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A BASIC CONCEPTS PROJECT FOR GRADE R
 PRACTITIONERS IN THE NAMAQUA DISTRICT  (2010-2011)
(A Project in Partnership with the Rural Namaqualand Education Trust and the Northern Cape Department of Education)

Visit 5
Hantam-Calvinia: November 07-09
Springbok-Central: November 10-16
1. Purpose of Visit      
· To evaluate teachers who participated in the project and to determine whether they could be certified as mediators of the Basic Concepts Programme.
· To gather data regarding the implementation of the programme in Grade R classes during 2011.

2. Method of Data Gathering
The Project Leader with the support of officials from the Northern Cape Department of Basic Education (NCDOBE) administered a structured questionnaire to teachers (Appendix 1). The questionnaire consisted of 6 sections: i) Administration, ii) Workbooks, iii) Materials and Visual Displays, iv) Process, v) Outcomes, vi) General. Video footage of teachers who were mediating was also captured– the video footage will not be analyzed, but used to support the conclusions at the end of this report. Photographic records of learner workbooks were taken during the project.
Table 1: Number of Teachers Evaluated

	
	Total Number of Teachers in Circuit
	Number of Teachers Evaluated- Fully
	Number of Teachers Evaluated- Partially
	Reason Why Teacher/s 

Where Not Evaluated

	Hantam-Calvinia Circuit
	11
	9
	1

	One teacher was on maternity leave.

	Springbok-Central Circuit
	29
	25
	1
	Three teachers could not be visited because of time limitations- these teachers will be visited by the NCDOBE.

	TOTAL
	*40
	34
	**2
	


* One teacher from each circuit has withdrawn from the project since its inception.

** Teachers who were sick on the day of the evaluation. It was only possible to complete the first three sections of the questionnaire if the teacher was absent.
3. Results
The results will be presented in two parts:- The first four sections of the questionnaire will be presented using a quantitative format, while the last two sections of the questionnaire will be presented using a qualitative format. The quantitative data was gathered from 36 teachers (with the exception of one section for two teachers who were not at school on the day of the evaluation), while the qualitative data was gathered from 34 teachers – See Table 1 above.

A. Quantitative Data
Number and frequency of the Basic Concept sessions (2011)
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Figure 1: Average Number Of BCP Sessions 

Per Conceptual Domain


On average teachers had implemented 3.2 sessions per week. Teachers however seemed to overestimate the number of sessions implemented when asked (3.9 sessions) compared to the number of sessions in their registers. Teachers spent approximately 7.5 weeks implementing each of the first four conceptual domains, which seemed a reasonable amount of time to spend per domain. It should be noted that 18 out of 34 teachers had some interruptions for a month or longer in duration (±13 sessions) in their implementation of the programme. The majority of teachers were implementing Number and Letter when we arrived at the schools and the number of sessions in these domains is therefore expected to increase dramatically over the next three weeks before the end of the school year. In addition, teachers indicated that Number was the domain which they and their learners had found most interesting. There were only 2 teachers who were still mediating position concepts and had not yet progressed to Number and/or Letter (Fig. 2 below).            
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Number and frequency of support and monitoring visits to teachers:
Teachers on average received 5.7 visits over the duration of the project (2010 – 2011). The number of visits ranged from 3 to 11 per teacher. It was evident that those teachers who required higher levels of support received more visits. There were in fact only a few teachers (Qualitative Feedback: Question 5) who indicated that they required greater assistance with the programme, other than with their Session Planners (see below).
Number and quality of Session Planners
The number of the Session Planners was adequate (Fig. 3 below). In the majority of classes teachers had done adequate preparation (89%), while in other classes this had not been done (11%). The overall quality of the Session Planners was adequate, but these planners were mainly copied from the teachers’ manuals. Only 11% of the planners were ‘good’ in quality – reflecting the teacher’s own understanding and interpretation of what was required. Most teachers indicated that they required more support with writing their Session Planners.
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Workbooks:
All learners in the project had a workbook. Most learners had completed one workbook (34 double sided pages) during the year, while 6 learners had already started on their second workbook. This would imply that there were 2 pages of activities for each of the approximately 33 subconcepts taught up to this point. 61% of the learners had started to work on Number, 30% on Letter and 8% were still working on Position in their workbooks. The quality of the workbooks was average, however there were 16 learners whose workbooks were above average in quality (i.e. some evidence of a developmental approach).
Materials and Visual displays in classes:
In most of the classes all the programme materials (tool kit, picture sets and manual) could immediately be accounted for. The materials had in most cases been well- or reasonably well looked after. 56% of teachers had made good to reasonable use of visual displays of concepts in their classes.
B. Qualitative Data:

Question 1: Has the BCP made a difference to your learners?

The teachers all responded positively to this question (n=35). Four main themes emerged: 
i) Language and vocabulary development (27 references):- The teachers found that their learners’ vocabulary and spoken language had improved as well as their as seen in their learners’ ability to speak in full sentences. 

‘Yes, their talking, thinking and their vocabulary (have improved) and they are more inclined to explain themselves. They express themselves well but they still have room for improvement.’ (T28)
ii) Conceptual and cognitive development (28 references):- The teachers found that their learners’ conceptual understanding and cognitive development had improved as well as their ability to understand instructions and to learn.
‘Yes, they can think and reason and think beyond what is asked them … they can provide an explanation.’ (T10)
iii) Habits and learning dispositions (15 references):- The teachers found that their learners were more confident, curious, motivated, eager, independent, enquiring, willing to take risks, able to establish relationships/connections/ patterns, and better able to recall information.

‘Yes, I can see that even with a weaker learner that he can count on his own and asks if he needs help and takes more  risks … (T22)
iv) Teaching approach (8 references);- Many of the teachers found that they had made a major adjustment in their approach to teaching. Teachers now asked questions to facilitate discussion with and amongst their learners.
‘Yes, in the manner that you ask questions and also because the children are involved, talk and reason.’ (T6)

Question 2: Should the Grade 1 teacher/s notice a difference in their learners next year? 

35 teachers responded positively, while one teacher answered that she was uncertain. The same four main themes (see above) again emerged:-
i) Language and vocabulary development (13 references).

ii) Conceptual and cognitive development (29 references). 
iii) Habits and learning dispositions (9 references). 
iv)Teaching approach (4 references). 
It was interesting that the largest number of teachers (29) referred to the anticipated cognitive benefits for learning in Grade 1. Many teachers (10) indicated that two terms of intervention last year (2010) had made a noticeable difference for learners in Grade 1s in 2011 and expressed the view that a whole year of intervention would make an even greater impact on Grade 1s in 2012.
Question 3: Has the BCP made a difference to you?

The teachers (34) indicated that the programme had made a difference to them. One teacher said that she was initially very negative about the programme. The responses were classified into four main themes:-
i) The BCP: model, content, mediation and language development                     (19 references): The teachers continued to speak about the benefits of the programme and how it had enhanced their teaching. 

‘Made me speak to my children more and made me more aware of my language.’ (T9)
ii) Changes in teaching approach (16 references): The teachers indicated that the programme had provided them with a new teaching approach. Many teachers also indicated that they had developed a more insightful and reflective approach towards their work.
‘Yes, I learnt a lot and particularly my approach to letter, number, shape, etc. which has opened my eyes.  I thought about it in the evenings… how to do things differently. The programme helped me as much as it helped my learners … I want to continue to improve.’ (T12)
iii) Changes in affective-motivational dimensions (13 references): Many teachers indicated that the programme had had a positive impact on them and particularly their self-confidence as well as their enjoyment of teaching.
‘Yes, it made a big difference and I am now married to the programme… it is a challenge … I have learnt a lot and enjoyed it … I learn more all the time.’ (T14)
iv) External/Other reasons (3 references): A few teachers indicated that the programme had assisted them in other areas of their life or that they had noticed the difference because someone else had brought this to their attention. 
‘Yes, it made a big difference and particularly for my studies.’ (T1)
Question 4: Do you tell others about the intervention programme/project?
All teachers indicated that they had told others about the programme/project. The teachers indicated that they had spoken to parents (n=29), Grade 1 teacher/s (n=31), other people at school, e.g. HoDs, Admin staff (n=19), and other people outside of school, e.g. friends and family members (n=11). 25 teachers seemed to have involved others in the programme/project in an explicit and intentional fashion. For example, some teachers had run repeated sessions with their parents, others had run demonstration sessions for educators at their school, while one teacher had trained her child minder at home to run the programme with her child.
Question 5: Does something still confuse you about the programme?
22 teachers were relatively secure in their knowledge about the programme and their ability to independently resolve problems. 13 teachers indicated that they still required assistance with various aspects of the programme:- 8 needed more assistance with Session Planners, 4 required more assistance with understanding the content of the conceptual domains, and 1 teacher wanted more assistance with mediation.
Question 6: Who or what assisted you most with the programme?        
Teachers indicated that they had received most support during the project from: i) Department of Education (36%), ii) colleagues (29%), and iii) the programme materials (24%). Many teachers (11%) mentioned that they had been self reliant.
Question 7: Would you recommend the programme is run in other Grade R classes?
All teachers (35) indicated that they would recommend that the programme should be run in all Grade R classes.18 teachers responded not only that the programme worked or helped their learners, but also provided a range of explanations for why they thought this was so. For example, teachers reflected on the value of the programme for themselves and some commented on the progress they had noted since the beginning of the year, while others commented that their children were now able to think for themselves. 

‘Yes, it creates change for learners … it is the best thing that I could have done. I do it with my own kid as well.’ (T28)

‘Yes, because you can see what the child can achieve… there is a difference (when one compares) children who have not attended (school regularly).’ (T35)

‘Yes, to make children aware of what they have learnt …’ (T31)

Conclusion:
34 of the 36 teachers evaluated were regarded as competent and could be certified as mediators of the Basic Concepts Programme. The two teachers who did not meet the criteria were in fact also the teachers who were absent on the day of my visit to schools. One teacher was on maternity leave and will be evaluated next year. I am also still waiting to receive the reports about three teachers whom I could not visit because of a lack of time. 
The findings of this report are remarkable: not only was the compliance with this project extraordinary (95%), but the quality and dedication of the educators was also impressive. Although several teachers had indicated that the programme had not been easy for them to implement and had made many demands on them, they had persevered and even seemed to become more motivated. Many teachers mentioned that they became more confident as they became more experienced and as their learners had started to respond with greater fluency.

‘The programme allows learners to be more dedicated. I learnt more about my self and my self-confidence has improved as well as my use of conceptual language. The learners became trusting of me and they started to apply their learning in their daily interactions.’ (T4)
Such an affirming environment for teachers and learners seemed to generate further interest in the programme at the school. It also helped to motivate the teachers to continue with the programme, even in the face of adversity. It was most interesting to observe that many other educators (HoDs and Foundation Phase teachers) at the schools had begun to show an interest in the Grade R teachers at their schools. Grade R teachers have historically not been regarded as genuine educators and because of their status as Practitioners they have remained largely on the periphery of formal education. Many Grade R teachers mentioned that they were in fact reluctant to let their learners go to Grade 1, as they now wanted to see how their learners would progress. 
‘I must continue with the programme because children benefitted … We had to struggle to get there …  It is a pity they/learners cannot stay with me to see how they progress …’ (T9)
Finally, the success of the project should not only be gauged from the above findings about the teachers and learners, but also from teachers’ commitment to continue to run the programme and to develop as teachers in the future.
‘The programme helped me a lot and I will not stop … I will continue to do it.’ (T5)
APPENDIX 1

Name of Educator: ………………………… School: …………...………….. Date: …….

	ADMIN
	 
	 

	Session Register
	UPDATED: YES/NO
	 

 

	
	Regularity of sessions: 1/2/3/4/5 per week
	

	
	No of sessions per CD?
	Colour:                  Shape:                     Size:    

Position:                Number:                   Letter:

	Session Planners
	PRESENT: YES/NO
	 

	
	Number of Session Planners per conceptual domain: 6/6/9/8/9/26
	 

 

	
	QUALITY: 1-5
	

	Visit Register
	TOT NO OF VISITS
	 

	
	VISITORS: LB/DSC/SK/OTHER
	 

	Other Admin
	YES/NO
	 

 

	
	DESCRIBE
	

	Level of Organization of Admin: Planning, organizing, completing the admin
	WEAK/AVERAGE/GOOD
	 

	WORKBOOKS
	 
	 

	
	PRESENT: YES/NO
	 

	
	NUMBER OF BOOKS PER LEARNER
	        

	
	NUMBER OF PAGES COMPLETED
	 

	
	AVERAGE NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES (PAGES) PER CONCEPT
	 

	
	NUMBER OF CD'S COVERVERD
	 

	
	QUALITY OF WORK: 1-5
	 

	MATERIALS & Visual Displays
	 
	 

	Are all the materials accounted for
	YES/MOST/NO/NOT SURE
	 

	Condition of materials
	POOR/AVERAGE/GOOD
	 

	Use of visual BCP materials/ displays in the classroom
	POOR/AVERAGE/GOOD
	

	PROCESS
	
	

	Did you implement the BCP regularly?
	YES/NO
	 

 

	
	IF NO, GIVE A REASON/S
	

	How often did you implement the BCP every week?
	In a week: 1---5
	 

	Was the BCP interrupted during the year?
	YES/NO
	 

 

	
	IF YES, GIVE A REASON/S
	

	What CD are you currently mediating? Session?
	NAME
	 Name:                              Session: 

	Will you mediate all CDs by the end of the year?
	YES/NO and Why.
	 

	How many CDs have you mediated?
	CD: 1---6
	 

	Which CD/S took the longest and the shortest time?
	NAME x 2
	 Longest:
	Shortest:

	Which CD/S was the most difficult and most interesting to mediate?
	NAME
	 Difficult::
	Interesting:

	Which CD/S did your learners benefit from most?
	NAME and Why
	 

	THE OUTCOMES
	 
	 

	Has the BCP made a difference to your learners? 
	YES/NO/NOT SURE
	 

 

	
	HOW DO YOU KNOW?
	

	Should the Grade 1 teacher/s notice a difference in your learners next year? 
	YES/NO/NOT SURE
	 

 

	
	HOW DO YOU KNOW?
	

	Has the BCP made a difference to you? 
	YES/NO/NOT SURE
	 

 

	
	PLEASE EXPLAIN?
	

	Do you tell others about the BCP?
	YES/NO/NOT SURE
	 

 

	
	PLEASE EXPLAIN
	

	Does something still confuse you about the BCP?
	YES/NO/NOT SURE
	 

 

	
	PLEASE EXPLAIN
	

	What/who helped you most with the BCP?
	SPECIFY/NAME
	 

	Would you recommend the BCP be run in other Grade R classes?
	YES/NO/NOT SURE
	

	
	PLEASE EXPLAIN
	

	GENERAL
	 
	 

	COMMENTS/QUESTIONS/

FEEDBACK/ETC
	VERBATIM NOTES
	 


Session Planners: 

1 = very poor (not completed, very rough), 

2= weak (some detail, but not coherent), 

3= average (all info present, but mostly a repetition of the manual – no depth), 

4 = good (provides own strategies and interpretation), 

5 = excellent (session planner could be used as a template by other teachers)

Workbooks: 

1 = very unclear about the purpose of the activities 

2 = inconsistent and poor understanding of the activities

3 = mainly mechanical/reproductive tasks

4 = evidence of a developmental approach as well as an understanding of how to represent the concepts

5 =the work is guided in an insightful manner and the activities are novel and creative – they make use of different media and link up with different steps of the teaching model.
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