Very few of the SAs or IDSOs have their own administrative staff or offices and have to manage school 

visits themselves. Most of the Subject Advisors who were interviewed said that it was impossible to 

visit all the schools once in a year. 

 

2. To what extent and how quickly are the districts reorganising to comply with the new 

district prototype articulated in the 2013 policy? 

 

The current review established that all the district directors in all three districts are aware of the new 

policy; observations in two districts (Mokgalakwena and Moteo) evidenced a commitment from the 

respective provinces to start implementing the new policy. However, all three districts are still very 

far from meeting the requirements of the national prototype. Thirty-two districts will need to be re-

demarcated into about 60 districts. This will result in an increase from the current number of 86 to 

approximately 117 districts nationally.  
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While adjusting district sizes bodes well for improved quality of learning and teaching, the 

experience of Motheo must be considered. While Motheo has the largest number of schools and the 

most extensive district structure, it still performs better than the other smaller districts.  

 
 The implementation of the district policy should focus on the internal dynamics of the districts 

such as programming, as well as funding and resources such as cars and staffing (both numbers 

and capacity) rather than just the size of the district.   

 

 While it is understood that undoing the ills of the past 17 years will take time, the material 

resourcing of the district with cars, communication and networking facilities should not be 

difficult and therefore should be addressed with immediate effect. 

 

 There is an urgent need to determine the quantity of resources (human capital, finances and time) 

needed for the country to meet the requirements of the new district prototype so as to inform 

targets and the pace of the transition. Perhaps the transition model should be properly trialled 

before a universal rollout. 

 

3. Do the districts have the ability or potential to perform by successfully applying their skills 

and resources to accomplish their goals and satisfy their stakeholders’ expectations? 

 
The districts are certainly doing their best to carry out their mandates. However, the circumstances 

they find themselves in make it impossible for them to effectively deliver the new enterprise logic – 

ensuring improvement in the performance of learners in different circumstances. The state of the 

districts is characterised by: 

 A complement of qualified and experienced district officials, although it is not entirely clear how 

competent and committed they are;  

 District programmes and cultures that are province-driven, rather than responsive to schools’ 

needs; 

 Weak support and monitoring of the schools, mainly due to under-resourcing; 

 Serious understaffing; 

 A lack of basic resources such as transport and communication facilities;  

 Absence of a culture of data utilisation for decision-making and improvement.  

 
Without well-configured and well-resourced districts, sustainable improvement of learning outcomes 

as envisaged by the National Development Plan and the Action Plan to 2014 will remain an illusion. 

Reform requires dedicated and sufficient capacity to drive it. Furthermore, capacity development will 

only be embedded once it is institutionalised in districts’ working practices and strategies. The 

challenge is to define not only the training or technical programmes required, but the structures, 

systems, practices, codes and processes that will sustain these initiatives in resource constrained 

contexts. Goran Hyden (2001, p.19) suggests that “development becomes sustainable if it is owned 

and generated by real people working together… it calls for realigning relations between state and 

society, government and citizens”. Participation and equal engagement amongst the stakeholders 

enables the institutionalisation of new practices. Balogun (2010) suggests that institutions combine 

core values and purposes (informal rules and established traditions) and structures and processes 

(formal and enacted rules and procedures). Structures and practices do not become institutionalised 

until they are able to regulate behaviour to achieve outcomes. The challenge is how to create 

committed, capacitated districts that support improved learning outcomes in schools. 
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The implementation of the district policy should focus on the internal dynamics of the districts 

such as programming, as well as funding and resources such as cars and staffing (both numbers 

and capacity) rather than just the size of the district.   

 While it is understood that undoing the ills of the past 17 years will take time, the material 

resourcing of the district with cars, communication and networking facilities should not be 

difficult and therefore should be addressed with immediate effect. 

 There is an urgent need to determine the quantity of resources (human capital, finances and time) 

needed for the country to meet the requirements of the new district prototype so as to inform 

targets and the pace of the transition. Perhaps the transition model should be properly trialled 

before a universal rollout. 

 A campaign to fill vacant district positions and to confirm permanent appointments to those filled 

in an acting capacity must be undertaken, based on considerations that 

 Roles and responsibilities of different district staff must be clarified between districts and their 

schools, and clearly defined; 

 Profiles of ideal Subject Advisors, Institutional Development and Support officials and principals 

must be compiled; 

 Vacancies within district offices must be mapped against vacancies in the schools per district, to 

ensure that filling the district vacancies does not result in significant weakening of key capacity at 

schools; 

 Vacancies in district offices and schools must be advertised and filled by suitably competent 

individuals appointed without favouritism. Where suitably competent South African citizens are 

not available, recruitment should take advantage of suitably skilled, experienced and willing 

expatriates from other countries.  

 A strategy for equipping every district with the requisite material resources must be developed, 

prioritising transport and communications, including the following: 

 The current status per district must be ascertained, together with an estimate of costs entailed to 

remedy the shortfalls; 

 Time frames need to be long term and progressive, in alignment with the appointment of HR 

capacity, so that as suitable staff are appointed, the material resources are made available for 

them to fulfil their responsibilities.  
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Appendix A: Instruments 

A1 District Capacity Data Survey Instrument 

A. Schools’ Demographic Information 
 
1. How many learners are child-headed household (CHH) learners in your district in 2013? 

  Total I am not sure 

a.  Total Child-Headed   

b.  CHH Primary (Gr 1-7)   

c.  CHH Secondary (Gr 8-12)   

 
2. How many learners are doing Mathematics or Mathematical Literacy in your district since 2012? 

  Mathematics Mathematical 
Literacy 

Total 

a.  Total  2012 2013 2012 2013 2012 2013 

b.  Grade 10       

c.  Grade 11       

d.  Grade 12       

 
3. How many teachers have been employed in schools in your district in the past five years? 

Totals 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

      

 
4. How many teachers are currently teaching within the Mathematics and Science subject areas in your district 

in 2013? 

  Total I am not sure I do not know 

a. Mathematics    

b. Natural Science    

c. Physical Science    

 
5. How many schools in your district are in the following categories in 2013? ( please put in a dash if you do not 

know) 

  Quintile  

  1 2 3 4 5 Total 

a. Total       

b. Public       

c. Independent       

 
6. How would you describe the distribution of your school types, as a percentage of the total? ( please put in a 

dash if you don’t know) 

  Total 

a. Chaotic schools – less than 20% of learners are passing at exit level  

b. Dysfunctional schools –20% plus, but less than 30% of learners are passing at 
exit level 

 

c. Under-performing schools 31%  – 50% learners are passing at exit level  

d. High-performing schools – 100% pass, but less than 50% learners gain higher 
education entrance 

 

 
          On what basis do you categorise the schools? 
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2. Which of the following best describe the type of setting, as a percentage, in which your district resides: 
(choose one option from each below and put in a dash if you do not know) 

  Total Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 

a. Urban       

b. Suburban        

c. Rural        

d. Township        

 Total       

 
          On what basis do you categorise the schools? 

 
 

B. District’s Demographic Information 
 

1. What is the staff complement at the district office in 2013? 

  Total Maths Maths Literacy Languages 

 Total      

 Subject Advisors     

 Institutional Development Officials     

 EMIS staff     

 Support staff- professional e.g. HR     

 Non – professional staff e.g. Cleaners 
and grounds men 

    

 
2. Communication: - How frequently do you use the following communication media to communicate with 

schools: 

 Media Tool Hourly Daily Weekly Monthly Quarterly  Yearly  

a. Facsimile        

b. E-mails       

c. Landlines       

d. Cellular phones       

e. Social networks       

f. Short SMS messages       

g. Meetings       

 
3. Non-Human Resources: - Indicate which of these resources/ facilities have been functioning optimally in 

the district over the past 12 months (indicate YES by making a tick []; NO with a cross [X]) and [0] if not 
sure: 

 Non-Human 
Resources 

2012 2013 

 Apr May Jun Feb Jul Aug Sept  Oct  Nov Dec Jan Feb 

a. Telephones              

b. Internet              

c. E-Mails              

d. Photocopiers              

e. Printers             

f. Facsimile             

g. Motor vehicles             

h. Other (Specify): 
 

            

         Please do not leave a blank space 
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4. How many motor vehicles have been accessible to the district during April 2013? 

Pool cars  

Subsidised vehicles  

 
5. When last were the staff with subsidised cars reimbursed? ________________________ 
 
C. Barriers and Capacity Needs 
 

1. What is your district’s three most important capacity needs to support the implementation of the CAPS 
policy in all your schools?  Make some suggestions as to how it can be solved. 

  Describe the Support! Suggest solutions 

a. Capacity Need 1  
 

 
 

b. Capacity Need 2  
 

 
 

c. Capacity Need 3  
 

 
 

 

A2 District Director Interview Schedule 

Section A: District Culture 

1. Please tell us what in your view is the purpose of the district according to the district guidelines 
promulgated in 2013? 

 
 

2. What is your vision towards ensuring an effective district? 
 
 

3. What have been the consequences of poor performance by any section of your district in the past 
3 years? (please give examples and elaborate on each) 
 

 

4. What have been the consequences of poor performance by schools in your district in the past 3 
years? (please give examples and elaborate on each) 
 
 

 
Section B: Structure and Relevance 
Please review or refer to the district organogram before going through this section 

 
1. What is the vacancy rate in the following categories: 

 Mathematics Physical Science Natural Science 

 Expected Filled Expected Filled Expected Filled 

Subject Advisors       

Institutional development 
officers 

   

Finance   

Human Resources   

EMIS   
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Please explain the causes of under staffing if any? 
 
 

2. In your view, does the district have a suitable organogram and why? 
 
 

3. How would you change the current organogram if you feel the change is necessary? 
 
 

 
Section C: Human Resources 

1. Which strategies does the district use to coordinate the district office work? (request for evidence 
of the implementation of the strategies on the basis of which you will establish its effectiveness) 

 
 

2. How do you monitor and evaluate the work of the various sections falling under you? (request for 
evidence of the implementation of the strategies on the basis of which you will establish its 
effectiveness) 

 
 

3. Does the district conduct an induction programme for new staff. (please explain/give more details) 
 

 

4. Please explain how, if ever it happened, how the curriculum staff were inducted on CAPS. 
       (please provide details about who rolled out the induction and how long it took in hours) 

 
 

 
5. What proportions of staff in the following categories would you deem inappropriately qualified for 

their positions? 
 

 Subject Advisor Human 
Resources 

Management 

 Mathematics Physical 
Science 

Natural 
Science 

Languages   

Primary       

Secondary       

                    

(please provide details about the causes of inappropriate staffing; if any) 
 
 

Section D: Curriculum and Programmes 

1. What programmes does the district have to support schools on curriculum aspects/matters? – 
please provide documents or evidence to this effect. 
 
 

Circuit Managers   
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2. Please explain how the district monitors curriculum delivery in schools? – please provide 
documents or evidence to this effect. 

 
 

 

SECTION E: ANY OTHER COMMENTS 
 

A3 Subject Advisor Interview Schedule 

Prepared for utilisation during the visit of the Foundational Learning Task Team, Human Resources 

Development Council 
 
 

1. What is an ideal subject advisor – probe the respondent about his or her: experience, 
qualifications 

 
 

 
Section A: District Culture 
 

2. Please tell us what in your view is the purpose of the subject advisory services according to the 
district guidelines promulgated in 2013? 

 
 

3. What is your vision towards ensuring effective schools performance in your subject? 
 
 

4. What is the number of schools that are underperforming in your subject?   

5. How many schools are using the DBE workbooks this year? -  please provide documents or 
evidence to this effect. 
 
 

6. What have been the consequences of poor performance by schools in your district in the past 3 
years? (please give examples and elaborate on each) 
 

 

 
7. How many schools have completed:  

 

 Total I am not sure I do not know 

80% or more of the 
curriculum 

   

40% or less of the 
curriculum 

   

 
Section B: Structure and Relevance 

 
Please review or refer to the district organogram before going through this section 
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1. How many positions do you have in your subject area? (please explain the causes of under staffing; 
if any) 

Please explain the causes of under staffing if any? 
 
 

2. What is the subject advisor: teacher ratio in your subject? Do you think it is adequate? 
If not what would be? 

 
 

3. How would you change the current provision if you feel the change is necessary? 
 
 

 
Section C: Human Resources 

1. Which strategies does the district use to coordinate the subject advisory work? (request for 
evidence of the implementation of the strategies on the basis of which you will establish their 
effectiveness) 

 
 

 
2. How much of your time (in days) do you spend in doing the following 

 

Activity Number of days per month 

a) Administration  

b) Workshops with teachers  

c) Meetings at the district  / head office  

d) School visit  

 

3. Please explain how, if ever it happened, how the curriculum staff were inducted on CAPS. 
       (please provide details about who rolled out the induction and how long it took in hours) 

 
 

 
4. What proportions of staff in the following categories would you deem inappropriately qualified for 

their positions in your subject area? 
 

Foundation Phase Intermediate Phase Senior Phase 

   

   

 

(please provide details about the causes of inappropriate staffing if any) 
 

 Foundation Phase Intermediate Phase Senior Phase 

 Expected Filled Expected Filled Expected Filled 

Subject Advisors       
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Section D: Curriculum and Programmes 

1. What programmes does the district have to support schools on curriculum aspects/matters? – 
please provide documents or evidence to this effect. 

 
 

2. Please explain how the district monitors curriculum delivery in schools? – please provide 
documents or evidence to this effect. 
 
 

3. How many school visits have you made in the past 3 months?   

4. If any, when did you make the last visit? 
   (describe what you did at the school) 

 
 

5. How many cluster workshops have you organised since the beginning of the year? 
 
 

 
       

SECTION E: ANY OTHER COMMENTS 
 
 

 
        

A4 IDS/EMDO Interview Schedule 

What is an ideal IDSO– probe the respondent about his or her: experience, qualifications 
 

 
Section A: District Culture 

1. Please tell us what in your view is the purpose of the subject advisory services according to the 
district guidelines promulgated in 2013? 

 
 

2. What is your vision towards ensuring effective schools performance in your subject? 
 
 

3. What is the number of schools that are underperforming in the district?   

4. How many circuits are you responsible for?  

5. How many schools are you responsible for  
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6. How many schools are using the DBE workbooks this year? -  please provide documents or 
evidence to this effect. 
 
 

7. What have been the consequences of poor performance by schools in your district in the past 3 
years? (please give examples and elaborate on each) 

 
 

8. What plan do you have for the underperforming schools in your district? Please provide evidence. 
 
 

 
9. How many schools have completed:  

 Total I am not sure I do not know 

80% or more of the 
curriculum 

   

40% or less of the 
curriculum 

   

 
10. What is the vacancy rate in the following categories? 

 Total I am not sure I do not know 

Circuit Managers    

Principals    

HODs    

 

11. Please explain the causes of the vacancy rate, if any? 
 
 

12. How would you change the staffing situation? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
13. What was the average financial transfer in 2013?  R_____________ 

 
14. What proportion of the transfers did the schools receive in 2013? _______ 

(please provide documents- circular or other forms of confirmations) 
 
Section C: Human Resources 

 

6. Which strategies does the district use to coordinate the Institutional development and support 
work? (request for evidence of the implementation of the strategieson the basis of which you will 
establish their effectiveness) 
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7. How much of your time (in days) do you spend in doing the following 
 

Activity Number of days per month 

e) Administration  

f) Workshops with teachers  

g) Meetings at the district  / head office  

h) School visit  

 

8. Please explain how, if ever it happened, the curriculum staff were inducted on CAPS. 
 (please provide details about who rolled out the induction and how long it took in hours) 

 
 

 
9. What proportions of staff in the following categories would you deem inappropriately qualified for 

their positions in your subject area? 
 

Circuit manager Principals Deputy Principals HODs 

    

    

 

(please provide details about the causes of inappropriate staffing if any) 
 

 
Section D: Curriculum and Programmes 

1. What programmes does the district have to support schools’ principals and deputies? – please 
provide documents or evidence to this effect. 

 

2. Does the district run induction programmes for new principals and deputies. If yes, please provide 
details and evidence.  

 

3. Please explain how the district monitors schools? – please provide documents or evidence to this 
effect. 
 

 

4. How many school visits have you made in the past 3 months?   

5. If any, when did you make the last visit? February 2013 
       (describe what you did at the school) 
  

6. How many cluster workshops have you organised since the beginning of the year? 
If yes, what was the workshop on?  

 

7. To what extent are you involved in the efforts to support schools to implement the curriculum? 
Please explain. 

 

 
SECTION E: ANY OTHER COMMENTS 
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A5 Principal and Educator Focus Group Schedule 

1. What are the most pressing challenges in schools? 

1.1. Which of these challenges are critical to improving learning outcomes (Follow up 

questions)? 

2. How can the district assist in addressing these challenges? 

3. How has the district performed in their role to support and monitor schools? Give examples. 

4. How should the schools be addressing these challenges themselves i.e. helping themselves or 

each other? 

5. How can the district improve their school support and monitoring functions? 
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Appendix B: Motheo District Profile 

Department of Basic Education: District Profiles
(click on the picklist and select a District)

Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State

Page 1
District Director: Mrs NEH Motsoeneng Office location: Corner of St Andrew & Markgraaf Street, Bloemfontein

Telephone: 051 404 4622 Postal address: Private Bag X20512, Bloemfontein, 9300

Fax: 051 404 4622/ 086 637 6621 Circuits: SMGD - 19

Basic Data & Indicators

Schools: 324 Learner:educator ratio: 27

Learners: 190 255 Learner: classroom ratio: 34

Educators: 6 971 Educator: classroom ratio: 1.2

Classrooms: 5 648 Area of district: 13999 sq kilometers

Matriculation passrate: 80% ANA Grade 3 pass rate: 43% / 64% (Maths / Language)

'Small' schools: 86 'Failing' secondary schools: 2

District Characteristics

Settlement type: Urban with some informal settlements

Home language: Sesotho (49%), Afrikaans (17%), English (17%)

Main towns: Bloemfontein / Mangaung

District demarcation:

Schools by Phase

Number %

Primary 178 55%

Secondary 67 21%

Combined 62 19%

Intermediate 17 5%

Total 324 100%

Based on an Eastern Cape EMIS example Profile version: 4.0 - 08/02/13

Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 2

Enrolment Trends

Learners by Grade (2013)

Grade Enrolment %

R 8 835 5%

1 19 499 10%

2 17 939 9%

3 15 956 8%

4 15 485 8%

5 14 909 8%

6 14 170 7%

7 13 160 7%

8 12 906 7%

9 18 531 10%

10 18 558 10%

11 11 057 6%

12 8 674 5%

189 679

Total Enrolment Schools by School Size

Year Enrolment Less than 150 86

2008 187 038 Between 150 and 250 19

2009 175 555 Between 250 and 500 46

2010 185 652 More than 500 173

2011 187 211

2012 189 109

2013 190 255

Boundaries based on pre-2011 District Municipality boundaries, 

which now have changed
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Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 3

Distance of schools from the District Office

Distance from DO Number %

Less than 5 kms 57 18%

Between 5 and 10 kms 50 16%

Between 10 and 25 kms 21 7%

Between 25 and 50 kms 31 10%

Greater than 50 kms 162 50%

Average distance to DO 45.4 kms

321

Schools and learners by Quintile

Quintile Schools Learners % Learners

1 107 31 557 17%

2 53 39 759 22%

3 57 45 181 24%

4 42 33 678 18%

5 39 34 276 19%

Total 298 184 451

Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 4

ANA Results

Grade 3 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2011 Maths 15%

2012 Maths 43%

2011 Language 33%

2012 Language 64%

Grade 6 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2011 Maths 14%

2012 Maths 12%

2011 Language 19%

2012 Language 60%

Grade 9 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2012 Maths 6.0%

2012 Language 53%
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Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 5

Matriculation Results

Matric Passrate per year

Year Pass

2008 76%

2009 72%

2010 74%

2011 75%

2012 80%

Number of Schools by Passrate Range

Range Number %

Less than 40% 2 3%

From 40 to 60% 8 10%

From 60 to 80% 26 34%

From 80 to 99% 35 45%

100% 6 8%

Total 77 100%

Passrates for key subjects

Total Wrote % Passed

Accounting 1596 71%

Business Studies 2521 71%

Computer Applications Tech 1219 94%

Economics 1496 73%

English FAL 6220 98%

English Home Language 1434 100%

Geography 1746 80%

History 778 87%

Life Sciences 2753 81%

Mathematical Literacy 4388 93%

Mathematics 1975 65%

Physical Sciences 1791 69%

Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 6

Physical Infrastructure : NEIMS data

Infrastructure Provision - % schools with access to:

Water 98%

Electricity 99%

Sanitation - removal 79%

Security - fencing & gates 95%

Flush Toilets 77%

Sanitation (waste removal) % schools

None 21%

Municipal Bucket 0%

Municipal Vacuum 21%

Municipal Sewage 58%

Water supply % schools by category

No onsite water 2%

Borehole or Rain 19%

Mobile Tankers 1%

Communal tap nearby 14%

Municipal connection 67%
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Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 7

Poverty Profile of the District: 2011 Census

Poverty Profile Index

Functional Literacy 85% 0.24

Monthly Income Per Capita R 2 753 0.74

Hsehlds access to Electricity 91% 0.11

Overall Poverty Index 0.36

Vulnerability of Learners
Total Pregnancies 240

% Pregnant Grades 8 to 12 0.7%

Total Orphans 8 010

% Orphans 4.3%

Household Income levels: 2011 Census
Annual Income: % hsehlds per income level

No income 11%

R 1 - R 4800 5%

R 4801 - R 9600 7%

R 9601 - R 19 600 18%

R 19 601 - R 38 200 21%

R 38 201 - R 76 400 14%

Over R76 400 25%

Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 8

Population by age group and race: 2011 Census

Pop by age group Number %

0 - 5 100 249 12%

6 - 18 185 054 22%

19 - 64 493 387 60%

Over 65 44 111 5%

Total 822 802

Population by race Number %

Black African 689 973 84%

Coloured 39 811 5%

Indian or Asian 3 619 0%

White 86 847 11%

Other 2 551 0.3%

Language: 2011 Census
Languages spoken in households

Afrikaans 15.2%

English 4.1%

IsiNdebele 0.4%

IsiXhosa 8.9%

IsiZulu 0.8%

Sepedi 0.2%

Sesotho 54.6%

Setswana 11.2%

Sign language 1.1%

SiSwati 0.0%

Tshivenda 0.1%

Xitsonga 0.1%

Other 0.6%
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Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 9

Highest educational level of adults: 2011 Census

Educational level of adults

No schooling 4%

Incomplete Primary 14%

Incomplete Secondary 37%

Matric 29%

Post Matric 14%

Access to basic household services: 2011 Census 

Percentage households lacking access to the following services

Households %

No refuse removal 51 071 20%

Inadequate sanitation 51 747 20%

Inadequate water source 24 890 10%

No electricity for cooking 9 401 4%

Profile for: Motheo Province: Free State Page 10

Inter-District  Comparisons
How does this district compare to others in South Africa ?  A ranking of 1 denotes the best/highest district whereas 86 denotes worst/smallest

Size & Area of District

Indicator Lowest Highest Motheo

Area (sq km) 86 1 24

Schools 86 1 30

Learners 86 1 22

Popn Density 86 1 55

Matric Passrate

Indicator Lowest Highest Motheo
Matric

Passrate
86 1 29

Failing

Schools
86 1 34

ANA G3

Maths
86 1 27

ANA G3

Languag
86 1 21

ANA G6

Maths
86 1 32

ANA G6

Languag
86 1 4

Infrastructure

Indicator Lowest Highest Motheo

Water 86 1 39

Electricity 86 1 21

Sanitation 86 1 32

Security 86 1 5

Toilets 86 1 33

Poverty

Security Toilets
Function
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86 1 24

Househol
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Total 
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Appendix C: Cofimvaba District Profile 

Department of Basic Education: District Profiles
(click on the picklist and select a District)

Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape

Page 1
District Director: Mr MT Skama Office location: 196 Windus Street, Cofimvaba

Telephone: 047 874 0536 Postal address: Private Bag X1229, Cofimvaba, 5380

Fax: 047 874 0422/ 083 723 0063 Circuits: Circuit Managers - 11

Basic Data & Indicators

Schools: 280 Learner:educator ratio: 24

Learners: 56 953 Learner: classroom ratio: 22

Educators: 2 396 Educator: classroom ratio: 0.9

Classrooms: 2 546 Area of district: 3615 sq kilometers

Matriculation passrate: 73% ANA Grade 3 pass rate: 40% / 63% (Maths / Language)

'Small' schools: 112 'Failing' secondary schools: 6

District Characteristics

Settlement type: Traditional rural settlement with some informal settlements

Home language: IsiXhosa

Main towns: Qamata / Cofimvaba

District demarcation:

Schools by Phase

Number %

Primary 75 27%

Secondary 32 11%

Combined 172 61%

Intermediate 1 0%

Total 280 100%

Based on an Eastern Cape EMIS example Profile version: 4.0 - 08/02/13

Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 2

Enrolment Trends

Learners by Grade (2013)

Grade Enrolment %

R 5 032 9%

1 6 025 11%

2 5 436 10%

3 4 693 8%

4 4 563 8%

5 4 279 8%

6 4 266 8%

7 4 234 8%

8 4 052 7%

9 4 226 8%

10 4 323 8%

11 3 192 6%

12 2 015 4%

56 336

Total Enrolment Schools by School Size

Year Enrolment Less than 150 112

2008 80 293 Between 150 and 250 92

2009 73 912 Between 250 and 500 65

2010 68 482 More than 500 10

2011 61 625

2012 58 029

2013 56 953

Boundaries based on Local Municipalities
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Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 3

Distance of schools from the District Office

Distance from DO Number %

Less than 5 kms 9 3%

Between 5 and 10 kms 18 7%

Between 10 and 25 kms 104 38%

Between 25 and 50 kms 130 48%

Greater than 50 kms 10 4%

Average distance to DO 25.8 kms

271

Schools and learners by Quintile

Quintile Schools Learners % Learners

1 144 29 094 52%

2 108 20 638 37%

3 23 6 234 11%

4 0 0 0%

5 0 0 0%

Total 275 55 966

Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 4

ANA Results

Grade 3 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2011 Maths 29%

2012 Maths 40%

2011 Language 54%

2012 Language 63%

Grade 6 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2011 Maths 9%

2012 Maths 7%

2011 Language 21%

2012 Language 11%

Grade 9 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2012 Maths 3.3%

2012 Language 18%
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Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 5

Matriculation Results

Matric Passrate per year

Year Pass

2008 35%

2009 36%

2010 57%

2011 69%

2012 73%

Number of Schools by Passrate Range

Range Number %

Less than 40% 6 19%

From 40 to 60% 5 16%

From 60 to 80% 9 28%

From 80 to 99% 12 38%

100% 0 0%

Total 32 100%

Passrates for key subjects

Total Wrote % Passed

Accounting 349 78%

Business Studies 458 83%

Computer Applications Tech 83 93%

Economics 355 77%

English FAL 1515 96%

English Home Language 0 0%

Geography 449 71%

History 148 68%

Life Sciences 760 79%

Mathematical Literacy 360 85%

Mathematics 578 50%

Physical Sciences 504 74%

Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 6

Physical Infrastructure : NEIMS data

Infrastructure Provision - % schools with access to:

Water 80%

Electricity 80%

Sanitation - removal 1%

Security - fencing & gates 83%

Flush Toilets 1%

Sanitation (waste removal) % schools

None 99%

Municipal Bucket 0%

Municipal Vacuum 1%

Municipal Sewage 1%

Water supply % schools by category

No onsite water 20%

Borehole or Rain 62%

Mobile Tankers 0%

Communal tap nearby 5%

Municipal connection 13%
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Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 7

Poverty Profile of the District: 2011 Census

Poverty Profile Index

Functional Literacy 64% 0.87

Monthly Income Per Capita R 716 0.99

Hsehlds access to Electricity 61% 0.62

Overall Poverty Index 0.82

Vulnerability of Learners
Total Pregnancies 298

% Pregnant Grades 8 to 12 2.6%

Total Orphans 2 487

% Orphans 4.0%

Household Income levels: 2011 Census
Annual Income: % hsehlds per income level

No income 15%

R 1 - R 4800 7%

R 4801 - R 9600 12%

R 9601 - R 19 600 30%

R 19 601 - R 38 200 23%

R 38 201 - R 76 400 6%

Over R76 400 6%

Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 8

Population by age group and race: 2011 Census

Pop by age group Number %

0 - 5 27 725 15%

6 - 18 58 610 32%

19 - 64 80 789 44%

Over 65 18 452 10%

Total 185 576

Population by race Number %

Black African 184 593 99%

Coloured 395 0%

Indian or Asian 200 0%

White 175 0%

Other 212 0.1%

Language: 2011 Census
Languages spoken in households

Afrikaans 0.4%

English 1.5%

IsiNdebele 0.2%

IsiXhosa 95.0%

IsiZulu 0.2%

Sepedi 0.2%

Sesotho 0.4%

Setswana 0.1%

Sign language 0.7%

SiSwati 0.0%

Tshivenda 0.0%

Xitsonga 0.0%

Other 0.3%
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Highest educational level of adults: 2011 Census

Educational level of adults

No schooling 15%

Incomplete Primary 29%

Incomplete Secondary 41%

Matric 10%

Post Matric 5%

Access to basic household services: 2011 Census 

Percentage households lacking access to the following services

Households %

No refuse removal 49 026 97%

Inadequate sanitation 38 287 76%

Inadequate water source 26 613 53%

No electricity for cooking 19 969 40%

Profile for: Cofimvaba Province: Eastern Cape Page 10

Inter-District  Comparisons
How does this district compare to others in South Africa ?  A ranking of 1 denotes the best/highest district whereas 86 denotes worst/smallest

Size & Area of District

Indicator Lowest Highest Cofimvaba

Area (sq km) 86 1 56

Schools 86 1 33

Learners 86 1 74

Popn Density 86 1 50

Matric Passrate

Indicator Lowest Highest Cofimvaba
Matric

Passrate
86 1 45

Failing

Schools
86 1 50

ANA G3

Maths
86 1 37

ANA G3

Languag
86 1 24

ANA G6

Maths
86 1 60

ANA G6

Languag
86 1 79

Infrastructure

Indicator Lowest Highest Cofimvaba

Water 86 1 75

Electricity 86 1 66

Sanitation 86 1 82

Security 86 1 58

Toilets 86 1 86

Poverty

Security Toilets
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Appendix D: Mokgalakwena (Waterberg) District Profile 

Department of Basic Education: District Profiles
(click on the picklist and select a District)

Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo

Page 1
District Director: Mrs SJ Madela Office location: NTK Building, Corner Thabo Mbeki and Rivier Street, Modimolle

Telephone: 014 718 1500 Postal address: Private Bag X1040, Modimille, 0510

Fax: 086 620 7338 Circuits: Circuit Managers - 9

Basic Data & Indicators

Schools: 179 Learner:educator ratio: 31

Learners: 77 479 Learner: classroom ratio: 38

Educators: 2 515 Educator: classroom ratio: 1.2

Classrooms: 2 028 Area of district: 36734 sq kilometers

Matriculation passrate: 70% ANA Grade 3 pass rate: 24% / 43% (Maths / Language)

'Small' schools: 57 'Failing' secondary schools: 9

District Characteristics

Settlement type: Urban with some commercial farming areas and traditional rural settlement

Home language: Sepedi (52%), Setswana (22%), Afrikaans (17%)

Main towns: Modimolle / Bela-Bela

District demarcation:

Schools by Phase

Number %

Primary 119 66%

Secondary 50 28%

Combined 6 3%

Intermediate 4 2%

Total 179 100%

Based on an Eastern Cape EMIS example Profile version: 4.0 - 08/02/13

Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 2

Enrolment Trends

Learners by Grade (2013)

Grade Enrolment %

R 5 353 7%

1 7 713 10%

2 7 406 10%

3 6 576 9%

4 6 518 8%

5 6 176 8%

6 5 821 8%

7 5 477 7%

8 5 558 7%

9 7 329 9%

10 6 263 8%

11 4 524 6%

12 2 640 3%

77 354

Total Enrolment Schools by School Size

Year Enrolment Less than 150 57

2008 67 282 Between 150 and 250 23

2009 69 353 Between 250 and 500 37

2010 71 139 More than 500 62

2011 73 052

2012 75 393

2013 77 479

A two-way split of Waterberg District Municipality
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Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 3

Distance of schools from the District Office

Distance from DO Number %

Less than 5 kms 10 6%

Between 5 and 10 kms 1 1%

Between 10 and 25 kms 12 7%

Between 25 and 50 kms 27 15%

Greater than 50 kms 126 72%

Average distance to DO 103.7 kms

176

Schools and learners by Quintile

Quintile Schools Learners % Learners

1 55 15 162 22%

2 77 30 499 44%

3 17 18 784 27%

4 1 171 0%

5 8 4 517 7%

Total 158 69 133

Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 4

ANA Results

Grade 3 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2011 Maths 13%

2012 Maths 24%

2011 Language 24%

2012 Language 43%

Grade 6 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2011 Maths 8%

2012 Maths 6%

2011 Language 13%

2012 Language 44%

Grade 9 ANA: learners achieving 50% and more

Year Subject %

2012 Maths 1.7%

2012 Language 28%
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Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 5

Matriculation Results

Matric Passrate per year

Year Pass

2008 64%

2009 56%

2010 59%

2011 66%

2012 70%

Number of Schools by Passrate Range

Range Number %

Less than 40% 9 18%

From 40 to 60% 12 24%

From 60 to 80% 17 34%

From 80 to 99% 10 20%

100% 2 4%

Total 50 100%

Passrates for key subjects

Total Wrote % Passed

Accounting 281 60%

Business Studies 377 54%

Computer Applications Tech 360 97%

Economics 225 64%

English FAL 2092 99%

English Home Language 248 100%

Geography 724 72%

History 162 68%

Life Sciences 891 64%

Mathematical Literacy 1245 88%

Mathematics 575 61%

Physical Sciences 479 55%

Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 6

Physical Infrastructure : NEIMS data

Infrastructure Provision - % schools with access to:

Water 97%

Electricity 93%

Sanitation - removal 50%

Security - fencing & gates 82%

Flush Toilets 43%

Sanitation (waste removal) % schools

None 49%

Municipal Bucket 1%

Municipal Vacuum 21%

Municipal Sewage 29%

Water supply % schools by category

No onsite water 3%

Borehole or Rain 49%

Mobile Tankers 9%

Communal tap nearby 43%

Municipal connection 21%
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Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 7

Poverty Profile of the District: 2011 Census

Poverty Profile Index

Functional Literacy 80% 0.41

Monthly Income Per Capita R 2 682 0.75

Hsehlds access to Electricity 82% 0.26

Overall Poverty Index 0.47

Vulnerability of Learners
Total Pregnancies 322

% Pregnant Grades 8 to 12 2.4%

Total Orphans 1 515

% Orphans 2.1%

Household Income levels: 2011 Census
Annual Income: % hsehlds per income level

No income 13%

R 1 - R 4800 3%

R 4801 - R 9600 6%

R 9601 - R 19 600 17%

R 19 601 - R 38 200 21%

R 38 201 - R 76 400 17%

Over R76 400 24%

Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 8

Population by age group and race: 2011 Census

Pop by age group Number %

0 - 5 43 206 12%

6 - 18 70 138 20%

19 - 64 225 279 64%

Over 65 15 815 4%

Total 354 437

Population by race Number %

Black African 307 272 87%

Coloured 2 889 1%

Indian or Asian 1 297 0%

White 41 712 12%

Other 1 267 0.4%

Language: 2011 Census
Languages spoken in households

Afrikaans 11.6%

English 3.0%

IsiNdebele 1.7%

IsiXhosa 3.3%

IsiZulu 1.6%

Sepedi 38.8%

Sesotho 3.6%

Setswana 18.7%

Sign language 0.2%

SiSwati 0.4%

Tshivenda 1.4%

Xitsonga 7.5%

Other 2.9%
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Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 9

Highest educational level of adults: 2011 Census

Educational level of adults

No schooling 9%

Incomplete Primary 13%

Incomplete Secondary 38%

Matric 23%

Post Matric 10%

Access to basic household services: 2011 Census 

Percentage households lacking access to the following services

Households %

No refuse removal 36 595 38%

Inadequate sanitation 25 894 27%

Inadequate water source 24 081 25%

No electricity for cooking 9 188 10%

Profile for: Waterberg Province: Limpopo Page 10

Inter-District  Comparisons
How does this district compare to others in South Africa ?  A ranking of 1 denotes the best/highest district whereas 86 denotes worst/smallest

Size & Area of District

Indicator Lowest Highest Waterberg

Area (sq km) 86 1 7

Schools 86 1 63

Learners 86 1 63

Popn Density 86 1 78

Matric Passrate

Indicator Lowest Highest Waterberg
Matric

Passrate
86 1 55

Failing

Schools
86 1 60

ANA G3

Maths
86 1 74

ANA G3

Languag
86 1 81

ANA G6

Maths
86 1 69

ANA G6

Languag
86 1 29

Infrastructure

Indicator Lowest Highest Waterberg

Water 86 1 41

Electricity 86 1 49

Sanitation 86 1 43

Security 86 1 59

Toilets 86 1 47

Poverty
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