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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Introduction  

 

The purpose of this chapter is to set the scene for the study by outlining the topic and the 

critical questions that determine a response to the main question. The chapter also states the 

aims of the study and provide the rationale, structure of the study as well as the research 

design of the study. 

 

This study addresses the question: What are the roles of a school principal in the monitoring 

of teaching and learning in an inner-city and in a township secondary school? The study 

takes the form of a qualitative study of one inner-city secondary school in the Central 

Business District of Johannesburg and one township secondary school in Soweto. The study 

draws extensively on an earlier study conducted by Bush, et al. (2009) in the provinces of 

Mpumalanga and Limpopo in eight secondary schools which focussed on the significance of 

leadership and management in enhancing classroom practice and improving learner 

outcomes (Bush, et al. 2009). However, this research intends to focus on the monitoring 

aspect of the management and leadership roles of school principals in enhancing classroom 

practice and learner performance. It intends to examine whether monitoring of teaching and 

learning by school principals is taking place and if so, how and in what way their practice is 

linked to school improvement.  

 

The Department of Education believes that effective management and leadership articulates 

with well-conceived, structured and needs-driven management and leadership development, 

and that this is the key to transformation in South African education (Educational 

Management and Leadership Development Draft Policy Framework, October, 2004). 

Further, the South African Standard for School Leadership Draft Policy (2005) states that 

the core purpose of principalship is to provide leadership and management in all areas of the 

school to enable the creation and support of conditions under which high quality teaching 

and learning can take place and promote the highest possible standards of learner 

achievement (The South African Standard for Principalship Draft Policy, 2005). These two 

documents provide the framework that guide school principals as they perform their roles in 

the leadership and management of teaching and learning in schools.  
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In addition the English National College for School Leadership NCSL (2007) states that 

management of teaching and learning is the key role for school principals with 

responsibilities of setting up frameworks for effective teaching and learning, developing 

policies to address this issue and to ensure that curriculum delivery is being implemented. 

However, this study shall emphasize particularly the monitoring roles of school principals in 

the leading and managing of teaching and learning in schools. 

 

In a study conducted by Bush and Glover (2009) they contend that the role of principals is 

to take a school-wide view and that they have a direct responsibility for the quality of 

learning and teaching and for pupil achievement; this implies the setting of high standards 

and the monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of learning outcomes. Bush and Glover 

(2009) continue to argue that school principals who are focussed strongly on the 

management of teaching and learning would undertake the following activities: oversee the 

curriculum across the school, ensure that that lessons take place, evaluate learner 

performance through scrutiny of examination results and internal assessments, monitor the 

work of Heads of Departments through scrutiny of their work plans and portfolios, ensure 

that Heads of Departments, monitor the work of educators within their learning areas, 

arrange a programme of class visits followed by feedback to educators, and ensure the 

availability of appropriate learning and teaching support materials (LTSM). However, they 

do not say how school principals are to perform all these tasks in the schools. 

 

Monitoring is critical if schools are going to have success with all their learners because 

monitoring is the feedback loop that determines the effectiveness of instruction (Hoy and 

Hoy, 2003; Wiles and Bondi, 2002). A key correlate of „effective schools‟ research is 

frequent monitoring and assessment (Lissitz and Schafer, 2002; Popham, 2003b). As part of 

the monitoring and assessment process, feedback on learner achievement needs to be 

frequently obtained. To obtain this, multiple assessment methods must be used often, 

including teacher-made tests, portfolios, mastery skills checklists, criterion-referenced tests, 

and norm-referenced tests (Lunenburg and Irby, 2006, p.106). 
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This monitoring then informs the teachers not only what the learners are learning but also 

who is learning what and therefore how instruction must be adjusted to reach those students 

who are not learning (Leithwood, Aitken and Jantzi, 2001; Tomlinson, 2003; Willams, 

2003). Where gaps in understanding are indentified, the teacher needs to go back and re-

teach (Williams, 2003). It is vital to realise that in the monitoring of teaching and learning 

all learners do not learn in the same way (Tomlinson, 2003). Frequent monitoring and 

feedback need to be used to improve individual student performance as well as the schools 

instructional program (Danielson, 2002). When principals compare expected results with 

actual results, and take the necessary corrective action, they are performing a monitoring 

function. Monitoring completes the cycle of leadership functions. Monitoring is the 

responsibility of every school principal. The success with which principals carry out these 

functions determines how effectively the school improves.  

 

1.2 Background to the study  

 

In South Africa the process of decentralisation through devolving powers and 

responsibilities from the national and provincial government to schools and governing 

bodies has affected all South African public schools. Schools are now moving from a 

tradition of dependency to a culture of enterprise. They are now responsible for their own 

finances and budgets, they are required to implement and monitor school policies based on 

national and provincial directives, manage and maintain existing resources and provide for 

the teaching and learning required by the South African National Curriculum Statement 

(NCS). Principals are expected to build and be part of the leadership teams to ensure that all 

this happens. Therefore they must develop appropriate leadership styles, lead the learning 

process, ensure the safety and security of the school population and work with their 

governing bodies and their local communities to deliver a quality education service. In 

inner-city and township secondary schools little is known about how school principals are 

monitoring teaching and learning.  

 

A large number of school principals in schools are seemingly dysfunctional (Christie and 

Lingard, 2001), lack legitimacy and authority, and cannot influence daily operations. These 

principals are often absent from school for administrative purposes, mainly preoccupied 

with financial school matters, human resource management and policy issues (Bush and 

Heystek, 2006, Chisholm et al, 2005) and have little experience in instructional leadership 
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(Hoadley, 2007). Yet impact on learner outcomes is likely to be greater where there is direct 

leader involvement in the oversight of, and participation in curriculum planning, and 

coordination, teacher learning and professional development (Robinson, 2007). Hence this 

research is seeks to establish what the monitoring practices and tasks of two school 

principals in management of teaching and learning are: one in an inner-city secondary 

school and one in a township secondary school.  

 

1.3 Aim of the study  

 

The aim of the study is to understand what the roles of school principals in the monitoring 

tasks and activities of teaching and learning in an inner-city secondary school and township 

secondary school are.  

 

1.4 Research objectives  

 

The study is guided by the following objectives:  

1. To explore the significance that school principals attach to monitoring with reference to 

the school curriculum in an inner-city secondary school and a township secondary 

school.  

2. To determine the dominant tools and tasks used by school principals in the monitoring 

of teaching and learning in these schools. 

3. To determine how school principals monitor teaching and learning in these schools. 

 

1.5 Rationale of the study  

 

The significance of this study lies in the possible contribution these findings could make to 

the research and literature on the managing and leading of teaching and learning in South 

Africa. As Hoadley (2007, p.1) states: in the South African context, there is a consensus 

around the importance of leadership to improved student outcomes. The study examines the 

notion that school leadership is based on individual effort in the principal‟s office in 

achieving the purpose of schooling, namely teaching and learning processes. 

Further, the study hopes to contribute to the literature on the role of school leadership to 

school improvement especially in the South African context.  
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1.6 Theoretical framework of the study 

 

The theoretical framework of the study is informed by the theory of instructional leadership. 

In this study the theory of instructional leadership shall be used as a lens to explain the role 

of school principals in monitoring of teaching and learning in the Inner-city and township 

secondary schools.  

 

1.6.1 Prescriptive Models of Instructional Leadership  

 

Murphy (1988) defines instructional leadership as being narrowly focused on leadership 

functions directly related to teaching and learning. Studies by Donmoyer & Wagstaff, 

(1990); Murphy, (1988) in a broader view define instructional leadership as all other 

functions that contribute to student learning, including the management of all other parts of 

school life. Murphy (1990) noted that principals in productive schools – that is schools 

where the quality of teaching and learning were strong – demonstrated instructional 

leadership both directly and indirectly. Although these principals practised a conventional 

rather a shared form of instructional leadership, they emphasized three sets of activities with 

implications for instruction: (a) developing the school mission and goals; b) coordinating, 

monitoring, and evaluating curriculum, instruction, and assessment; c) creating a supportive 

work environment (Murphy, 1990). Focused on learning, they infused management 

decisions and regular school routines with educational meaning (Dwyer, 1984). Smith & 

Andrews, (1989) defines instructional leadership as a blend of several tasks such as 

supervision of classroom instruction, staff development, and curriculum development. 

Taken together, Glickman (1985) defined the five primary tasks of instructional leadership 

as direct assistance to teachers; which involves the provision of personal, ongoing contact 

with the individual teacher to observe and assist in classroom instruction; group 

development which entails the gathering together of teachers to make decisions on mutual 

concerns regarding instruction; staff development, which includes the learning opportunities 

for staff provided or supported by the school and school system; curriculum development 

which is the revision and modification of the content, plans, and materials of classroom 

instruction, and action research which involves the systematic study by the a faculty of what 

is happening in the classrooms and school with the aim of improving learning. Pajak‟s 

(1989) research on what the functions of instructional leadership should be generated a 

similar list of tasks, but also included planning, organising, facilitating change, and 
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motivating staff. Leithwood et al., (1999) defined instructional as an approach to leadership 

that emphasizes the behaviours of teachers as they engage in activities directly affecting the 

growth of students. Leithwood et al., (2006) suggests that successful instructional school 

leaders engage in three sets of core practice: (1) setting directions (shared vision, and group 

goals, high performance); (2) Developing people (individual support, intellectual/emotional 

stimulation, modelling); (3) Redesigning the organization (collaborative cultures and 

structures, building productive relations with parents and the community). However, 

Hallinger & Murphy, (1985) propose a model instructional leadership that consists of 

twenty specific functions within the three broad categories: the school mission; managing 

the instructional programme; and promoting school climate. 

 

Gordon, (1997) claims that in recent years democratic, collaborative, human resource-based, 

developmental, and transformational approaches to instructional leadership among others, 

have been widely advanced based on the principles of equality (hierarchy) and reflection 

and growth (not compliance ). For instance, from a review of models of supervision, Pajak 

(1993) concluded that in contrast to the common practice of instructional leadership as 

reinforcing specific prescribed teacher behaviours and skills (p.318), “the emerging dialogue 

stresses classroom teaching, curriculum, and staff development aspects of instructional 

leadership and helping teachers discover and construct professional knowledge and skills” 

(p.318). He reported that in much contemporary thinking, learning is viewed as contextual 

and complex, teaching is based on reflective judgement, and schools are seen as democratic 

teaching and learning communities. Likewise, Schion‟s (1988) concept of instructional 

leadership emphasizes classroom observations and specifically focuses on support, 

guidance, and encouragement of reflective teaching. Glickman (1992) described ideal 

instructional leadership as a collaborative endeavour enacted in a supportive environment 

that leads to an all-school action plan. Reitzug and Cross (1993) have discussed an inquiry-

oriented practice of instructional leadership (i.e. critical collaboration) that encourages 

teacher voice and acknowledges diverse contexts as well as the complexity of teaching; the 

principals role is one of facilitating a teachers thinking about practice. By comparison, 

Smyth‟s (1997) approach is more discursive, collaborative, and critical study of classroom 

interaction to achieve a just and democratic world.  
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Shared instructional leadership involves the active collaboration of the principal and 

teachers on curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Within this model the principal seeks 

out ideas, insights, and expertise of teachers in these areas and works with teachers for 

school improvement. The principal and teachers share responsibility for staff development, 

curricular development, and supervision of instructional tasks. Thus, the principal is not the 

sole instructional leader but the “leader of instructional leaders” (Glickman, 1989, p.6). The 

principal provides teachers with resources and instructional support (Rosenblum, Louis, & 

Rossmiller, 1994) and maintains congruency and consistency of the educational program 

(Conley & Goldman, 1994). Teacher‟s participation in shared leadership occurs in 

informally as well as being manifest in formal roles (Prestine & Browen, 1993).  

 

Teachers assume responsibility when they interact with other adults in the school 

community around school reform efforts, encourage others to improve their professional 

practice, or learn together with their school colleagues (Moller & Katzenmeyer, 1996). 

Collaborative inquiry supplants principal-centred supervisory practices (Reitzug, 1997). 

Principals and teachers discuss alternatives rather than directives or criticisms and work 

together as communities of learners in service to learners (Blase & Blase, 1999). Principals 

provide opportunities for teacher growth, but teachers are also responsible for seizing these 

opportunities (Blase & Kirby, 2000). Blase & Blase, (1993), Holland (1989) and Short 

(1995) claim empirical studies have generated only scant descriptions of the behaviours of 

effective instructional leaders and their impact on teachers and classroom instruction. 

Sheppard (1996) suggests that a synthesis of existing studies showed a positive and clear 

relationship between effective instructional leadership behaviours exhibited by principals 

and teacher commitment, professional involvement, and innovativeness. Principal 

behaviours associated with these effects on teachers included framing and communicating 

school goals, supervising, and evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, 

monitoring student progress, protecting instructional time, maintaining high visibility, 

providing incentives for teachers, supporting professional sessions, and providing incentives 

for learning.  
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The assessment of forty studies of the instructional role of school principals vis-à-vis school 

effectiveness done by  Hallinger & Heck, (1996a) shows that three quarters of these studies 

conceptualised the school principal role in school effectiveness as instructional leadership 

(based on theoretical models discussed by Bossert, Dwyer & Lee,1982). Hallinger & Heck, 

(1996a, 1996b) suggest that research in instructional leadership is moving from simple, 

direct models to more comprehensive models wherein antecedent variables (e.g. contextual, 

interactive features, of the school and its environment, such as community socioeconomic 

status) are included in mediated-effects models employing sophisticated analytic techniques 

(e.g. Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides, (1990); Heck & Marcoulides, (1993)). In addition, 

Hallinger & Heck, (1996a, 1996b) indicate that in recent studies the principal‟s role is more 

broadly defined using constructs such as transformational leadership, participative 

leadership, and the decentralisation of decision making.  

 

Studies by Bredeson (1989); Halpin & Croft (1963); Kirby & Colbert (1992) have linked 

principal behaviours on effects on school climates, which in turn have been shown to 

indirectly affect student achievement. However Hallinger & Heck (1996a, 1996b) urge that 

the study of instructional leadership is complex and not easily subject to empirical 

verification and extant studies are methodologically limited. Despite the fact that many 

approaches to instructional leadership discussed over the past 150 years have been 

conceptualised as collaborative in nature, the practice of instructional leadership has often 

been limited primarily to one of inspection, oversight, and judgement of classroom 

instruction (Cogan, Anderson, & Krajewski, 1993; Gordon, 1997). 

 

Using notions of instructional leadership theory  developed in studies by  Murphy (1990); 

Sebring & Bryk, (2000); Dwyer, (1984); Smith & Andrews (1989); Dwyer, (1984); Smith & 

Andrews, (1989); Pajak (1993); Moller & Katzenmeyer (1989); Hallinger & Murphy 

(1985); Gordon (1997) Prestine & Brown (1993); Schion (1988); Blasé & Blasé (1999); 

Reitzug, (1997); Blase & Kirby,(2000); Conley &Goldman, (1994); Glickman (1985); 

Leithwood et al., (2006), this report shall use these notions as guiding principles to explain 

the role of school principals in monitoring of teaching and learning with  particular 

reference  to: 
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a) The significance of the monitoring roles of school principals in the management and 

leadership of teaching and learning to the school curriculum,  

 

b) The dominant tools and tasks used by school principals in the monitoring of teaching and 

learning and  

 

c) How school principals monitor teaching and learning in an inner-city secondary school 

and a township secondary school. 

 

1.7 Outline of Chapters:  

 

The structure of the subsequent chapters of this research proposal is as follows: This study 

begins with a detailed literature review (Chapter two) to locate school leadership practices 

and their effects to school improvement in current research literature. The review of 

literature shall be categorised into the notions of the different forms of teaching and 

learning; developing professional communities of professional learning and practice; 

developing of families of educational cultures and the integration of learners‟ social capital. 

Furthermore, there will be an examination of  the literature that examine the different 

methods school principals use to supervise the school curriculum in terms of checking 

learner performance and teacher performance in the school in such learning contexts. The 

final part of the literature review will look at different school leadership practices and 

structures that are established, practised in inner-city secondary schools and township 

secondary schools to facilitate the monitoring of teaching and learning. The review of 

literature shall be categorised into the notions of leadership, teacher leadership, principal 

leadership and distributed leadership. Chapter three describes the research design that shall 

be used in data collection and data analysis. Chapter four describes the presentation of 

results. Chapter five describes the discussion of the results of the study. Chapter six 

describes the conclusion of the study, recommendations and areas of further study. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter provides an overview of the literature concerning the roles of school principals 

play to implement the school curriculum, as well as the dominant tools used and tasks done 

by school principals in the monitoring of teaching and learning.  

 

2.2 The role of school principals in monitoring teaching and learning  

 

The concepts of “curriculum leadership” and “instructional leadership”, “leading of teaching 

and learning” and “management” are often used interchangeably (Hallinger and Murphy, 

1986; Leithwood et al., 1999, Bush and Glover, 2009; Bush et al., 2009). This study will use 

these terms with an emphasis on the monitoring functions, roles, obligations and 

responsibilities of school principals in leading and managing schools. 

 

Research on effective schools done in the 1980s established that school principals are the 

key to improved instruction (Cooper and Good, 1983). The critical challenge to school 

leadership today in South Africa is to educate student populations that are from low-SES, 

ethnically and linguistically diverse, and those groups whose education needs have not been 

met, who are typically located in inner cities, township schools and rural areas .The future of 

such students depends upon the leadership provided by school principals in determining 

what it means to be who they are in their schools.  

 

2.2.1 Teaching and learning  

 

Schools serve student populations with diverse backgrounds and characteristics. This 

includes students who live in poverty or whose race /ethnicity, mental or physical 

characteristics, cultural background, or native language abilities fall outside the cultural 

mainstream. Leadership appears to be especially important in schools serving a diverse 

students population and needs to be practised differently as well. For example, leadership 

effects on student achievement have been found to be stronger in low-SES schools than in 

high-SES schools (Hallinger & Heck, 1996a). However, aspiring leaders may be reluctant to 
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serve in such contexts, exacerbating leadership challenges in these schools (Winter & 

Morgenthal, 2002).  

 

Studies by Louis & Smith, (1992); Rosenholtz, (1985) suggest that in schools that show 

impressive achievement gains, school principals maintain a clear and consistent focus on 

improving the core task of teaching and learning, and they accept no excuses for failure. 

They assist teachers to understand how they can work more effectively with their students, 

and this improves teachers‟ certainty that they can make a difference. Leithwood & Riehl 

(2006) posit that building powerful forms of teaching and learning requires attention to both 

classroom- and other school-related issues. For example, leaders emphasize the necessity of 

all staff having ambitious learning goals for all students. They express high expectations in 

part by making careful decisions about student promotion policies (McCoy & Reynolds, 

1999; Westbury, 1994) and about the size and composition of classes (Finn, 2002; Nye, 

Hedges & Konstantoulos, 1999). Leithwood & Riehl (2006) argue that successful school 

leaders have high standards for the curriculum to which students are exposed; however, the 

curriculum in schools serving diverse and disadvantaged students often is narrowly focussed 

on basic skills and knowledge and lacks meaning for students. Children in diverse contexts 

may benefit from culturally responsive teaching in which instruction is adapted to build on 

the norms, values, knowledge, skills and discourse patterns associated with students cultural 

backgrounds (Foster, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1994).  

 

Studies by Newman et al., (2001) suggest that student learning in schools serving diverse 

populations also appears to increase when there is instructional program coherence; this 

requires strong leadership to select and adopt a common framework and make it a priority 

for the school, to encourage teachers to work collaboratively, and to provide sustained 

training for staff in the use of the framework. Studies by Darling-Hammond & Young, 

(2002) contend that student achievement is lower in schools serving diverse and 

disadvantaged populations because these schools receive the least qualified teachers and are 

unable to retain qualified teachers. In these schools, teaching and learning are enhanced 

when school principals adopt any means possible to attract and retain good teachers.  
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The OECD-sponsored (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development) 

International school improvement project defines school improvement as a systemic, 

sustained effort aimed at change in learning conditions and other related internal conditions 

in or more schools with the ultimate aim of accomplishing educational goals more 

effectively (Van Velzen, 1985). The main point here is that the change is not any change: it 

is systemic and sustained and directly related to student learning. In a South African context 

in the inner city and township schools challenging learning contexts often affect learner 

performance, and school principals are expected to lead change in schools in order to bring 

about successful school improvement.  

 

 Reynolds, Hopkins and Stoll (1993) argue that in 1989 over half of all American school 

districts ran improvement programmes based upon information linked to the „effective 

schools‟ knowledge base. Dalin et al, (1992) in the “How schools improve” study state the 

characteristics of excellent schools as: (1) a headmaster that is motivated, plays a more 

active coordination and supportive role, is an instructional leader, works closely with 

teachers, encourages teachers and shares responsibilities; (2) a team spirit in the school, 

where teachers cooperate, student attitudes toward reform is positive, and teachers help each 

other with instructional problems; supervision is regular, shared between the supervisor and 

the headmaster and appears as a combination of pressure and support; (3) a school that 

works actively on the adaption of the curriculum and the production of local teaching-

learning materials; (4) the in-service training process is well implemented, regular and 

practical; the school experiences more success, more positive students, changes in learners, 

teacher cooperation, professional exchanges and extra resources e.g. from the community; 

(5) a school that gets support from the community, parents who are more interested in the 

schooling of their children, a community that gives material support (p.208). In this context 

the school principal is central in bringing about excellence in schools through ensuring that 

all the other aspects that bring about excellence in schools fall into place.  

 

In the South African school contexts, little is known about how school principals are 

monitoring teaching and learning. Secondary schools in the inner-cities and township areas 

of South Africa have large enrolment figures of learners from diverse backgrounds and 

socio-economic status which often affects their academic performance. How school 

principal responds in such situations is vital to school improvement.  
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Elmore (2004) agrees that the role of administrative leaders is primarily about enhancing the 

skills and knowledge of people in the organization, creating a common culture of 

expectations around the use of those skills and knowledge, holding the various pieces of the 

organisation together in a productive relationship with each other, and holding individuals 

accountable for the their contributions to the collective result (p.15). Newman et al (2000) 

argues that to achieve school capacity which in turn affects instructional quality and student 

assessment in the school as a whole, the school principal must be instrumental in developing 

(1) the knowledge, skills and dispositions of leaders (2) a professional community (3) 

program coherence (4) technical resources. In the South African school context, school 

leaders face many leadership challenges and how they perform these duties is of interest. 

 

Hoadly (2007) states that in the management of teaching and learning, school principals are 

able to improve student outcomes through performing four management activities: 

regulation of school time, monitoring curriculum planning and delivery, the procurement 

and management of books and stationery, quality assurance of tests and the monitoring of 

tests. However studies by Bush et, al. (2009) argue that many school principals in South 

Africa have a limited role in the management of teaching and learning, have a weak grasp of 

teaching and learning, often lack awareness of the requirements of the New National 

Curriculum Statement, and do not have a clear system for evaluating and monitoring 

teaching and learning. Their instructional leadership is often confined to checking that work 

has been completed rather than making informed judgements about the quality of teaching 

and learning. Bush et. al. (2009) go on to state that school leaders at all levels continue to 

blame issues identified in studies by Fleisch (2008) namely poverty, parental illiteracy, 

language competence, and teacher capability and motivation, rather than taking initiatives to 

address these issues that were within their control, such as securing and maintaining 

sufficient learning and teaching support materials (LTSMs), and monitoring classroom 

practice. They are also weak at generalising best practice in some classrooms to the rest of 

the school (Bush et. al. 2009). School principals have to struggle with difficult issues arising 

from unpromising school contexts, weak inherited infrastructure and under-qualified 

teachers, but fail to use the scope they do have to improve learner performance (Bush et. 

al.2009).  
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Reyes & Wagastaff (1999) suggest that school leaders of schools that successfully educate 

children from diverse and oppressed backgrounds pay careful attention to the affective 

dimension of schooling. Fostering authentic, caring school climates that affirm culturally 

relevant, caring pedagogy can result in student success. Reyes, Scribner, & Scriber (1999) 

found that schools that were successful in educating Mexican-American students to high 

levels of achievement used (a) collaborative governance and leadership, including a clear 

vision shared by the school community; (b) collaborative dedicated administrators; and (c) 

humanistic leadership philosophies. Studies by Garcia (1995), Knapp & Woolverton, 

(1995), Ogbu (1995), Reyes, Velez, & Pena (1993) state that without attending to distinctive 

contributions of culture, educational efforts with these students are likely to be unsuccessful.  

 

Valenzuela (1999) suggested that whenever the leadership is weak or ineffective a culture of 

authentic caring is hard to create and additional school environments that devalue or deny 

students‟ cultural identities and language, alienate students and make them closed to 

learning, even in the face of obvious academic talent. Scheurich (1998) identified several 

core beliefs and organisational characteristics that school leaders consciously would 

interweave to shape the climate of schools that were successful with low-SES children of 

colour. These variables included strong shared vision; loving, caring environments for both 

children and adults; being innovative, experimental, and open to new ideas; being hard-

working but not burning out; and an organizational culture that models appropriate conduct.  

 

Firestone & Riehl (2005) suggest that research on school leadership has led to few robust 

conclusions and it has not yet reached broadly or deeply enough to account sufficiently for 

the extensive variations that school leaders face in the contexts they serve, the people and 

organisations they lead, the actions they take, and the outcomes they pursue. Ogawa, 

Goldring & Conley, (2000) argue that notions of educational leadership have often moved 

from one idea to another without persisting in studying any specific problems or testing any 

particular formulation long enough to yield strong results. Studies by Purkey & Smith, 

(1983) suggest educational leadership has rarely investigated the impact of leadership on 

learning for example in the 1970s research on effective schools suggested that strong 

leadership contributed to student achievement, but it provided little guidance about what 

leaders did to make a difference and it was heavily criticized on methodological grounds. 

Subsequently, the design of research on how educational leaders contribute to student 
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learning has improved enough to suggest that better designed and executed research could 

yield important benefits (Hallinger & Heck, 1996b). 

 

Studies by Coleman (1966); Jencks et al, (1972); Van de Grift & Houtveen (1999) suggest 

that school-related factors, student backgrounds factors, and other contextual factors have 

malleable influences on student learning. These factors are not independent of each other 

and methodological approaches to measurement and analysis can influence the weighting of 

effects. Nonetheless in many studies like Coleman (1966); Jencks et al., (1972); Van de 

Grift & Houtveen (1999) student characteristics persistently emerge as having the strongest 

effects on student achievement and school related factors explain a much smaller but still 

important portion of the variance in achievement. And these are of course, the factors most 

amenable to change and improvement by educators. Studies by Knapp& Associates (1995) 

show that schools can significantly reduce the effects of students‟ demographics on 

learning. In addition studies by Brophy & Good (1986); Monk (1994) Wang, Haertel, & 

Walberg (1992) state that among school-related influences, classroom practices matter a 

great deal and students tend to learn more when their teachers have formal qualifications 

and when they use appropriate, high-quality pedagogical techniques and work to a well-

crafted curriculum. Hallinger & Heck (1966a) claim that school leaders also have an effect 

on student learning. However, the effects of leadership on student learning are indirect.  

 

Leithwood & Riehl (2006) state that claims about the effects of leadership on learning are 

justified by two sources of research evidence: qualitative case studies and quasi-

experimental quantitative studies. Qualitative case studies often examine “outlier” school 

settings in which student learning is significantly above or below normal expectations. 

These studies have reported very large effects of leadership on student learning (e.g., Gezi, 

1990; Levine & Lezotte, 1990; Metimore, 1993; Scheurich, 1989). Studies by Cotton 

(1995), Sammons et al, (1995, Scheerens & Bosker (1997) suggest that effective leadership 

appears to encompass functions and characteristics such as a maverick orientation, the 

vigorous selection and replacement of teachers, buffering the school from non-learning 

focussed distractions, frequent monitoring of the school activities, sense- making high 

expenditure of time and energy for school improvement, support for teachers, and superior 

instructional leadership. In addition, principals have some effect on other factors that matter; 

these include parent involvement, monitoring of student progress, successful student 
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grouping patterns and other organizational arrangements, curriculum coordination, and 

rigorous and equitable student promotion policies and practices.  

 

Studies by Coburn, (2001); Hamilton & Richardson, (1997) claim that case studies that do 

not begin by looking for leadership effects but end up concluding that leadership does 

matter for the improvement of teaching, also provide convincing evidence. Leithwood & 

Riehl (2006) then look at the second body of evidence, which are quasi-experimental 

quantitative studies. The chief problem with this research is that many quantitative studies 

examine the relationship between school organisational conditions and student achievement 

without including the measures of leadership. These include studies of school mission and 

goals (Hallinger, Bickman & Davis, 1996); culture (Nais, Southworth & Campbell, 1989); 

structural alternatives such as school size, the academic nature of the school curriculum, or 

the assignment of the qualified teachers to classes (Ingersoll, 1999); participation in decision 

making (Smylie, Lazarus, & Brownlee-Conyers, 1996); and relationships with parents and 

the wider community (Epstein, 1996). Leithwood & Riehl (2006) further argue that since 

these are conditions on which school leaders can have considerable impact, it might be 

inferred that leadership could exert indirect influence on learning through them. 

 

Hallinger & Heck (1996a) state that schools do matter when it comes to improving student 

learning and certain organization structures, leadership roles and conditions contribute to 

instructional innovation. Studies by Bryk & Driscoll (1988), Little (1982) and Newman & 

Wehlage (1995) claim that schools with shared visions and norms about instruction, norms 

of collaboration and a sense collective responsibility for student‟s academic success create 

incentives and opportunities for teachers  to improve their practice and that principal 

leadership is important in promoting these conditions (Lieberman, Darling-Hammond & 

Zickerman, 1991; Rosenhltz,1989). Sheppard (1996) confirms that there is a positive 

relationship between effective principal leadership behaviours including developing and 

communicating school goals, monitoring instruction, mobilizing incentives for teachers, 

supporting professional development, teacher commitment to openness and innovation, and 

professional involvement. 
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In two early studies, Barr and Dreeben (1983) and Kasarda (1980) demonstrated the value 

of tracing an extended chain of influence across district school, and classroom contexts to 

establish impact on student learning, but this approach has not been used much to examine 

the direct and indirect impact of leadership on student learning. Even when such a method is 

employed it is difficult to quantify leadership effects. An example of this problem is the 

research reported by Burns and Mason (2002). These researchers compared the achievement 

of students in a single-grade versus multi-grade classes in elementary schools and found that 

the composition of classes helped to explain the higher achievement in multi-grade classes. 

The researchers obtained firm evidence that principals deliberately assigned particular 

students to multi-grade classes (Burns & Mason, 1998, 2002), thus establishing a clear link 

between principal action, class composition, and student achievement. But the principal 

behaviours themselves were not included in the quantitative model so an effect size could 

not be estimated. There are, however some promising examples of research that comprises a 

reasonably complete model that incorporate contextual and leadership variables and use 

some form of student achievement as an outcome. Hollinger and Heck (1996a, 1996b) 

identified forty-odd such studies from a 15 year period.  

 

Quantitative studies that included leadership in their models were also reviewed by Schreens 

and Bosker (1997). Hallinger and Heck (1996a, 1996b) concluded that in studies using the 

most sophisticated modelling the effects of leadership on pupil outcomes were 

inconsistently present and although generally small, still educationally significant. The most 

common mediating variable through which leadership effects were evident was school 

goals, although the construct of goals (or vision) was not always consistently defined across 

studies. Studies by Scheerens and Bosker (1997) reached similar conclusions and their 

comprehensive review of quantitative evidence suggested that classroom and instructional 

factors have clear warrants for their impact on student achievement. Organizational 

conditions such as high expectations and parent involvement – factors over which school 

leaders clearly have some influence – have moderate empirical support. Other factors related 

to leadership, such as pedagogic leadership, school climate and organisational structure, 

have what Scheerens (1992) called „doubtful empirical confirmation‟. In general, factors and 

conditions closer to student learning – like instructional variables – have stronger effects 

than more distant factors such as school organization, policy-related conditions, or school 

leadership. Scheerens and Bosker (1997) found a small, though statistically significant, 

effect for school leadership. They also concluded that when contextual factors were taken 
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into account, leadership effects emerged more clearly. For example, contextual studies 

indicate that controlling educational leadership is associated with effective schooling in low-

SES schools more than in high SES schools, and that strong leadership appears to be more 

important in urban rather than suburban elementary schools (Scheerens and Bosker 1997, 

p.288).  

 

Other reviews of research, mainly from the international tradition of quantitative school 

effectiveness studies, have concluded that leadership explains 3 to 5 per cent of the variation 

in student learning across schools, this is actually about one quarter of the total variation (10 

to 20 per cent) explained by school-level variables after controlling for student intake 

factors (Creemers & Reetzigt, 1996; Townsend, 2001). Leithwood & Riehl (2006) further 

claim that the different results regarding leadership effects reported by these sources of 

evidence can be explained, at least in part by sampling decisions. Most qualitative case 

studies examine the effects of exceptional leadership in schools most in need of it. In 

contrast, large scale quantitative studies report average leadership effects across schools that 

range from being very needy to already highly productive perhaps understanding leadership 

effects in schools where leadership is likely to be of the greatest value. Despite these 

conceptual and methodological problems, the impact of educational leadership on student 

achievement is demonstrable (Leithwood & Riehl, 2006). Leadership effects are mostly 

indirect, and they appear primarily to work through the organisational variable of school 

mission or variable related to classroom (Hallinger & Heck, (1966a).  

 

2.2.2 Developing communities of professional learning and practice 

 

Leithwood & Riehl (2006) claim that effective school principals in schools serving diverse 

groups of students, promote a sense of community among all of the schools members, 

including students, teachers, parents, and others. Pupils benefit when teachers in schools 

form a professional learning sub-community (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Newmann & 

Associates, 1996). Professional community stimulates growth in teachers‟ instructional 

skills, supports instructional program coherence, and enhances teachers‟ sense of 

responsibility for and control over student learning (Leithwood & Riehl 2006). School 

leaders help develop a professional community through attention to individual teacher 

development and creating and sustaining the structural conditions and human and social 

resources that support community (Leithwood & Riehl, 2006). Structural conditions include 
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school size and staffing arrangements that facilitate collaboration, additional time for 

teacher planning, and opportunities for teacher decision making (Leithwood & Riehl 2006).  

 

Human and social resources include supportive leadership, policies and practices that create 

an atmosphere of openness to innovation, feedback on instructional performance, and 

professional development opportunities (Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996). While the 

instructional and learning benefits of communities of practice are widely extolled, the basic 

construct and pragmatic workings of such arrangements are elusive. How a school principal 

goes about creating, nurturing and sustaining learning communities focussed on 

instructional improvement is not clear-cut. Further, few studies have examined the dynamics 

by which a community of practice supports and promotes teacher learning and 

improvements in practice (Little, 2001; McLaughlin & Mitra, 2001). The number of studies 

examining the role of leadership in such arrangements is few. If communities of practice do 

indeed present promising avenues for improved student learning, there is a pressing need to 

explore the conditions necessary to support and sustain them.  

 

The school principal‟s role in school improvement has often been seen as in terms of 

curriculum leadership and management or instructional leadership and management 

(Hallinger and Murphy, 1986). A school is created to perform a set of tasks and attain a 

number of stated goals that is important to student learning. However it is the school 

principal‟s job to attain these goals by working with all school stakeholders in an 

atmosphere of a professional learning community. This involves planning, organising, 

leading and monitoring. School leaders accomplish the core purpose of schooling through 

performing their four core basic management functions of planning, organising, leading, and 

monitoring (Lunenburg and Irby, 2006 p.184). Schools are social systems in which two or 

more persons work together in a coordinated manner to attain common goals (Lunenburg 

and Irby, 2006 p.181). According to the „open systems‟ view, schools are seen as constantly 

interacting with their environments in contrast to the „closed system‟ theory which views 

schools as sufficiently independent to solve most of their problems through their internal 

forces, without taking into account forces in the external environment (Miner, 2002). From 

these studies, the sole purpose of the creation of schools is to achieve the goals of teaching 

and learning which school instructional leaders often do not realise. The curriculum of a 

school or a course or a classroom can be conceived of as a series of planned events that are 

intended to have educational consequences for one or more students (Eisner, 1985, p.45). 
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Curriculum has the following four components; objectives, content, experiences, and 

evaluation mean (Ornstein and Hunkins, 1985).  

 

Curriculum is the central focus of the school as it entails accountability for all that each 

student is, all each student brings to the learning situation and all knowledge, skills and 

dispositions that are planned, imparted or facilitated via the instructional process. However 

this is not the case in most cases. School leaders don‟t concentrate on instructional learning; 

instead they are often preoccupied with administrative work which is not necessarily 

concerned with learning. The school principal‟s primary goal in leading curriculum 

implementation is to empower the teachers regarding curriculum development or reform 

(Lunenburg and Irby, 2006). As much as curriculum leadership is the core purpose of school 

leadership, many school leaders do not fully understand and conceptualise the school 

curriculum such that they find difficulty in enforcing and monitoring its implementation. 

 

Studies by Bryk and Schneider (2004) argue that school principals are able to bring about 

improvement in schools as result of working together with a supportive base of parents, 

teachers and the community members with efforts broadly focussed along two major 

dimensions; first, reaching out to parents and community to strengthen the ties between 

local school professionals  and the clientele they are to serve; and second, working to 

expand the professional community, and finally, to direct resources toward enhancing the 

quality of instruction. These school principals were to achieve school improvement because 

they had an inclusive facilitative orientation, a school focus on student learning, efficient 

management, and an ability to combine pressure and support. They had a strategic 

orientation using school improvement and instructional focus to attack coherence. Bryk & 

Schneider (2002) argues that school principals are crucial for shaping trust in schools which 

has influence on the effectiveness of the school. In order to achieve successful school 

improvement, school principals must take the lead in developing and sustaining relational 

trust, which establishes the conditions for success. They conclude that only when 

participants demonstrate their commitment to engage in such work (focussed on 

improvement) and see others doing the same can a genuine professional community 

grounded in relational trust emerge (p.139). Studies by the Cross Campaign for Urban 

School Reform (2005) suggest that school principals were recognized as key players integral 

to the spread of instructional reform; they are generally called on to be leaders of 

instruction, spend more time in classrooms, engaging teachers in conversations about 
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instruction, and to spend less time on administrative, logistical and financial matters. The 

result was that school principals were being placed in an impossible position. School 

principals do not have the capacity to carry out the new roles and are burdened by too many 

role responsibilities that inhibit developing and practising new competences. In sum the 

school principal is key to school improvement but how the numerous roles are being 

fulfilled in such complex scenarios need careful investigation. 

 

2.2.3 Developing of educational cultures in families 

 

Studies by Dillard (1995) Englert (1993); Gezi (1990); suggest that social conditions 

associated with poverty, such as residential mobility, family breakups, and poor heath, are 

likely to affect students‟ ability to focus and do well. Lee, Bryk & Smith, (1993), however, 

argue there are other family conditions and interactions that explain family background 

effects on student learning that constitute what is known as a family educational culture. 

The family educational cultures are the assumptions, norms and beliefs held by the family 

about intellectual work in general and school work in particular. Other basic dimensions 

include work habits, academic guidance and support, parents‟ or guardians‟ academic and 

occupational aspirations and expectations for their children, adequate health and nutritional 

conditions and physical settings in the home conducive to academic work (Henderson & 

Berla, 1994; Walberg, 1984). Studies by Henderson & Berla (1994) suggest that when 

schools support families to develop strong educational cultures at home, children from low-

income families and diverse cultural backgrounds approach the grades and test scores 

expected for middle-class children. They are also likely to take advantage of a full range of 

educational opportunities after graduating from high school (Henderson & Berla, 1994). 

Studies by Epstein, (1996, 2000) suggest that school principals help families develop strong 

educational cultures by championing parent education and coordinated services.  

 

Parent education helps families acquire resources and competences to support their 

children‟s education; it can be provided through group meetings and classes, newsletters, 

home visits, neighbourhood meetings, phone consultations, and the provision of audio, 

video, and print resources. Studies by Dryfoos, (1994) suggest that school principals can  

also support family educational cultures by helping to coordinate social services designed to 

meet a full range of children‟s and families‟ needs. Integrated social services can enhance 

families‟ access to and control over the services they receive and help ensure that social 
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assistance is congruent with the cultures and needs of families and communities. Smreker & 

Mawhinney (1999) suggest that school principals can help such efforts by developing with 

all stakeholders a common vision and a set of goals; distributing leadership flexibly across 

roles and stakeholder groups; ensuring adequate communication and resolving conflicts 

proactively; awarding power to pupils, parents, and community members to make decisions 

about their needs and services; and incorporating parents‟ home language into the provision 

of services. Studies by Edmonds, (1979); Reyes & Scribner (1999); Scheurich,1998; Skrla, 

Scheurich, & Johnson (2000) in  the United States of America state that some educators 

have demonstrated commitment to the educational success of these students in such learning  

contexts, and these students have achieved at high levels. In addition, these educators‟ 

leadership, whether it be administrative leadership (principals) or pedagogical leadership 

(classroom teachers), takes various forms, which foster organization cultures that could 

result in better educational outcomes for students in such low-SES populations 

(Edmonds,1979; Reyes, Scribner, 1999; Scheurich, 1998; Skrla, Scheurich, & Johnson, 

2000). The way principals lead in high-stakes accountability environments is critical to the 

success of student learning, particularly in urban areas. In her study of school principals in 

Chicago led in high-stakes accountability environments, DeMoss (2002) found that 

principals whose leadership goal was leadership for privilege or leadership for 

professionalism and empowerment had student test outcomes that steadily increased.  

 

Reyes & Wagstaff (1999) state that great variation exists among schools in the United States 

in terms of the quality and type of education they provide their students. They argue that this 

variation can best be understood in relationship to the multiple settings in which schools 

exist and function. In addition, these settings are broad geographical regions of the country 

or specific as school districts within states or neighbourhoods within school districts. In 

these settings, powerful contextual variables such as race, ethnicity, social class, teacher 

quality, and leadership skills strongly influence the kind and quality of education available 

to students (Reyes & Wagstaff 1999). 

 

Lomotey (1989) states school principals in Afro-American school populations possessed 

several qualities found in the research on principal leadership, academic achievement, and 

other areas. Specifically, these principals developed goals, harnessed energies, facilitated 

communication, managed instruction, demonstrated commitment to the education of Afro-

American children, showed compassion for and understanding of Afro-American children 
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and their communities, and were confident in the educability of Afro-American children. 

Lomotey (1994) further developed his concept of leadership, calling leaders who combine 

these attributes bureaucratic/administrators and ethno-humanists who promote both 

schooling an education about students‟ culture, life, and where they fit in the society and the 

world. Foster (1993) conducted interviews of 18 experienced, exemplary Afro-American 

teachers who were educating for competence in community and culture as well as academic 

achievement. Mitchell (1998) found these that these teachers were unwilling to assume 

expanded roles of mediator, activist and advocate to encourage students living in urban 

environment where many of their primary needs were unmet. These teachers themselves 

were influenced by their own upbringings in urban environments where many of their 

primary needs were unmet. Their participation in efforts to improve the social condition of 

Afro-Americans, such as the civil rights movements and their recognition of the relationship 

between race and the socioeconomic realties faced by their students played a role in the way 

they mediated their teaching.. In South African school contexts in inner city and township 

schools, teachers are highly unionized as a means to champion improvement in conditions 

of service and school principals in such school contexts often experience difficulty in 

navigating school governance and carrying out their leadership roles of monitoring teaching 

and learning. To be able to achieve this, school leaders have to develop leadership in others, 

have modesty about them, grasp the big picture and foster partnerships with governing 

bodies, the local bodies, the local authority and networks beyond the school. However in the 

South African school contexts in the inner cities and township schools, principals struggle to 

meet the demands of stakeholders due to multiplicity of reasons.  

 

2.2.4 Integration of learner’s social capital in teaching and learning 

 

Studies by Heath (1983); Moll et al., (1992) suggest that some students have family 

educational cultures and social capital resources that are strong and well-developed but 

different from what schools typically expect. Other students may have limited access to 

social capital assets. Successful school principals assist students in several ways to employ 

the social capital they have and acquire more, thereby enhancing their potential for success 

in school (Leithwood & Riehl, 2006). Social capital consists of the assets accrued by 

learners through their families and their relationships with others and assets include 

knowledge, information, norms, and opportunities sustained in extensive social networks 

(Coleman, 1988; Drisoll & Kerchner, 1999). Epstein (2001) argues that school principals 
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can increase the proportion of students‟ social capital that is valued by the school but 

warned against ignorance and prejudice which can cause teachers to deny the value of the 

knowledge and other forms of social capital that are brought to school by students. In 

addition, Epstein (2001) further suggests that school principals can help create meaningful 

partnerships with parents and communities and these partnerships can strengthen the social 

networks that provide capital for the students. Partnerships are much more likely to occur 

when educators work explicitly to help create them. Studies by Dei (1996) and Solomon 

(2002) suggest that school principals can increase learners‟ social capital by helping to enact 

non-discriminatory and socially just practises in schools through antiracism education. 

Likewise, Leithwood & Riehl (2006) state that at the individual level, such education 

attempts to eliminate behaviours that impact negatively on persons who experience 

discrimination and at the organization level, antiracist education critically examines and 

alters the structures and policies that entrench and reproduce inequity and injustice. In the 

South African inner-city and township schools little is known of how school principals are 

doing this. According to these studies, the school principal is the only person who is well 

positioned to lead and manage the school (Hallinger, 2003). However, there is evidence that 

members of school management teams strongly participate in leading and managing the 

school (Crowther, Kaagan, Ferguson, and Hann 2002; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond 

2004; Bush et al., 2009; Lambert 2002; Marks and Printy 2003; Hoerr, 1996; Morrison, 

1995). 

 

The central proposition here is that school leadership makes an important contribution to the 

improvement of schools serving diverse populations. Reyes & Wagstaff (1999) state that 

leadership is always provided within a context; therefore, leadership needs to be context-

specific. Context-specific leadership can be provided only by those who are deeply 

knowledgeable about the school, the community in which the school is located, the 

professional and nonprofessional staff of the school, the student population, and the 

relationship between the school and central administration. From these studies, the core aim 

of school leadership is to ensure that learners receive instruction and the monitoring purpose 

of school principals is to ensure that this objective is actualised in the schools. Thus school 

principals can monitor effectively teaching and learning if they understand what constitutes 

teaching, learning and leadership in such challenging schooling contexts.  
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2.3 The dominant tools and tasks of monitoring of teaching and learning 

 

2.3.1 Use of learner data for assessment 

 

Studies have suggested that using student data to inform instruction and learning goals has 

the potential to increase student performance (Lafeee, 2002; McIntire, 2002). Campbell and 

Levin‟s (2006) study of school districts in Ontario show that for improved student 

outcomes, use of data and development of assessment literacy at both the school and district 

levels were important activities. Alongside supporting classroom and school practices, the 

districts developed consistent approaches through the use of district wide–assessment and 

evaluation guides, adopted common assessment and diagnostic tools for all schools, and 

organised district-wide collection, storage, analysis, and reporting of student data to inform 

system and school improvement and planning and practices. The Ontario districts also 

supported schools in using and understanding data. Professional development on data 

analysis and assessment literacy was provided for principals and teachers and there were 

clear expectations about use of student assessment information. The districts used data at the 

system level to inform improvement planning, set targets and goals, and build in monitoring, 

review, feedback and accountability for progress (Campbell and Levin, 2006 p.50-52.). 

However, school principals in South African schools often do not have access to learner 

data compiled over a period of time by the Department of Education (DoE) leading to 

inability use data for leadership and management of teaching and learning especially using 

student data in monitoring and evaluating learner performance, achievement and teacher 

performance in the classrooms.  

 

Datnow et al., (2007) state that alongside supporting the use of data to inform school-level 

practices, reflections and actions, it is important as well to develop mutual accountability in 

system-school relationships, involving shared responsibility between schools and system 

leaders, developing a trusting relationship and a two-way communication flow between 

schools and central offices. In addition Lunenburg and Irby (2006) argue that school 

principals need to be able to disaggregate student achievement data, track the achievement 

of all students over time, and show demonstrable progress in raising the percentage of 

students who are proficient in maths and reading. The NCLB dramatically increases the 

responsibility school principals have to use student data (No Child Left behind Act, 
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[NCLB], U.S. Department of Education, 2002). School principals are expected to know how 

to learn from student data, examine assessment results to identify problems and plan 

appropriate instructional interventions (Houlihan, 2002; Mason, 2002). However, the 

inability to use and access learner data is one of the major reasons why school principals do 

not make sense of student data collected by the schools. 

 

 Assessment data can be used for a range of accountability purposes. Earl and Katz (2006) 

suggest that by developing appropriate use of data in a wide range of forms, including from 

large scale testing and formative classroom assessments, professional accountability will be 

enhanced. Professional accountability is based on data, not as a final judgement but as part 

of the toolkit for understanding current performance and formulating plans for reasonable 

action. Earl and Katz (2006) further argue that educational leaders and the staff members of 

schools who are committed to professional accountability and making informed professional 

judgements think of accountability not as static numerical accounting but as a conversation, 

using data to stimulate discussion, challenge ideas, rethink directions and exploring new 

programs for learners and educators. It is also used to monitor progress, providing an 

ongoing image of a school as it changes, progresses, stalls, regroups, and moves forward 

again. 

 

Goldstein (1999) argues that effective use of data and assessment to support positive 

outcomes for educators and students requires careful attention to building capacity to access, 

understand, and apply data. Without this, the result could be a mixture of confusion, 

technical naivety and misleading advice. Research indicates that assessment for learning and 

evidence-based practices are both areas where educators require support to develop their 

assessment literacy „through their capacity and confidence in the use of data‟ (Stiggins, 

2001). 
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The English NCSL (2005, p38) states that improving the quality of learning and teaching is 

the most important thing schools do. Because educators, not school principals, work directly 

with learners in the classroom, leaders‟ influence is indirect and may be exerted in three 

ways. These are:  

 

(a) Modelling: using the power of example – sometimes the school principal and sometimes 

other leaders or educators (b) Monitoring: analysing and acting on pupil learning data, 

knowing what is happening in classrooms, using observations to find out about and to 

spread effective teaching strategies and skills (c) Dialogue: professional conversations, 

formal and informal meetings, feedback, mentoring and coaching of colleagues 

(NCSL2005:38).  

 

Classroom practice may be judged at two levels, namely monitoring and evaluation.  

Monitoring seeks to assess the ways in which the teaching plans are put into effect and the 

outcomes from these in terms of pupil attainment. Evaluation seeks to assess the impact of 

teaching and learning at a more strategic level (Bush and Glover, 2009, p.14). 

 

Southworth (2004) says that monitoring includes analysing and acting on students‟ progress 

and outcome data, for example assessment and test scores. Leadership is stronger when it is 

informed by data on students learning, progress and achievements as well as direct 

knowledge of teaching practices and classroom dynamics‟(p.79). He adds that monitoring 

involves visiting classrooms, observing teachers  at work  and providing them with feedback 

(Southworth, 2004). The English Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted, 2003) found 

that there is a very strong link between very good monitoring and good teaching. 

Southworth (2004, p.80) argues that `monitoring classrooms is now an accepted part of 

leadership‟. He concluded that monitoring is a widely distributed function, including head 

teachers, deputies and heads of department (Southworth, 2004). Bush and others (2008) 

claim that scrutiny of documents is the monitoring device used by school leadership in 

performance of their duties in supervision in South Africa. From their study, heads of 

departments (HoDs) examine educator‟s portfolios and workbooks and check learners‟ work 

to see if educator claims are matched by learner outcomes. Where there are discrepancies, 

heads of departments (HoDs) provide feedback to educators and seek improvement. 

Principals in turn, review heads of departments‟ (HoDs) work and may also check learners‟ 
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work directly. In cases of poor performance disciplinary is taken. Classroom observation is 

mandated for South Africa‟s integrated quality management system (IQMS) but also occurs 

in some schools as a monitoring device (Bush et al, 2008, p.22).  

 

Hargreaves (2005) states that there are six possible objectives of assessment of learning as 

an aspect of monitoring in the classroom namely, (1) measuring pupil attainment against 

stated targets or objectives; (2) using assessment to inform the steps in teaching and learning 

planning; (3) as a basis of feedback for improvement; (4) as a way for teachers to learn 

about pupils learning,; (5) as a basis for children to take some control over their own 

learning; and (6) as an opportunity to turn assessment into a learning event. In the USA, the 

North West Regional Education Laboratory (2001) provides a summary of monitoring 

practices and argues that practitioners at district and school level should (a) collect and 

summarise information about student performance on a regular basis, identify areas of 

strength and weakness and relate to these goals and objectives; (b) co-ordinate assessment to 

ensure quality, avoid duplication of effort and minimise disruption to classroom instruction; 

(c) use assessment results to evaluate programs and target areas for improvement; and (d) 

provide direct support for classroom-level assessment efforts. 

 

2.3.2 Lesson observation 

 

 Bush et al (2008) state that monitoring is an ongoing process, undertaken to establish 

whether teaching and learning are taking place in a satisfactory way. On the other hand 

Reynolds (2007) states that effective monitoring and evaluation require classroom 

observation. O‟Sullian (2007) stresses that educational quality can only be improved if there 

is systematic observation of what is happening in the classroom. This involves recording, 

analysing and reflecting on inter-relationships, interactions and outcomes and is critical to 

assessing and improving quality (p.253). Lesson observation can answer `the what‟, `how‟ 

and why‟ questions. However the why questions have to be supported with other data, most 

notably teacher interview data, in order to fully understand the teaching and learning 

processes currently being used and the extent to which particular processes are likely to be 

implemented (O‟Sullivan, 2006, p.254). 
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Observation may be used for teacher development or as a tool for teacher assessment or 

performance (Bush and Glover, 2009). A teacher development focus targets the 

improvement of teaching and learning while a performance management approach is more 

instrumental, seeking to weed out inadequate teachers (Bush and Glover, 2009). Hariparsad 

et al (2006) make a similar point in their analysis of teacher evaluation in South Africa and 

state that observation has two possible purposes: a formative function for the development 

of professional teaching skills, and a summative function for selection and as a basis for 

grading and promotion. O‟Sullivan, (2006, p.258) argues that much of the school 

observation is assessment and performance driven which makes it difficult to gain the co-

operation of educators, yet it is intended to raise the standards of classroom practice.  

 

In a study by O‟Sullivan (2004) on the use of observation to assess teacher development 

needs in Namibia, she found that lesson observation data were particularly useful for needs 

assessment. They provided an insight into teachers‟ realities, their problems and training 

needs, which was not accessible using other methods. For example, interviewing teachers 

about their needs, the common method used to access needs, was not found to be effective. 

Teachers interviewed told the author that they were familiar with and using learner-centred 

approaches. Lesson observations, however, refuted this. They indicated that rote teaching 

was the only approach used by teachers. In 94 per cent of the lessons observed the teacher 

talked most of the lesson and only 2 per cent of lessons did individual children answer 

questions. This led the trainer to designing training activities to develop teachers‟ 

understanding of and capacities to use learner -centred methods and approaches‟ (pp12-13). 

In Bush et al., (2008), they argue observation is a valuable monitoring tool though they 

found limited evidence of its use in their eight case study schools in South Africa. It was 

found to be a systematic process in some schools but it appeared to be sporadic and 

unsystematic activity in others, restricted by the lack of time available to heads of 

departments (HoDs) and the lingering belief that it is discouraged by the educator unions.  

 

Southworth (2004, p.78) argues that „modelling is all the power of example‟. Successful 

leaders are aware that they must set an example and use their actions to show how 

colleagues behave (Bush and Glover, 2009). The concept of role model underpins this 

approach (Bush and Glover, 2009). Learner-centred leaders are role models to others 

because they are interested in learning, teaching and classrooms and teachers expect leaders 

to be able to walk the talk (Southworth, 2004, p.78-79). Bush and Glover, (2009) argue that 
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where educator‟s pedagogic skills are weak, monitoring alone is unlikely to be effective in 

raising standards. In addition Bush and Glover (2009) argue that while workshops may help 

improve classroom teaching, modelling of good practice by the school principal, the heads 

of departments (HoDs) or another educator is more likely to produce favourable outcomes. 

 

Reynolds (2007) in a recent Ofsted inspection of a large, inner-city primary school in 

England in dealing with challenging behaviour argues that success was achieved which 

brought about a positive approach to discipline because of the use of overlapping strategies. 

The strategies involved the use of overlapping modelling, monitoring and dialogue methods 

taking place simultaneously amongst other solutions (adapted from Reynolds, 2007, p.3). 

While monitoring and evaluation provide a means for judging the quality of classroom 

practice, it does not offer a means for generating improvement (Bush and Glover, 2009, 

p.22). Modelling does provide the potential for demonstrating good practice and 

generalising it throughout the school. It arises from setting up what good practice is and then 

developing it through mentoring, coaching, and other self-development approaches (Bush 

and Glover, 2009, p.22). Lataille–Demore (2007) contends that good practice has to be 

acknowledged and then emulated by others willing and to learn. In one combined school 

studied by Bush et al (2008a), the school principal states that he led by example but he was 

referring to his own teaching role rather than modelling or demonstrating good classroom 

practice to his colleagues. These authors found no examples of modelling in any of their 

eight schools, suggesting that it is rarely used in South Africa and lamented that there is 

limited published work on the use of modelling in South Africa (p.22). From these studies, 

there are various learning instructional monitoring methods school principals are in position 

to use to monitor the teaching and learning in schools. However how efficiently these 

methods are able to positively influence learner outcomes depends on how well a school 

principal is able to use these methods in the management of teaching and learning in the 

schools. 
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2.4 The distribution of monitoring of teaching and learning 

 

2.4.1 Leadership concepts 

 

Leadership as concept is an elusive concept (Leithwood et al, 1999). However Bush & 

Glover, 2003, Ofsted, 2003) define leadership as a process of influence leading to the 

achievement of desired purposes. It involves inspiring and supporting others towards the 

achievement of a vision for the school that is based on clear personal and professional 

values. Management is the implementation of school policies and the efficient and effective 

maintenance of the school‟s current activities (Ofsted, 2003). Studies by the Ofsted (2003) 

reveal that there is a strong link between the quality of leadership and management of the 

head teacher (together with the key staff in a school), and the quality of teaching. Leadership 

and good management are very important in bringing about improvement in schools, 

particularly in schools which are implementing special programmes to address low 

achievement and social inclusion, including those facing challenging circumstances (Ofsted, 

2003). The monitoring, evaluation and development of teaching and the school‟s strategy 

for appraisal and performance are aspects of management which are still in need of 

improvement in many schools (Ofsted, 2003). The way in which the characteristics of 

strong leadership and good management are applied in different circumstances is of 

fundamental importance (Ofsted in UK, 2003). Evidence from the Ofsted inspections in the 

UK indicate that head teachers are less effective in carrying out some of their managerial 

responsibilities, such as establishing effective governing bodies, monitoring teaching, and 

developing appraisal and performance management systems (Ofsted, 2003). 

 

2.4.2 Teacher leadership  

 

Leithwood & Duke (1999) described twenty distinct forms of principal leadership, 

reclassified into 6 generic leadership approaches by reviews: instructional, transformational, 

moral, participative, managerial, and contingent forms of leadership. Teacher leadership 

may be even more varied in form and function. Teachers assuming formal leadership roles 

(including lead teacher, department head, special program coordinator, or mentor); are 

expected to carry out functions such as representing the school in district-level decision 

making (Fullan, 1991); leading submissions of schools (Cooper, 1993); stimulating the 
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professional growth of colleagues (Wasley, 1991); being advocates for teachers‟ work 

(Bascia, 1997); and improving the school‟s decision-making process (Malen, Ogawa, & 

Kranz, 1990). Teacher leadership can also exist in a more informal sense, for example in 

teachers‟ supportive roles with each other in professional learning communities or in school 

transformation efforts (Grossman, Wineburg, & Woolworth, 2001). Empirical evidence 

concerning the effects of either formal or informal teacher leadership is limited and reports 

give mixed results. For example, Hannay and Danby‟s (1994) study of department heads 

found that they were not very effective as facilitators of change because of their lack of 

knowledge and skills in effective change strategies. Studies by Brown, Rutherford, & Boyle, 

(2000), Scribner, Hager, & Warner, (2002), Smylie & Marks, (2002) found that conflicts 

among informal teacher leaders undermine shared vision and teachers ability to function as 

leaders can be hampered by the principals‟ reluctance to share authority. On the other hand, 

Duke, Showers, and Imber (1980) found that increased participation of teachers in school 

decision making resulted in a more democratic school. Marks and Louis (1997) concluded 

that teacher participation in site-based governance impacted on both teaching quality and 

student performance. In their study of special education initiatives, Mayrowetz and 

Weinstein (1999) found that teachers and other persons not in formal leadership roles had 

important leadership functions with regard to promoting inclusive education for students 

with special needs, and that the leadership functions of many different persons tended to 

overlap.  

 

Both principal leadership and teacher leadership entail the exercise of influence on the 

beliefs, values, and actions of others (Hart, 1995). What may be different is how that 

influence is exercised and to what end. Teachers and school principals often attempt to 

exercise leadership in relation to quite different aspects of the schools functioning, although 

teachers often report a strong interest in expanding their spheres of influence (Reavis & 

Griffith, 1993; Taylor & Bogtch, 1994). Their resources for exerting leadership differ as 

well. In traditional schools, for example, persons in formal administrative roles have greater 

access to positional power in their attempts to influence classroom practice, whereas 

teachers may have greater access to the power that flows from technical expertise about 

teaching and learning. In a study of eight elementary schools, Spillane, Hallett & Diamond 

(2003) found that teachers tended to consider other teachers to be real leaders if they 

employed human, cultural, and social capital in their work with others, while school 

principals were constructed as real leaders primarily on the basis of cultural capital and 
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especially supportive interactional styles. When teachers considered school principals to be 

leaders on the basis of human capital, it was generally because they displayed instructional 

expertise grounded in experience with a particular subject matter domain.  

 

Studies by Hallinger and Heck (1998; 1999; 2003) argue that the effect of leaders, including 

head teachers, is largely indirect; what heads do and say, and how they demonstrate 

leadership does affect pupil learning outcomes but it is largely through the actions of others, 

most obviously teachers, that the effects of school leadership are mediated. Achieving 

results through others is the essence of leadership and it is the „avenues of leader influence 

that matter most‟ (Hallinger and Heck, 2003). Fullan (1985) when he stressed the 

importance of process factors in creating effective schools enumerated four main crucial 

factors to school improvement: (1) leadership as a process rather than status (2) an explicit 

value system which is consensual (3) sophisticated social interaction and communication (4) 

collaborative planning. 

 

Studies by Banner & Gagne (1995), Chrispeels, Brown, & Castillo, (2000), Day & Harris, 

(2002) and Murphy & Beck, (1995) state that organizational restructuring initiatives 

stimulated inquiry about distributed conceptions of leadership as flatter, team-based, more 

organic structure began to replace hierarchical structures. Recent interest in distributed 

leadership has been supported by substitutes for leadership theory (Jermier & Kerr, 1997), 

situated and distribution cognition theories (Brown, Duguid, 1991; Wenger, 1998), and 

institutional theory (Ogawa & Bossert, 1995). Studies by Gronn (2000), Knapp et al., (2002) 

and Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, (2001) suggest that an interrelated set of roles and 

functions across the school or system is required for effective distributed leadership, 

especially in the context of policy initiatives. Empirical evidence concerning the nature and 

effects of distributed leadership is at early stage of development but research activity in this 

area is on the increase (Leithwood & Riehl 2006). 

 

Wilson and Corcoran (1988) suggest that in the schools they observed, the source of 

leadership shifted as problems and issues shifted. Spillane and Louis, (2002) found that the 

configuration of distribution in high-poverty elementary schools differed depending on the 

curriculum area. With education, for example, school principals exerted minimal leadership, 

ceding that role to highly involved teachers or to outside consultants or curriculum 

facilitators. With language and arts instruction, however, principals and teachers with formal 
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leadership designations were more likely to exert leadership influence. The distributed 

leadership perspective is consistent with previous studies by Smylie, Conley & Marks, 

(2002), but it points further towards the development of a social theory that could 

encompass conceptions of both leading and learning in school. This view highlights school 

principals and teachers as arrayed in complex collegial networks that form and re-form 

around specific tasks or issues – for example, principals and teachers in a school working on 

how to improve maths scores on standardised tests; principals in a district figuring out how 

to ensure that students with the right to change schools have the opportunity to do so; 

principals and district subject matter coordinators evaluating new curricula for adoption and 

so on. It then asks how leadership is shared by several people and what and how ideas about 

learning and teaching influence their work. While distributed leadership is an appealing 

construct, clear conceptions remain elusive (Prestine & Nelson, 1998). 

 

Studies by Camburn, Rowan and Taylor, (2003) state that in more than 100 US elementary 

schools found that responsibilities for leadership functions was typically distributed across 

three to seven formally designated leadership positions per elementary school. Such 

positions included school principals, assistant principals, program coordinators or 

facilitators, mentors, master teachers, or teacher consultants, as well as other auxiliary 

professional staff such as family outreach workers. However, in secondary schools in South 

Africa the distribution of monitoring authority and its implementation is a contested terrain 

(de Clercq, 2007). Not everyone in the staff can participate in the monitoring activities of 

teaching and learning. Heller & Firestone (1995) showed in a study of eight elementary 

schools that multiple leaders, including school district personnel and external consultants, 

were taking responsibility for leadership while those with formally designated leadership 

positions performed some functions. At the same time, individuals who had no formal 

leadership positions also took responsibility for leadership functions. Teachers contributed 

to an array of leadership functions including sustaining the program vision and informally 

monitoring implementation (Heller and Firestone 1995; Firestone, 1989).  

 

In studies by Crowther, Kaagan, Ferguson, and Hann (2002) on Australian schools and 

studies by Hargreaves and Fink (2004) on U.S. and Canadian schools reveal that school 

teachers, on their own or collectively, take responsibility for leadership functions and 

routines at times in an effort to make up for leadership gaps that result from formally 

designated leaders‟ lack of expertise or oversight. In studies conducted by Portin et al., 
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(2003) in twenty-one schools in four US cities discovered that responsibility for leadership 

is distributed not only among appointed leaders but also among de facto leaders – that is, 

individuals who, regardless of their position, exercise influence on others with respect to the 

direction the school is taking or should take. This study of elementary, middle, high and k-

12 schools revealed that this pattern of distributed responsibility for leadership is not 

confined to elementary schools. The distributed leadership study by Spillane, Halverson & 

Diamond (2004) showed that leadership is distributed among those in formal leadership 

positions and teachers not in leadership positions. While leadership is distributed both 

among formally designated leaders and among those who are not formally designated as 

leaders, this does not mean that everyone in the school has a hand in every leadership 

function or routine. The distribution of leadership differs, depending on the leadership 

function or routine, the subject matter, the type of school, the school‟s size, and a school or 

school leadership team‟s developmental stage (Spillane, 2006 p33).  

 

Studies by Mascall & Leithwood, (in press) claim that school leadership has greater 

influence on schools and pupils when it is widely distributed. In this study they argue that 

there are significant relationships between staff performance and external factors. The 

strongest relationship relates to working conditions. The relationship between total 

leadership and teachers‟ capacity is much stronger than the relationship between the head 

teachers leadership alone and teacher capacity. The most significant results of this study 

were the indirect effects of total leadership on student learning and achievement, through its 

direct effects on the three dimensions of staff performance. Total leadership accounted for a 

significant 27 per cent of the variation in student achievement across schools. This is a much 

higher proportion of explained variation (two to three times higher) than is typically 

reported in studies of individual head teacher effects. In addition to this direct evidence 

concerning the effects of distributed leadership, less direct evidence in support of this claim 

can be found in research on formal leadership succession, school improvement initiatives, 

processes used to successfully turn around low-performing schools and the movement 

towards flatter organisational structures and team problem-solving. Despite the popularity of 

this claim, the evidence in its support is less extensive and in some cases less direct than in 

support of the previous claims. 
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Studies by Leithwood et al., (2006) state there are relationships between the use of different 

patterns of leadership distribution and the levels of value added student achievement. 

Schools with the highest levels of student achievement attributed this to relatively high 

levels of influence from all sources of leadership. Schools with the lowest levels of student 

achievement attributed this to low levels of influence from all sources of leadership. Schools 

with the highest levels as compared with those in the lowest levels, of student achievement 

differed most in their ratings of the influence of school teams, parents and students. Head 

teachers were rated as having the greatest (positive and negative) influence in the schools. 

This evidence is consistent with claims about the ineffectiveness of laissez-faire forms of 

leadership. There is no loss of power and influence on the part of head teachers when for 

example the power and influence of many others in the school increase. While the evidence 

strengthens the case that some leadership distribution patterns are more helpful than others, 

it sheds little light on the range of patterns that actually exist in the schools and most 

importantly, the relative effects of these patterns on the quality of teaching, learning and 

pupil achievement. Evidence on these key questions is extremely limited, and efforts to fill 

this gap represent the advancing edge of the current leadership research. This agrees with 

studies Spiro, Feltovtch, Coulson & Anderson, 1989) that there may be a real danger in 

appropriating concepts or theories developed as explanatory frameworks for specific 

phenomena in one field and applying them to seemingly analogous but perhaps only distally 

related phenomena in another . 

 

2.4.3 Principal leadership and distributed leadership  

 

Bush et al., (2009) state that the responsibility for managing teaching and learning is shared 

amongst schools principals, school management teams (SMTs), heads of departments, and 

classroom educators. While educators manage curriculum implementation in their 

classrooms, HODs have the responsibility for ensuring effective teaching and learning 

across their learning areas or phases. School principals and school management teams, on 

the other hand, have a whole-school role. (Bush et al., 2009). However in most cases school 

principals leave the monitoring of teaching and learning to subject heads of departments 

since they argue that they are preoccupied with other important administrative duties.  
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Heads of department have an important role to play in the management of teaching and 

learning, within the school-wide strategy established by the principal and the SMT (Bush et 

al., 2009). The middle managers role is focussed on sub-units, based on learning areas or 

school phases, while school principal and SMT should take a school-wide view (Bush and 

Glover, 2009). Rhodes and Brundrett (in press) stress that middle managers are important in 

any strategy to develop learning-centred leadership in schools. The English National 

College for School Leadership (NCSL, 2007, p 4)) argues that second-tier leaders should 

lead teaching and learning through modelling (leading by example), monitoring  (knowing 

what is going in the classroom), dialogue (by talking and listening to colleagues) and  

setting up structures and systems. However, the delegation of leadership to heads of 

department in schools to spearhead monitoring of teaching and learning in classrooms has 

resulted in school principals not knowing exactly what is going on in the classrooms – a 

major reason why schools are failing. Studies by Spillane and Louis (2002) state that 

without an understanding of the knowledge necessary for teachers to teach well – content 

knowledge, general pedagogical knowledge, content-specific pedagogical knowledge, 

curricular knowledge, and knowledge  of learners – school principals will be unable to 

perform essential school improvement functions such as monitoring instruction and 

supporting teacher development. As much as middle managers are expected to participate in 

the leadership of monitoring activities in teaching and learning, they themselves need to be 

monitored to avoid cases of neglect, assumption, and contestations over supervision 

techniques (de Clercq, 2007). 

 

Dimmock and Lee (1999) revealed that principals in secondary schools act indirectly as 

curriculum leaders and managers whereas deputies, heads of departments and their senior 

teachers are directly involved in curriculum leadership and management and are therefore 

the ones who directly influence the quality of learning in schooling. This observation is 

echoed in the research done by Bush and Wise (1999), Bush and Harris (1999), and Harris 

(1991). Southworth (2002) reveal that secondary principals have no direct effect on school 

effectiveness unlike in elementary schools. Southworth (2003) suggest that instructional 

leaders achieve their effects on student academic outcomes through other people. Ogawa 

and Hart (1985) argue that the effect of the principal on instructional performance is 

minimal but has an important influence on school outcomes. According to Sweeney (1982) 

school effectiveness is enhanced by a principal who focuses on achievement, sets 
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instructional strategies, provides an orderly school atmosphere, evaluates pupil‟s progress, 

coordinates instruction and supports teachers. Morrison (1995) reveals that deputy 

principals in primary schools are the ones who are well placed to exercise curriculum 

leadership and management due to their positions to communicate and maintain liaison 

between the school principal and other staff members. The distribution of monitoring roles 

enables fast delivery of learning instruction to teachers – a factor that is vital in improving 

learner performance and achievement in the absence of the school principal the chief 

curriculum leader in the school.  

 

Macbeth and Oduro (2003) reveal that there are contextual issues in developing nations that 

can impede effective instructional leadership. Developing nations can adopt and adapt 

western conceptions of leadership roles but there will always be contextual issues that will 

impede the application of these western constructs especially in underdeveloped African 

countries like Ghana. In the Ghana setting, tradition, culture, geography and politics 

redefine the conceptions of school leadership (Macbeath & Oduro, 2003). While most 

research on instructional  leadership advocate the vital role played by the school principal, 

other researchers do not to agree with this; they argue that leadership should be distributed 

throughout the school rather than be vested in one person (Lashway, 2000a, Lambert, 2000). 

Cuban (1988) asserts that the instructional leadership role of the school principal can never 

be the role of the principal alone, unless it is in a small primary school. However, in a larger 

school whether at primary or at secondary level, this type of direct involvement in teaching 

and learning is unrealistic (Hallinger, 2003). Moreover in secondary schools, instructional 

leadership does not really yield the desired outcomes because it gets complicated by the fact 

that in many cases, principals have less experience and expertise than the teachers they 

supervise (Hallinger, 2003). Hoerr (1996) argues that due to the complex demands on 

today‟s principal, it is almost impossible for him/her to do the job alone.. Although the 

principal bears ultimate responsibility for the quality of his or her school, it is both 

necessary and appropriate that teachers take on some of the responsibility for instructional 

leadership (Hoerr, 1996:330) – a view shared by Morrison (1995; 65) and Lambert (2002; 

37).Marks and Printy (2003) and Leithwood (2006) argue that it is not just about the 

complexities of the role of the instructional leader that makes it difficult for the school 

principal to do his job alone but it is about democratic leadership. The hierarchical 

orientation of leadership (Fidler, 1997) has become outdated and many modern schools 

subscribe to the participative organisation of the schools that emerged in the 1980‟s with the 
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restructuring of schools and the movements to empower teachers as professionals (Marks 

and Printy, 2003). In such cases the school principal becomes less of an inspector of teacher 

competence and more a facilitator of teacher growth (Marks and Printy2003; 374). Here the 

school principal remains the educational leader of the school but exercises leadership 

collaboratively with the teachers. This kind of leadership becomes shared instructional 

leadership which entails the school principal working together with the teachers on 

curriculum, instruction, and assessment. School reforms demand that school principals 

become change agents; hence the instructional role of principals lost its centrality (Marks 

and Printy, 2003).  

 

The studies above indicate that school principals cannot run a school alone (Spillane, 2006, 

Lambert, 2002; Hallinger, 2003). Principals are overburdened and incapable of performing 

all the classroom monitoring duties alone due to a complexity of many factors inherent in 

the school culture and school structure (Fidler, 1997). The central preposition here is that 

leadership in schools is exercised primarily by school principals and teachers and may be 

distributed to others as well. 

 

In summary, the literature explored the different and complex school leadership landscape 

school principals navigate as they perform the role of monitoring teaching and learning. It 

draws on international and local literature on school leadership as a part of a general 

theoretical basis to examine how school principals monitor teaching and learning, the 

methods they use to monitor the process of teaching and learning and the roles they play in 

the monitoring of teaching and learning. The central emerging proposition in the literature is 

that school principals are cardinal to student learning (Bush et al., 2009). However, what is 

required is not the individual effort of principals but those of a competent  senior 

management team led and inspired by a principal (Fidler, 1997).  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

The chapter contains the methodology that was used to carry out the study. It includes the 

research design, sample size of the study, unit of analysis and data collection procedures. 

 

3.2 Research approach  

 

This study explored the roles two school principals play in monitoring teaching and learning 

in their schools: an inner-city secondary school and a township secondary school. 

Considering nature of the research question, a qualitative research design was used. The 

research question in this study is concerned with answering the „how‟ and „who‟ questions 

which can best be answered through a qualitative study (Neuman, 1997). Exploring the role 

of school principals in monitoring of teaching and learning in such learning contexts 

required an in-depth description of how this monitoring of teaching and learning is carried 

out, who is involved, and how. The purpose of qualitative research is to have an in-depth 

understanding of a social practice and this is done by `analysing the many contexts of the 

participants and by narrating participants‟ meaning of these situations and events‟ 

(McMillan and Schumacher, 2006).  

 

Case studies were used in this study because the purpose of the study is to gain insight into 

and understanding of a social phenomenon. Qualitative research is based on the assumption 

that multiple realities are socially constructed through individual and collective definitions 

of a situation (McMillan and Schumacher, 1993). Among the advantages of qualitative 

research is its ability to illuminate the particulars of human experience in the context of a 

common phenomenon (McMillan and Schumacher, 1993). It enables the collection of 

multiple accounts of a common experience across participants as well as individual accounts 

in specific contexts. 
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In addition, a case study approach was used because in a case study, a single case is studied 

in detail which could be a person, a group, an institution, a programme or a concept 

(McMillan and Schumacher, 1993; Denscombe, 2003). One inner-city and one township 

secondary schools have been selected as cases for this research. A case study, according to 

MacMillan & Schumacher (2006) is concerned with the selection of case(s) with the 

purpose of understanding the phenomenon at hand in depth.   

 

Case studies are faulted for the questionable credibility of generalisations. There is a 

perception that there is a general difficulty in defining boundaries of the cases, problems of 

negotiating access to study settings and the effect of the observer on the natural setting 

(Denscombe, 2003). Inasmuch as case studies usually provide little basis for scientific 

generalizations, the results of case studies can be generalised into theoretical propositions 

and not to populations and universes (Yin, 1994). 

 

The criterion for the choice of the two cases was to target a high performing independent 

inner-city secondary school and a public township secondary school that caters for black 

learners. This according Patton (2002) is selecting cases rich in information for study. The 

idea behind this is that in such secondary schools, there in a better position to reveal the role 

school principals are performing in the monitoring of teaching and learning in such 

circumstances.  

 

3.2.1 Sampling  

 

Purposeful sampling was used to select one inner-city secondary school in the Central 

Business District in Johannesburg, one township secondary school in Soweto District as 

cases for the study. This purposive sampling strategy MacMillan & Schumacher (2006) was 

used because of its convenience in data collection. The participants selected for the study 

were directly linked to the study in terms of involvement, participation and management. 

The purposive sample selected was representative. 
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3.2.2 Case size 

 

The case size was a purposive selection of twenty-two participants; one school principal, 

two deputy school principals, four heads of department and four teachers from each of the 

inner city secondary school and township secondary school. 

 

 

3.2.3 Secondary school case  

 

The following criteria were used to identify the inner city secondary school and the 

township secondary school for study: The inner-city secondary school is a functional 

secondary school located in the inner city of the Central Business District of Johannesburg. 

This inner-city secondary school have been performing high above other inner-city 

secondary schools in the area as per the Gauteng Department of education records. This 

inner-city secondary school is an independent public school. The township secondary school 

is a functional school located in township area of the Soweto district in the Gauteng 

province. This government township secondary school is located in an area for historically 

for disadvantaged learners. This township secondary school has been performing high above 

other township secondary schools in the area as per the Gauteng Department of education 

records. 

 

3.2.4 The school principal participant  

 

In the purposefully selected inner-city secondary and township secondary schools, the 

school principal and the assistant principal were chosen for the study because they are 

expected to be operational, functional and involved in the teaching and learning. The reason 

for the participation of the school principal is because the study is heavily dependent on 

their practice especially the roles they perform in the monitoring of teaching and learning in 

such contexts. The exercise of establishing their views and perceptions about the roles they 

play is essential. Through the participation of the deputy school principals the research 

intends to establish how they work with their school principals especially on distribution, 

sharing, and delegation issues in the performance of monitoring of teaching and learning. 
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3.2.5 Heads of Departments participants  

 

The following criteria were used to identify the heads of departments for the study: they 

were expected to be operational and functional; involved in the teaching and learning; heads 

of  at least four core subjects, namely mathematics, English, sciences, business studies; 

instrumental in monitoring of the teachers in the classrooms as part of their core 

responsibility in the classrooms. It was important for the research to determine the roles the 

heads of department are playing in the monitoring of teaching and learning as well as how 

they are supported if they are to execute their duties well. 

 

3.2.6 Teacher participants  

 

Specific teachers were selected to determine how they participated in the monitoring process 

of teaching and learning in collaboration with the school leadership. In these inner-city and 

township secondary schools, the following criteria were used to identify the teachers for the 

study; the teachers are actively involved in teaching and learning in the schools.   

 

As this was a limited and focused study over a short period, it was important to reduce the 

possibility of disruptions when the study is conducted. Therefore, the school needed to be 

fully functional. Taylor et al (1999, p. 136) point out that teaching and learning cannot occur 

in an environment which is lackadaisical, unpredictable and not directed towards optimising 

quality classroom time.  

 

3.3 Research Methods  

 

In this study the following methods were used to collect data: field observations and semi-

structured field interviews.  

 

3.3.1 Field observations 

 

According to McMillan & Schumacher (2006) field observations provide a rich description 

of the research site, people as well their actions. According to Moyles et al., (2002) 

observation is a very useful research tool for leaders /managers because it can give access 

and insights into complex social interactions and physical settings, give permanent and 
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systematic records of interactions and settings, be context-sensitive and ecologically valid 

(Denscombe, 2003) all of which is relevant to this study. 

 

During the course of the study in school A, the following procedure was used to observe the 

participants in the study: In the first  week of the study, the researcher observed activities of 

four selected individual classroom educators, in their designated school classrooms, 

staffroom, school administration offices and in the school compound during the normal 

school working hours. In the second week of the study, the researcher observed activities of 

the four HoD participants, in the designated classroom, staffroom, in the school compound 

and in the school administration offices. Also, the researcher observed activities of the two 

selected deputy school principal, one in each consecutive week, in the designated 

classrooms, staffroom, in the school compound and in the school administration offices. 

Lastly, in second week of the study, the researcher observed activities of the school 

principal participants in the designated classrooms, staffroom, in the school administration 

offices and in the school compound. Specifically in school A, the researcher observed class 

lessons in grades 9, 10 and 11 in the secondary school. Observations in the school took 

place from 7:00a.m.in the morning to 3:30 p.m. in the afternoons. Each of these selected 

individual participants in the study was observed for one working day by the researcher as 

they went about their activities in the school classrooms, staffroom, and school 

administration offices and in the school compound. 

 

The same procedure used in school; A was observed for school B in weeks 3 and 4.  

 

3.3.2 Field Interviews 

 

Patton (1990) urges that qualitative interviewing is to provide a framework within which the 

respondents can express their own understanding in their own terms. However, Moyles et 

al., (2002) posits that interviewing is the preferred tactic of data collection when it appears 

that it will get better data or more data at less cost than other tactics. According to Moyles et 

al., (2002)  the purpose of interviewing is to find out what is in somebody else‟s mind but 

not to put things there. We interview people to explore their views in ways that cannot be 

achieved by other forms of research and report our findings in as near as we reasonably can 

their own words. 
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During the course of the study in school in both schools A and B the researcher followed the 

following procedure to interview the participants in the study:  after observation of one day, 

participants were interviewed on the second day in an interview that lasted a maximum of 

forty-five minutes. This pattern was followed with all the participants with the exception of 

one deputy principal form school A, who was observed but not interviewed. Interviews were 

arranged and conducted after school teaching hours in the afternoons. The interviews were 

recorded with a tape recorder with consent of the interviewee. Each individual interview 

was supposed to last a maximum 45 minutes but in some instances took less than 30 

minutes.  

 

The study used a semi-structured interview format comprising of opened-ended and closed 

questions. The purpose of using semi-structured interviews was to probe for detail, Moyles 

et al., (2002), after observation. Opened-ended questions were semi–structured in nature 

because they provided clarity on issues noted during observation. The closed questions were 

used to achieve a minimum of restraint on the responses and to bring out the unanticipated 

answers. Closed questions sought factual information. Follow-up interviews allowed the 

interviewer to probe responses of participants while events were still fresh in their minds. 

Lastly the interviewer was able to clarify actions if and when misunderstood by the 

participants during the course of the study. In such studies, follow-up interviews try to 

ensure that reliability is at least achieved through establishing consistency of the data.  

 

3.4 Validity and reliability of the study  

 

Reliability is the extent to which a management procedure yields the same answers 

wherever it is carried out (Denscombe, 2003). Validity is the extent to which a measurement 

gives the correct answers (Denscombe, 2003). In qualitative research, issues of validity and 

reliability are difficult to determine in totality however they form an essential part of 

scientific study (Maxwell, 1996). Merriam (1998) states that reliability is problematic in the 

social sciences because human behaviour is never static. 

 

 

 

 

 



  46 

To determine reliability and validity of the study triangulation was used. In this case study 

through interviewing the school principals, deputy school principals, heads of departments 

and teachers with similar semi-structured and open questions, differences in reliability and 

validity were reduced and narrowed, though not totally removed (Merriam, 1998). The use 

of triangulation in this study enabled the researcher to obtain information from different 

sources and enabled the researcher to compare the results to establish similarity of 

information if they correspond. 

 

3.5 Limitations of the study  

 

In the course of the study it was difficult to gain access to the school principals and the 

school leadership in both schools as they were often unavailable despite being present on the 

school campuses. In school A it was not possible to access the deputy school principal 

though the school principal and the deputy school administration were eventually available 

for the study. In school B educators were not available until the protracted intervention of 

the school principal. The educators at one stage did not want to take part in the study citing 

reasons of being busy and having a lot of class work to do at the time of the term, trying to 

catch up after many outside disruptions to schooling not of their own making. This agrees 

with Denscombe (2003) that there is a perception that there is a general difficulty in 

defining boundaries of the cases, problems of negotiating access to study settings and the 

effect of the observer on the natural setting.  

 

Due to the small size of the sample, it is not be possible to generalise findings, which agrees 

with Yin (1994) that case studies usually provide little basis for scientific generalizations. 

However, the results of case studies can be generalised into theoretical propositions and not 

to populations and universes.  

 

3.6 Ethical considerations  

Blaxter et al., (2001) state that the conduct of ethically-informed research should be the goal 

of all social researchers.  Any research has the potential to impact on the lives of others and 

therefore consideration must be given to recognise and protect the rights of human beings 

(Cohen and Manion, 1994). It is the responsibility of the researcher to ensure that ethical 

standards are adhered to. Therefore, in this study, measures were taken, while planning and 
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conducting the study, to ensure the rights and welfare of each subject participants would be 

protected, and that nobody was harmed in any way during the research process. For the 

purpose of referencing and for ethical reasons to protect participants‟ identities, codes had 

been invented to identify participant. The schools were referred to by alphabetical letters: 

school A from a township area and B from the inner-city.   

To render this study ethical, the researcher observed several safeguards, including privacy, 

self-determination, anonymity, confidentiality and informed consent. The researcher used 

several safeguards for protecting the participants of the study. Firstly, the questionnaires 

were sent with a full outline of the research to be undertaken, which included the 

opportunity to decline or to ask any question regarding the research, including ethical 

concerns.  

Secondly, at each interview, a copy of the questions, with the background was provided for 

each interviewee and each interview was started with a conversation about ethical concerns, 

including confidentially, and results storage. The participants were assured that the tape 

recording would be heard by the researcher only and that it would be destroyed after the 

research was completed. The interviewees were also told that they could withdraw from the 

research process at any time. At the conclusion of each interview, the participant could ask 

to listen to the interview.  

Thirdly, a letter requesting permission to conduct research in South African schools was 

obtained from the Department of Education and was accompanied by a consent letter for 

participants. The principal of the school where the research was conducted was approached 

for permission and was asked to make all the necessary arrangements. 

3.7 Piloting of instruments  

 

 An initial pilot study was conducted to further determine validity and reliability of data 

collection instruments. The pilot study was carried out in another secondary school in the 

inner city code named (x) which resulted in the adjusting of the data collection instruments 

to suit the needs of the research question for the study.  
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3.8 Procedure of data analysis  

 

The data analysis was an on-going process as the data was being collected. Data was 

organised into categories on the bases of themes, concepts or similar features (Neuman, 

1997). Categorization of the data into themes is one way organising the collected 

information from the field for easier processing. In this case study, themes which were 

directly linked to the research questions and sub-questions were used. Selected quotes from 

the data allowed the participants‟ own words to express what the researcher‟s inferred. This 

is intended to deal with the limitation of individual bias in qualitative data collection. 

 

This chapter looked at the qualitative methods that were used for the analysis of the role of 

the school principals in monitoring teaching and learning in schools A & B. Qualitative 

methods were used because of the strengths of qualitative research in presenting 

complexities of school leadership in challenging situations. Field interviews provided an 

opportunity to explore a rich description of leadership experiences and issues while the 

observations provided context-sensitive and ecologically valid school leadership 

experiences. The two qualitative methods allowed triangulation of information which 

improved reliability.  
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CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

 

4.1 Introduction 

 

This Chapter contains the findings of the study. The findings are presented per individual 

school. The responses from the school principal, deputy school principals, heads of 

departments and educators are presented interchangeably per school with major emphasis 

reflecting their views on the role school principal in monitoring teaching and learning in the 

school, the methods used in monitoring teaching and learning and the school structures the 

school principal relies to monitor teaching and learning in the school.  

 

4.2 The school background and contextual description 

 

4.2.1 School Profile: A 

 

School A is a co-educational public secondary school with 1320 learners located 6 km into 

Soweto Township and belongs to the Johannesburg Central District. It is a fenced school 

with the school playgrounds located outside the school compound. It caters for learners from 

grades 8-12 only. The school has had a national matric pass rates of above 80 per cent for 

the last five years. The school has strong buildings, well ventilated secure classrooms, 

furnished classrooms, a desktop computer in some classrooms, spacious school corridors, 

administration offices, sick bay, big staffroom, school reception area, car parking space, 

school canteen, school administration offices, security personnel at the school gate, school 

laboratory, main hall, separate toilets for boys, girls, female and male teaching staff and a 

school siren for time keeping. The school has a school governing body (SGB), a school 

principal, two deputy school principals, seven Heads of Departments (HoDS) and 43 

educators. The learner population comprises of learners from local families living in the 

surrounding areas in the Soweto Township. The community served by school A exhibits a 

combination of social and economic problems, including drug abuse, unemployment, 

poverty, crime and low SES. 
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4.2.2 Responses to questions on the role of school leadership in monitoring teaching 

and learning specific to the school curriculum 

 

In response to the question regarding the role of the school principal in monitoring teaching 

and learning, when interviewed school principal A said:  

My major work involves several roles however the major role is to oversee the running of 

the school, learner admissions, and ensure that teachers are teaching and learners are 

learning. And as educator I make sure I am in class teaching as per the timetable. 

Thereafter I continue with my administrative duties in the school.  

 

It is evident that the school principal acknowledges that the most important work of a school 

leader is to oversee the running of the school and monitor the process of teaching and 

learning in the school. This agrees with the South African Standard for School Leadership 

Draft Policy (2005)  that the core purpose of principalship is to provide leadership and 

management in all areas of the school to enable the creation and support of conditions under 

which high quality teaching and learning take place and promote the highest possible 

standards of learner achievement. On the other hand, the school principal emphasized that 

the monitoring of teaching and learning is a daily activity that cannot be done by one 

person.  

 

The deputy school principal in school A emphasized that the school principal is proactive 

and highly involved and participates in the monitoring of the work of educators, grade 8 to 

grade12 learners and HoDs work. Though the school principal has two deputy school 

principals, one for academic and the other administration, the school principal does 

everything ranging from involvement in learner admission, distribution of report cards for 

grade12 learners and attending to parental concerns about learner performance and class 

attendance. Furthermore the deputy school principal in charge of administration said that the 

deputy school principal in charge of academic matters was mainly concerned with internal 

monitoring of other educators in the classes and the coordination of activities of HoDs. He 

attended and participated in cluster assessment meetings, verified and certified the 

information on the learner profiles, possible retention /failure and promotion/progression, 

monitored the implementation of a variety of teaching and learning activities, analysed 

learner assessment and repetition rates, ensured the effective use of portfolios and learner 

profiles, prepared progress reports at least once a term on the  implementation of SAT 
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management plans and all assessment issues, ensured preparation of overall progress reports 

on learners assessments, and addressed parent and /or learner appeals against assessment 

decisions. He ensured the implementation of the district assessment strategies and monitored 

the completion and moderation of GDE learner support forms at least once a term. He also 

ensured the use of different forms of assessment to accommodate learner diversity and drew 

up and implemented a school assessment plan by the end of the year for the following year. 

School principal of school A expressed his sense of frustration over the multiplicity of tasks: 

The roles of a school principal should be separated from teaching; instead a school principal should 

concentrate more on administrative issues in the principal’s office.  

 

When interviewed on the conditions that affected learner achievement in the school, the 

school principal lamented that there were several factors that affected learner achievement 

in school A namely:  

 

a) Mature learners who abuse drugs which affects their attention, concentration and which 

increases anxiety and hyper-sensitivity making them prone to violent behaviour in the 

school compounds and classrooms, if provoked. For example the school principal when 

asked, said:  I used to deal with the trouble makers individually. I am a sports fanatic and I play a 

lot of soccer so I tried to get them into sports rather drugs and gangs. But if that did not work I got 

rid of them from the school.  

 

b) Most learners come from families living in low income areas characterised by poverty, 

and unemployment. As a result learners are forced to hustle with their parents leading to 

learner absenteeism, late coming, and not doing classroom assessments in time. 

 

c) Mature girl learners fall pregnant as a result of unprotected sex. This has exposed these 

girl learners and sexual partners to incidences of HIV infection. Pregnancies amongst girl 

learners have led to high rates of absenteeism.  

 

d) The standard medium of instruction is English but to all the learners in these schools 

English is fourth language spoken after a mother tongue language, community languages 

and languages spoken when learners are together in the school compound or outside the 

school compound. Code switching takes place in the classes during the teaching and 

learning process. This greatly disadvantages the learners in these schools because they have 
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to write continuous and summative assessments in English.  Code switching is frequently 

used by educators to make learners understand.  

 

e) In school A all educators are South African educators with the exception of two 

temporary foreign educators. The educators are unionised with an exception of a few. Union 

activities often affect teaching and learning during school days. When interviewed on how 

the school principal was able bring about changes in the school under these challenging 

conditions the school principal related the following: 

 

It is not by chance that the school renaissance coincided with my appointment as a school 

principal. I am formerly a maths teacher at the school and have a PhD in mathematics and 

science education. I was well-aware of the challenges ahead and while many others would 

have baulked at the idea of taking over the reins of this impoverished school, where 

buildings were in disrespair, teachers were in short supply, and armed students conducted 

their turf wars on the school grounds.  

 

The school principal school further explained: 

When I was appointed principal I decided I had do something to turn the school around and 

I started by motivating the educators. I had been at the school as a teacher so they [teaching 

staff] knew what type of person I was. Admittedly I had to a lot of spade work to do to try 

and win these people over, as many were lagging behind, but once they saw I was 

committed to the task they decided to support me.  

 

4.2.3 Responses on the question regarding the dominant tools and tasks school 

principal uses to monitor teaching and learning  

 

In response to questions about the methods the school principal uses to monitor teaching and 

learning when interviewed, the deputy school principal in charge of administration reiterated  

that the school principal was highly involved in the monitoring of the work of educators, 

checking their educator workbooks and profiles, grade 12 learner books, attendance register 

for grade 12 learners, educators attendance register on a daily basis, teaches mathematics 

and physical science to grade 12 learners, and monitors HoDs work. The school principal 

sets specific days when all educators‟ profiles, portfolios, attendance registers are inspected 
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for consistence and compliance. The school principal calls for specific meetings for HoDs to 

receive their progress reports about how educators are performing in their subjects.  

 

When interviewed on how the school goes about the monitoring of teaching and learning in 

the classes, the deputy school principal claimed that the school principal depended on the 

team of HoDs and the deputy school principals to supervise the work of educators on a daily 

basis. The school principal instructed the HoDs on how to supervise the work of educators 

in their departments and provided adapted school assessment guidelines and tools for 

educators from the GDE to guide them on how to monitor the work of educators 

periodically in order to improve learner performance. Whenever HoDs went to any 

classroom for classroom visits and observation, they were expected to go with assessment 

tools as evidence of monitoring. One HoD said: The school principal expects the HoDs to 

orient and mentor new educators such that they can fit into the school system.  

 

When interviewed on how the school principal monitors teaching and learning in the 

classrooms, one of the class educators said: The school principal makes unplanned 

classroom visits especially to 12 grade classes in response to complaints of low learner 

motivation to study particular subjects like Isizulu.  

 

When interviewed on how the school principal goes about the daily activities of monitoring 

teaching and learning in the school in general, the school principal explained that the school 

opened at 6.30 a.m in the morning and closed at 3:30 p.m in the afternoon. Classes begin at 

7:00 a.m in the morning and end at 3:30 p.m in the afternoon. Break time is for 15 minutes 

in the school compound and lunch break is for 30 minutes in the school compound. In the 

school all educators have their own classrooms and learners rotate for lessons throughout 

the day according to the school timetable. Lessons take 40 minutes and are controlled by a 

school siren which rings automatically after 40 minutes and learners have five minutes to 

rotate classes. Educators prepare the lesson notes, use prescribed textbooks, and prepare 

exercises for the day, teach and monitor the work of learners. They fill in a learners‟ 

attendance register each lesson. HoDs are assigned to monitor the work of educators in their 

departments and are in turn monitored by the deputy school principal in charge of academic 

matters. The school principal monitors the work of grade 12 learners.  
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When interviewed on how the deputy school principal academic monitors teaching and 

learning in the classes, the school principal academic explained that monitoring is carried 

out through the following ways: planned observations classrooms visits, educator attendance 

registers, checking assessment schemes of work and schedules, and cluster moderation. 

When interviewed on how HoDs monitor teaching and learning in the classes, two HoDs 

(for life sciences and physical sciences) said they use the following ways to monitor 

educators work in their department: unplanned observations classroom visits in case of 

complaints about poor subject lesson delivery, departmental meetings with educators to 

discuss assessment moderation, checking of schemes of work, orientation of new educators 

so that they can fit into the way things are done in the classrooms and the school.  

 

When interviewed on how educators monitor teaching and learning in the classes, the class 

educators for languages said they use the following ways to monitor learners work in their 

classes: giving continuous tests, language exercises and monitoring learner attendance. All 

this information about educators, learners‟ work, is given to subject heads and HoDs to 

cross check before sending to the school principal as evidence of monitoring activities. The 

school principal calls for specific meetings for HoDs to receive their progress reports about 

how educators are performing in their subjects.  

 

According to one educator: The SGB team comes to the school on a daily basis to check how 

the teaching and learning is going on in the classes, however we are always ready for them 

with our educator work schedules and profiles at the work stations. But because they know 

that we are a good school they stop in the school principal’s office.  

 

The academic deputy school principal teaches life sciences and monitors the class educators. 

The school principal teaches mathematics and monitors the class of grade 12 learners, and is 

monitored by the HoD for the physical science. When interviewed about how the school 

principal responds to teacher absenteeism due to sickness and union activities, the deputy 

school principal administration replied,  

 

All educators if sick, get sick leave permission before they leave. The school principal’s  

office make arrangements to avoid class disruptions, and in case of union activities 

educators make sure learners are not affected and in case of class disruptions learners are 

given extra lessons to try to catch up. 
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4.2.4 Responses on how school principal monitors teaching and learning  

In response to question regarding how the school principal carries out the monitoring of 

teaching and learning in the school, the school principal echoed, the monitoring of teaching 

and learning is daily activity and it cannot be done by one person.  

 When interviewed on the school structures that facilitate the monitoring of teaching and 

learning in the school, the school principal revealed that the school has two deputy 

principals one for administration one for academic, seven HoDs and 43 educators. In the 

school teachers are assigned by the deputy school principal administration and learners 

rotate per lessons throughout the day as the school timetable dictates. The class educators 

are stationed in the classes throughout the school learning hours in the day. The class 

educators are stationed permanently for the year in these classes and prepare the lesson 

notes, prescribed textbooks, and exercises for the day. These class educators teach and 

monitor the work of learners who come to attend the subjects begin taught throughout the 

day. They mark the learner‟s attendance register per lesson. These educators test standard 

tests and their rubrics and submit them to the HoDs for moderation. HoDs are assigned to 

monitor the work of educators under their departments‟ and are monitored by the deputy 

school principal academic. The academic deputy school principal is concerned with the 

internal monitoring of the class educators in their work-sites. The school principal monitors 

the work of grade 12 learners.  

As evidence suggests the school principal in this school is involved in both direct and 

indirect supervision of teaching and learning. 

 

4.3 The school background and contextual description 

 

4.3.1 School profile B  

 

School B is a co-educational independent school with 2000 learners located in the inner-city 

of Central Business District of Johannesburg. It caters for learners from grade R to grade 12. 

The school has had a matric pass rate of 80 per cent for the past five years. The school is 

located in a big down-town city rented building surrounded by a street market, a. church, 

bus and rail station, and busy, noisy streets. The school building contains administration 

offices, staffroom, school reception, and security at school gate. There is no school 
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laboratory, no play grounds, narrow school corridors, a school sick room, and congested 

classrooms. The school has a school governing body (SGB), three school directors, one 

school principal, two deputy school principals, two Heads of departments (HoDs) for 

primary and intermediate phase, three (HoDS) for secondary school, one senior teacher for 

primary school, one senior teacher for high school, 76 educators and a SAT coordination 

team. The learner population comprises of learners from migrant families and the local 

indigenous families living in the suburban inner-city, as well as many other areas outside of 

the Central Business District of Johannesburg. The community served by school B exhibits 

a combination of social and economic problems, including drug abuse, unemployment, 

poverty, crime, homelessness, and working class black immigrants.  

 

4.3.2 Responses to the question of the role of school leadership with specific reference 

to the school curriculum 

 

In school B the school principal agreed that the most important work of a school principal is 

to oversee the running of the school, monitor the process of teaching and learning in the 

schools. This agrees with, the South African Standard for School Leadership Draft Policy 

(2005) which states that the core purpose of principalship is to provide leadership and 

management in all areas of the school to enable the creation and support of conditions under 

which high quality teaching and learning take place and promote the highest possible 

standards of learner achievement. The school principal in school B pointed out that the 

monitoring of teaching and learning is a daily activity that cannot be done by one individual.  

 

In response to the question regarding the role of the school principal in monitoring teaching 

and learning the deputy school principal said the school principal and the directors of the 

school were too preoccupied with school administrative issues such that issues of checking 

how educators are doing their work is mostly being coordinated by the deputy principal, 

subject heads and HoDs in the school. Student monitors in the classes also play a role. Two 

educators are on duty for and in charge of monitoring learner arrival, attendance, 

disciplinary issues, and other delegated administrative issues from the deputy school 

principal‟s office. The deputy school principal working with HoDs and subject heads 

manage the staff duty timetable and coordinate the monitoring of educators in the classes 

and the learners in the school. When interviewed on the role of the school principal in 

monitoring teaching and learning the school principal stressed:  As much as my work is to 
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ensure that learning is taking place in the school, I cannot go the classes to teach because I 

don’t have time, I am busy in the office, If I want to leave, someone will be waiting and 

calling to see me with issues to solve and I must attend to them. If I want to know what is 

going on in the classrooms I consult the deputy school principal, enquire from the subject 

heads and HoDs and even the class monitors to tell me what is happening in the classrooms.  

 

When interviewed on the conditions that affect learner achievement in the school the school 

principal said that there are several factors that affect learner achievement in school B 

namely:  

 

a)  Learners who to come to school with drugs, which is taken during the break-times with 

other learners and which cause these groups of learners to be anxious and uneasy during the 

classes.  

 

b) Large numbers of learners cramped in the small sized classrooms, with no play grounds 

which results in the learners turning the classrooms into playing grounds at break time. It is 

also the reason why educators delay reaching the classrooms after a lesson. The lack of 

space for extra-curricular activities in the school building means there is a lot of noise 

generated during playtime in the classrooms which distracts other learners in other 

classrooms.  

 

c) Most learners come from families living in low income areas characterised by poverty 

and unemployment. As a result, learners are forced by the conditions of poor living in the 

families to hustle with their parents leading to learner absenteeism, late coming, and not 

doing classroom assessments in time. In addition some learners complain of family 

problems, e.g. fighting, poverty, financial issues, immigration harassment, and noisy 

neighbourhoods at home that make it difficult for them to do homework or preparation. 

Many learners prefer to do their homework in the school.  

 

d) Learners play truant and instead participate in criminal activities like breaking into 

houses during school hours. 

 

 

 



  58 

e) The standard medium of instruction is English but for all the learners in these schools  

English is a language spoken after their mother tongue, community languages and languages 

spoken when learners are together in the school compound or outside the school compound. 

There is limited code switching. A lack of English proficiency greatly disadvantages the 

learners in the school who have to write continuous and summative assessments in English.  

 

f) Most of the educators are foreign educators and are paid very little. As a result most have 

more than one source of income. This affects their commitment and also means educators 

often leave in pursuit of better job opportunities elsewhere.  

 

The response of the school principal on how these issues are being dealt with was as 

follows: I concentrate more on making sure that things in the school are working and 

depend on the reports of the educators, HoDs, deputy school principal on what is happening 

in the classes. Whatever they cannot handle, they refer to the school principal’s office.  

 

When interviewed on their roles in monitoring teaching and learning, two HoDs for physical 

science and life sciences listed the following: observing how the science educators teach the 

sciences, checking their schemes of work and discussing the moderation of tests. According 

to two of the physical science educators, monitoring take the following form: giving 

continuous tests, assignments as per the assessment plan and marking learner attendance. 

All this information about the educators, learners work, is given to subject heads and HoDs 

to verify and check learner performance in the subjects in their departments.  When 

interviewed on their roles in monitoring teaching and learning, two educators for 

mathematics and languages said that as educators in school B they are responsible for what 

is happening in the classes on daily basis and report to the HoDs and the deputy school 

principal and the school principal in case of any disciplinary issues. The HoD for the 

physical sciences said:  The school principal depends on the reports of the HoD for what is 

happening in the classes. As a HoD for the physical sciences in the school I make sure all 

educators  assigned to teach the physical sciences have the assessment guidelines and plans 

for the year, the lesson plans ready at all times, learner attendance registers are marked 

and absent learners reported to the school principals office.  
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4.3.3 Responses regarding the question on the dominant tools and tasks school 

principals use to monitor teaching and learning  

 

A timetable regulates the duration of the classes and who and where educators are supposed 

to teach. This timetable is designed by a committee comprising of the school principal the 

deputy school principal the HoDs and subject heads in the school. Registers for educators 

and learners are kept on a daily basis by HoDs on duty and class monitors; the deputy 

principal relies on HoDs to observe and check educator files, lesson preparations and 

delivery, inspect educators‟ subject outlines/assessment plans, and relies on class monitors 

to report on educator attendance and the amount of learning content covered per lesson. 

When interviewed on the ways the school principal uses to monitor teaching and learning, 

the principal emphasized:  We have our own way of doing things in these schools and every 

parent and their children who enrol in the schools must adhere to our rules. Discipline is 

our key. We are strict on latecomers. Every morning, every class has class registers which is 

marked per lesson to check on learner attendance, class monitors record teacher 

attendance, the subject taught, the time lessons started and ended , Subject heads  and HoDs 

check what educators have covered and class tests are given as agreed between the HoDs 

and the educators.  

 

The principal emphasized that as part of their monitoring roles they use continuous and 

summative assessments to evaluate learner achievement. Continuous assessments (tests) are 

designed by the subject educators with assessment guidelines from the GDE and sent for 

moderation to the SAT for results analysis. The process is overseen by the HoDs as senior 

educators who monitor the subject educators during the design and the moderation of the 

continuous assessments. However the school principal complained: On test days learners 

come late with all kinds of excuses like cold weather, traffic delays, sickness, family 

problems, oversleeping, petty thieves who harass learners in the morning.  

 

When interviewed on how they monitor teaching and learning, two HoDs (for physical 

science and life sciences) said they evaluate their learners through giving the learners 

exercises in the form of experiments and observe how the learners perform the exercises. 

The HoDs together with the subject educators design standard tests and discuss the rubrics 

for moderation. When interviewed on how they monitor teaching and learning, two of the 
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physical science educators listed continuous tests, assignments as per the school assessment 

plan and marking learner attendance.  

 

SAT only informs the school principal‟s office of the results but is not involved in its 

activities. SAT is comprised of senior subject heads and senior HoDs under the guidance of 

the deputy school principal. The school administrators (SGB, directors and the school 

principal) are less involved in the monitoring of teaching and learning in the school. The 

school principal used to teach life sciences subjects but stopped to concentrate on the 

running of the school.  

 

4.3.4 Responses to the question on how school principal monitors teaching and 

learning in the school  

 

When the principal was interviewed on the effectiveness of deputy school principals, HoDs 

and educators‟ work, he said: We work as a team as much as possible in such circumstances 

and try not to victimise any educator unless it is a serious case. The school principal does 

not go to the classes to check on the teaching and learning processes in spite of being 

present in the school all the time. In school B the principal only reacts to issues brought to 

his office by the deputies, the HoDs and educators.  

 

4.4 Chapter Summary  

 

This chapter looked at the different roles and interfaces school principals take on, as they 

perform their roles of monitoring teaching and teaching, the tools they use to monitor the 

teaching and learning process and how they go about the process of monitoring teaching and 

learning in schools. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

5.1 Introduction 

 

The South African Standard for School Leadership Draft Policy (2005) emphasizes that 

South Africa is committed to the fundamental transformation of its social institutions and 

the values that underpin and shape them. The policy includes a vision, directions for an 

effectively-led, well-managed, largely decentralised and site-based education system (p.3). 

At the heart of all these is the intention to build upon the quality of leadership and 

successful outcomes observed in the best schools within the context of their communities 

and to address a concern with poor leadership and inadequate outcomes of schooling in 

others (p.3). This transformational process implies a profound change in the culture and the 

practice of schools. In South Africa, the many complex economic, political, and social and 

health factors make change difficult.  Particularly the widespread, devastating impact of 

HIV and AIDS makes it vitally important for schools to provide for the overall well being of 

their learning communities in a nurturing and supportive environment. Increasingly, the 

extent to which schools are able to provide such support and give effect to genuine 

transformation, necessary change and improvement will depend to a large degree on the 

nature and quality of the ways in which they are led and managed (p.3). However, there is 

concern about how school principals as instructional leaders interpret, negotiate and 

translate these national visions and goals into working knowledge of school core mission 

statements and values that translate into the core purpose for monitoring teaching and 

learning in the schools.  

 

5.2 The roles of the school principal in monitoring teaching and learning. 

 

5.2.1 School principals’ instructional goals  

 

Evidence from this case study indicate that the school principals seem to agree on the 

purpose of school leadership which is to ensure that learning takes place in the classes, 

which supports studies by Bush et al., (2009; 2008); Bush and Glover (2009), Leithwood et 

al, (2006); Blasé  & Blasé (1993); Day et al., (2000); McLaughlin & Talbert (2006); 

Hallinger & Murphy (1986); Lunenburg & Irby (2006), The South African Standard for 
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School Leadership Draft Policy (2005) states that the core purpose of school leadership is to 

provide leadership and management in all areas of the school to enable the creation and 

support of conditions under which high quality teaching and learning take place and 

promote the highest possible standards of learner achievement, The responses from this 

study point out that the school principal school B does not participate in the monitoring of 

teaching and learning in the school. This supports studies by Christie and Lingard, (2001) 

that in daily practice school principals in schools are seemingly dysfunctional, often present 

on school compounds but totally focussed on administrative duties, mainly preoccupied with 

financial school matters, human resource management and policy issues (Bush and Heystek, 

2006), administrative activities (Chisholm et al, 2005) and have little experience and interest 

in instructional leadership (Hoadley, 2007). The school principal in school B is not absent 

from the school premises; he is ever present but too preoccupied in the office. This further 

agrees with studies by Christie and Lingard (2001) and (Bush and Heystek,2006) that school 

principals prefer staying in their offices doing school administrative work rather than being 

involved in the monitoring of teaching and learning which often they delegate the other 

school teaching staff like the school deputies  and educators.   

 

In school A, the data collected is not in its entirety supportive of studies by Christie and 

Lingard (2001), that in daily practice school principals in schools are seemingly 

dysfunctional and have little experience and interest in instructional leadership (Hoadley, 

2007), but suggests sufficient evidence to say that  school leaders prefer to be  mainly 

preoccupied with financial school matters, human resource management, policy issues, 

administrative activities studies and leave the monitoring of teaching and learning to other 

school leaders and educators in the school (Bush & Heystek, 2006; Chisholm et al, 2005). In 

school A the school principal is highly involved and participative as an educator and school 

principal in the teaching and supervision of learning which is not the case in schools B 

where the school principal is less involved in the monitoring of teaching and learning in the 

classrooms. This agrees with notions of instructional leadership by Sebring and Bryk (2000) 

that everything school principals do in the schools is instructional. However, in such 

challenging circumstances it is presumptuous to take at face value that what the school 

principals are doing around the schools is the actual monitoring of teaching and learning in 

the classes. Understanding why school principals prefer doing administrative work rather 

than monitoring teaching and learning will perhaps explain why school principals are 

seemingly dysfunctional Christie and Lingard (2001). However, there is no conclusive 
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education leadership research in this area to explain this leadership contradiction and this 

study cannot draw any conclusions on this issue beyond the suggestion that certain 

principals may feel overwhelmed by circumstantial factors. 

 

The strongest support for monitoring teaching and learning occurs where there is a shared 

vision (Bush et al., 2009; 2008; Bush and Glover, 2009). In school A the school principal 

was keen to demonstrate a commitment to academic goals, more so than principal school B.  

This agrees with Leithwood et al., (2006) that school principals as instructional leaders in 

challenging schooling contexts need to devise a system of monitoring teaching and learning 

that is learner-centred amongst the school staff that can inspire the educators. When visions 

are value-laden, they can lead to increased commitment from the educators and provide 

compelling purposes for continual professional growth (Hallinger & Heck, 2002). Bush et 

al., (2009) argues that a learning-centred vision in South Africa needs to begin with an audit 

of the context served by the school, of maps of the socio-economic background of the 

community and how it relates to the role of the school and the needs of learners. 

 

 Evidence from the study seems to that suggest the school principals in each of schools have 

different ways of carrying out their monitoring activities. Thus it could be of future research 

interest to find out the causes of differences in instructional leadership practice in such   

learning contexts. It creates a need to fill in the gaps in leadership practice research to 

explore how differences in interpretation of leadership practice and pedagogical knowledge 

would affect practice. explanations of why still  school principals play a limited role in the 

monitoring of teaching and learning in schools in spite of having a learning-centred vision 

need to be sought.  Studies by Hallinger & Heck (1996a, 1996b); Glickman et al, (2001); 

Ogawa & Hart, (1985); Bush et al, (2009); Dimmock & Lee (1999); Marks & Printy, 

(2003), Morrison, (1995); Bush & Wise (1999); Spillane (2006); Harris (1999; 2001) all 

seek to find answers to this question. 

 

School principals as instructional leaders are expected to provide direction through actions 

that demonstrate their expectations for quality and high performance from educators 

(Leithwood et al., 2006). In challenging schooling contexts school principals must challenge 

underperformance, ensuring appropriate corrective action and follow-up. As leading 

professionals in the school, principals are expected to lead by example and setting high 

expectations which can assist educators see the nature of the goals being pursued, while also 
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making it clear that expectations are feasible (Podsakoff et al., 1990). However, there is 

little empirical evidence to describe how this is enacted by school principals.  

 

In both schools A and B there are structures that oversee the monitoring of teaching and 

learning in the schools. In school A the school principal depends on the two deputy school 

principals and the HoDs to monitor the educators in the classes and report any difficulties to 

the school principal‟s office. In school B the school principal similarly depends on the two 

deputy school principals and the HoDs to monitor the educators in the classes. The only 

difference is that in school A the HoDs are more effective in their roles in comparison to the 

HoDs in school B. This agrees with Hallinger & Heck, (1996a) that certain school 

structures, leadership roles and conditions contribute to instructional innovation. School 

principals as instructional leaders must assist other educators in the classrooms, and set 

direction by encouraging educators to develop goals that are shared (Leithwood et al., 

2006). School principals working with the HoDs must encourage educators develop ways on 

how best the monitoring of teaching and learning can be carried out in the classrooms. In 

such challenging schooling contexts as the inner-city and township areas the school 

principals as instructional leaders working with other instructional leaders in the school 

through team work, collaborative initiatives and partnerships in strong learning 

communities, must be able to promote strategies to encourage high expectations and set 

challenging targets for achievement. School principals must ensure that educators have a 

full understanding of the national curriculum statement and posses attendant skills related to 

teaching, monitoring and evaluation.  

 

Educators are motivated by goals that they find compelling and challenging but achievable 

(Ford, 1992). Having such goals help educators make sense of the school and craft an 

identity within their work context (Pittman, 1998; Thayer, 1988). This seems to accord with 

school A where the school principal is keen and skilful at working with the school educators 

to achieve the school goals of learning entrenched in the aims of monitoring teaching and 

learning in the classes in comparison to the school principal school B. In school B there is 

an indication that the school principal is struggling to mobilize educators to achieve agreed-

upon school goals. The monitoring of teaching and learning is an educator‟s individual 

responsibility and contract of learning, co-visioning with school leadership vision of 

enhancing the quality of teaching and learning in the school. However in such scenarios 

school principals do not make clear who should do the actual monitoring of teaching and 
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learning in the classes. The main argument here is that the school principal as the leading 

instructional leader in the school has one goal which is to ensure that teaching and learning 

is properly taking place. 

 

5.2.2 School principal roles  

 

In both schools A and B the principals understand that their role in monitoring of teaching 

and learning but differ on how it should be carried out. They delegate the roles of 

monitoring teaching and learning to HoDs and deputy school principals. In school A the 

school principal follows up on the tasks assigned to the HoDs through the deputy principals; 

this is not the case in school B. This agrees with studies by Bush et al (2009), Hallinger & 

Heck (1996a, 1996b); Leithwood et al., (2006); Hallinger & Murphy, (1986); Lomotey 

(1989); Ingeroll (1999); Burns & Mason, (2002); Fin (2002); Nye, Hedges & Kanstantoulos 

(1999) that a school principal‟s actions do affect student achievement. In school B the 

school principal presumes that educators are working and only responds to issues forwarded 

to his office. Both school principals spend a great deal of time in the administration offices 

and seem not to provide direct assistance to educators; instead they send HoDs and deputy 

school principals to supervise the educators and report to the school principal‟s office. This 

agrees with Bush et al (2009); Hallinger & Heck, (1996a, 1996b); Glickman et al, (2001); 

Ogawa & Hart, (1985); Dimmock & Lee,(1999); Marks & Printy, (2003), Morrison, (1995); 

Bush & Wise,(1999); Spillane, (2006); Harris,(1999; 2001); Lambert, (2002); Hoadley, 

(2007) that school principals play a limited role in monitoring teaching and learning in the 

classrooms. Both the school principals in these schools operate an open-door policy in 

which educators are free to approach the school principal. This does not appear to be 

instrumental in the improvement of teaching and learning, which, according to studies, is 

dependent on classroom observation, feedback, and reflective dialogue (Rosenhltz & 

Simpson, 1990). Educators enter the school principals‟ offices only with issues that require 

clarification. However, considering the time spent in the principal‟s office little is known of 

the benefits of these interactions. Conference interaction between the school principal and 

educators is to help teachers reflect on and improve instruction (Cogan, 1973; Glickman et 

al, 2001). Yet studies of instructional conferences have raised questions about their 

contribution to collegiality and teacher growth (Roberts, 1991a, 1991b, 1992a, 1992b, 

1994). Political power regimes can dramatically undermine conference success (Hargreaves, 

1990; St.Maurice, 1987). In school A educators do not support any direct, controlling 
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strategies by the school principal on educator issues and are strongly unionised which is not 

the case in school B. This agrees with studies by Asby (1996) where principals minimise the 

level of resistance in the school by hiring educators whose values were consistent with theirs 

and those of the community. The main argument here is that the role of school principals as 

the leading professional instructional leaders in schools is to enhance the quality of teaching 

and learning and raise the level of learner achievement in any context. This agrees with 

studies by Louis & Smith, (1992); Rosenholtz, (1986); Leithwood & Riehl, (2006); McMoy 

& Reynolds, (1999); Finn, (2002); Nye, Hedges & Konostantoulos, (1999); Foster,(1995); 

Ladon-Biling, (1994); Newman, (2001); Dalin et al., (1992); Cooper and Good, (1983); 

Hoadly (2007) that school principals are the key to improved instruction, to which they 

cannot achieve if they continuously do not monitor the processes of teaching and learning in 

the schools, however how this is carried out from the study by each of the school principals 

in schools A and B seems to differ. 

 

5.2.3 Curriculum Development  

 

In schools A and B the school principals are the curriculum leaders in the school which 

agrees with Blasé  & Blasé  (1993); Hallinger & Murphy (1985); Glickman, (1985); Smith 

& Andrews, (1989); Lunenburg & Irby, (2006); Bryk et al,(2006); Day et al,(2000); 

Hubbard, Mehan & Stein, (2006) that school principals‟ involvement in curriculum 

fulfilment is vital for school improvement. However in schools A and B the school heads 

simply receive the national curriculum statements from the GDE and pass these on to the 

HoDs with educators under them to implement. In school A and B the school principals 

expect the HoDs to assist the other educators in case of difficulties in implementing aspects 

of the curriculum that may seem difficult. However in school B, school principal is not 

involved in the supervision of the actual implementation of the different subject curriculum 

in the classes and does not teach any classes. The supervision of work progress is delegated 

to the deputy school principal and the HoDs, who, due to other commitments elsewhere in 

other classes, rarely do classroom visits. In school A the school principal has a deputy 

school principal who supervises the implementation of the curriculum in the classes in 

conjunction with the HoDs. The school principal as an educator of the grades 10, 11, and 12 

mathematics participates in the implementation. 
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What emerges from this discourse are two different leadership practices and behaviours in 

challenging learning contexts. In school A the school principal is actively participating in 

the monitoring activities in spite of delegating monitoring roles ( a kind of  delegative-

active- collaborative-supervisory leadership practice) which is not the case of school 

principal B. In school B the school principal is passively involved in monitoring activities.  

(a kind of delegative-passively indirectly-involved collaboration-supervisory leadership 

practice). The evidence in school B, this agrees with studies by Bush et al (2009); Hallinger 

& Heck, (1996a, 1996b); Glickman et al, (2001); Ogawa & Hart, (1985); Dimmock & Lee 

(1999); Marks & Printy (2003), Morrison, (1995); Bush & Wise (1999); Spillane, (2006); 

Harris (1999; 2001); Lambert (2002); Hoadley (2007) that school principals play a limited 

role in the day-to-day actual monitoring of the actual implementation of the school 

curriculum in the classes. However, this seems not entirely substantiated from the evidence 

from school A which portrays a school principal as actively participating in the monitoring 

activities of teaching and learning. 

 

 Curriculum development is the collective work of educators to select curriculum purpose, 

content, organization, and format that is appropriate to the needs of students and supportive 

of teacher‟s choice and commitment to implementation of the curriculum (Glickman et al., 

2001). However, in such circumstances according to Glickman et al., (2001); Pajak, (1993); 

Smith & Andrew, (1989); Blase & Blase, (1993); Smith & Andrew (1989) school principals 

as instructional leaders are doing little to facilitate curriculum relevance. The main argument 

here is that as instructional leaders in such contexts, school principals need to be involved in 

the actual implementation of school curriculum through visible presence in the classrooms 

on a daily basis, experience firsthand what is going on in the classes then with other 

educators devise learning strategies and integrate them into the school curriculum (The 

South African Standard for School Leadership Draft Policy, 2005).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  68 

 

5.2.4 Professional development 

 

Professional development is the continuous education of educators for the purpose of 

improving the quality of education in a school (Glickman et al., 2001). What emerges from 

this study is the different approaches towards professional development the two school 

principals are practising as part of their monitoring activities  In school A the school 

principal does support the professional development of educators as long as it does not 

affect the daily planned lessons in the school time table. In school B the school principal 

claims to support the professional development of educators as long as it does not affect the 

daily planned lessons in the school time table. In school B the school principal does not  

hold educator workshops supported by the GDE on moderations, invigilation of 

examinations, assessments and the implementation of adjustments in the new curriculum. 

However, in school B the educators said that they do not receive substantial assistance 

geared towards professional development from the school principal and are left to make 

things work in the classrooms. The school principal school B believes that at the time of 

hiring the educators, qualified educators were selected therefore there is little need to invest 

in retraining the educators at the school‟s expense. In school A the school principal 

described that he holds educator workshops supported by the GDE on moderations, 

invigilation of examinations, assessments and the implementation of adjustments in the new 

curriculum.  Educators are free to pursue further studies as long as it does affect the planned 

lessons in the school at their own cost. 

 

The differences in approaches towards professional development of educators in challenging 

contexts raise the issues of how school principals grapple with school leadership and 

pedagogical knowledge and practice. Perhaps in such challenging learning contexts each 

school principal is cautious on how to navigate around this issue such that it does not 

jeopardize the teaching and learning process in the schools. This agrees with studies by 

Blasé & Blasé (1993); Leithwood et al,(2006) ; Glickman,(1985); Smith & Andrews (1989); 

McLaughlin & Talbert (2006); Lunenburg & Irby (2006) that school principals are vital for 

development of professional teacher learning. However, as seen from the study, conceptions 

differ on the importance of teacher professional development as part of monitoring teaching 

and learning. Thus it could be of interest for future research to look into how school 

principals in their different schooling contexts go about this. The main argument here is that 
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as the leading instructional leader in the school the school principal should champion 

teacher professional development since empowered teachers are able to function better.   

 

5.2.5 Teacher collegiality 

 

The aim of group development is support teachers as they work in collegial groups to 

improve their performance, in contrast to working alone or competitively. In both schools A 

and B the school principals depend on HoDs to facilitate group development amongst the 

educators in the school, in accordance with the suggestion of Glickman et al, (2001). As 

evidence from this study points out that there are differences in how each of school 

principals translate these expectations into practice as part of monitoring of teaching and 

learning. 

 

The HoDs in school B do not set aside time to sit with the other educators and rarely 

observe educators teaching in the classes despite the principal‟s expectations that the HoDs 

work together with educators. The school principal never really follows up with the HoDs 

on how they are carrying out their actitives unless they report back. The HoDs have tended 

to be soft on the educators over disciplinary issues. Thus, whenever educators have issues to 

be resolved they go directly to the school principal. As a result educators are not able to 

benefit from the purpose of group development. Among other things, such group work is 

designed to develop the communication, decision-making, conflict-resolution and problem–

solving abilities of teachers (Schmuck & Ruckel, 1994). Interestingly, educators in school B 

rarely spend quality time in the staffroom together. Since these educators do not participate 

in cluster meetings as compared to school educators in school A, educators rely on 

consultations with each other and HoDS, but rarely with the school principal. In School B 

the school leadership never enters educator classes and educators are left to teach alone. The 

school principal depends on the reports of HoDs and learner class monitors to understand 

what is going on in the classes. In school B the educators seem to talk to each other and are 

not unionised. However, it is difficult to describe the purposes of these interactions as 

collegial, collaborative and oriented towards professional community development.  
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In school A, staff meetings are held every week and educators chair the meetings in rotation 

to encourage teacher leadership and participation. Educators are affiliated to teacher unions, 

participate in rotated weekly staff meetings, have cluster meetings with other educators 

which can be termed as collegial, collaborative and oriented towards professional 

community. The educators‟ staffroom in school A is easily accessible by educators and they 

tend to enjoy spending time there talking to each other. In school A, educators have little say 

in decision-making on administrative issues, but are permitted to set continuous assessments 

and summative assessments which have to be moderated by the HoDs who submit these 

reports to the school principals. In School A there is a high administratively controlled 

collegial effort geared towards ensuring that teaching and learning is taking place which is 

not the case in school B. In school A the school principal facilitates educator collegial 

activities while in school B the school principal is not keen on participating in educator‟s 

activities unless it involves the learners.  

 

In schools A and B school principals as the leading instructional leaders expect educators to 

plan and teach lessons as per the timetable; they encourage professional development as 

long as it does not interfere with the teaching and learning in the classes. Educators have 

limited decision-making powers with respect to instructional matters which agrees to some 

extent with studies by Blasé  & Blasé (2000); Hargreaves, (1994); Louis & Kruse, (1996); 

Newman & Wehlage, (1995) that teachers can exercise powers over certain aspects of 

planning, teaching, professional growth, and decision-making with respect to instructional 

matters have come under teacher control (Blasé  & Blasé, 2000; Hargreaves, 1994; Louis & 

Kruse, 1996 Newman & Wehlage, 1995). In this study there seems to agreement on what is 

expected from the educators by the two different school principals however how this is 

carried out differs in each of the schools. In school A the school principal seems to 

encourage active collaborative working relationships between the educators, HoDS and the 

school leadership in the monitoring of teaching and learning which is not the case in school 

B. In school B the centering of all school activities around the school principal makes the 

school principal autocratic in nature. This agrees with Reitzug, (1997) that collaborative 

inquiry supplants principal-centred supervisory practices. In school A the different identities 

the school principal takes in the staff meetings as an educator first, then as head teacher has 

enabled both educators and the school leadership to engage in constructive debates on how 

best to improve teaching and learning in the classes which according to Blasé  & Blasé, 
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(1999) is important because there is need for school principals and teachers to discuss 

alternatives rather than directives or criticisms and work together as communities of learners 

in service to learners. However there is need more research to understand how school 

principals in such unique learning contexts practice teacher collegiality.   

 

In school A the school principal is keen on accomplishing the schools vision of ensuring 

that teaching and learning is taking place in the classes in comparison to the school principal 

in school B. This supports studies by Leithwood et al., (2006) that school principals as 

instructional leaders must be skilled communicators, to be able to identify, and articulate 

visions well, to focus attention and frame issues in ways that will lead to productive 

discourse and decision making (Bennis, 1984; Fairhurst & Sarr, 1996). School principals as 

instructional leaders must make educators understand why they need to make the monitoring 

of teaching and learning a success in school. Educators should not be afraid of the processes 

of monitoring in the classes. Through developing communities of professional practice and 

learning where educator collaboration, participation, professional development, 

empowerment are enhanced, anxiety about the monitoring processes can be dealt with. 

 

The main argument here is that the school principals as the leading instructional leader in 

such learning contexts must lead the development of teacher learning communities where 

teachers share their teaching experiences, learn better ways of teacher performance and how 

to improve learner achievement. To date, however, there is little empirical evidence to 

describe how this is enacted by school principals. 

 

5.2.6 Caring and response  

 

The South African Standard for School Leadership Draft Policy (2005) emphasizes that 

every school exists within a particular social and economic community that has a direct 

influence on and is influenced by the school. Just as the wider community in which the 

school is located represents a source of resources and support for the school, so the school 

itself can play a vital role in the well-being and development of its wider community. 

School improvement and community development are therefore, interdependent processes. 

The school principal, working with the school governing body and the school management 

team, should work to build collaborative relationships and partnership within and between 

the internal and external school communities for the mutual benefit of each. 
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In schools A and B the school principals have shown understanding and concern of the 

effect of students‟ background and how it could affect their academic performance. 

However, there are differences on how they have approached this issue as individual 

schools. The community served by the two case study schools experience a range of health 

problems, poverty, and unemployment. This has had negative impact on the learners 

characterised by a high rate of learner absence from lessons and other schooling activities. 

In terms of resources, School B does not have a science laboratory for the science subjects, 

no school library, no school text books for the learners available to learners per subject. The 

classes are overcrowded and noisy which disrupts the classes next door. As a result of 

overcrowding, it is difficult for students to pay attention to the teaching that is taking place. 

This gives the impression that school B there has weak school leadership. In school A there 

is only one science laboratory to cater for all the learners in the school which is too small. 

The majority of learners in the cases do not use the language of instruction (English) within 

the school compounds and in the classrooms educators switch languages during instruction 

more in school A than school B. This agrees with studies by Fleisch (2008) that English is a 

foreign language, a contributory factor for low standards of literacy.  

 

Studies by Fleisch (2008) and Leithwood et al., (2006) posit that school principals must 

understand their schooling contexts and work effectively with all constituencies to foster 

shared understanding (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Daft, 1992).  The findings from this study 

provide evidence to support this analysis and studies by Dillard, (1995) Englert, (1993); 

Gezi, (1990) and Fleisch (2008), that social conditions associated with poverty, such as 

residential mobility, family breakups, and poor health, certainly are likely to affect student‟s 

ability to focus and do well. 

 

Powerlessness breeds inaction which agrees with studies by Fleisch (2008) that in such 

challenging situations school principals tend to rationalise and justify learner failure. 

According Smyth‟s (1997) model of instructional leadership of using classroom interaction 

to achieve a just and democratic world, school principals as instructional leaders must serve 

as an integrative tool in the school. No one else has the authority and credibility to act this 

role. This agrees with Lomotey (1989) that school principals need to go an extra mile to 

achieve school success. Blasé & Anderson, (1995) suggest that each school must forge its 

own approach to democratic and empowering leadership. To achieve this school principals 
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need to develop collaborative leadership approaches that approach teachers, parents, 

community members and other constituents to support and advance the school in ways to 

frequently counter past strategies that promoted isolation, limited or unequal participation, 

and bureaucratic and authoritarian ideas. 

 

 The South African Standard for School Leadership Draft Policy (2005) argues in such 

challenging schooling contexts school as principals find themselves, they have to explain to 

educators that the purposes of monitoring schooling goes beyond the teaching and learning. 

They have to show educators that their contributions are linked to and related to the school‟s 

wider community and are valuable, important and possible. This supports studies by 

Glickman et al., (2001) that action research is the integrating task for school-level 

instructional improvement whereby educators conduct studies of their activities. According 

to Glickman et al., (2001) model of instructional leadership, school principals need to be 

proactive through applying evidenced based research to deal with issues that may spill over 

and affect the teaching and learning in the school. School principals must facilitate the 

creation of conditions that promote student motivation. They need to challenge ideas about 

deprivation and dysfunctionality in student‟s homes. There is an abundance of knowledge in 

the households where students live which calls for challenging notions that those learners in 

such learning contexts are not motivated to learn (Moll, & Diaz, 1987; Moll & Greenberg, 

1990; Moll et.al., 1992). Showing respect for learners requires appreciation of the 

circumstances affecting their learning (Cooney, 2006). This agrees with Bush et al., (2009) 

that while school principals cannot address all these problems, there is need for them to be 

aware of the ways in which these issues affect learning and teaching. Studies by Ofsted, 

(2003,b) that  strong leadership and management are very important in bringing 

improvement in schools, particularly in schools which are implementing special 

programmes to address low achievement and social inclusion, are powerfully relevant to the 

situations found in both schools A and B, but particularly in school B.  

 

The main argument here is that it is the school principals‟ prerogative as leading 

professional instructional leader in such challenging learning contexts to work out their own 

way of monitoring teaching and learning to make things work. This agrees with Reyes & 

Wagstaff (1999) that leadership is always provided within a context; therefore, leadership 

needs to be context-specific. Context-specific leadership can be provided only by those who 

are deeply knowledgeable about the school, the community in which the school is located, 
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the professional and nonprofessional staff of the school, the student population, and the 

relationship between the school and central administration. 

 

5.3. The dominant tools and tasks school principals use to monitor teaching and 

learning  

 

5.3.1 Lesson Observation 

 

In both schools A and B the school principals claim to monitor educators. This shows that 

each of the school principals have they own notion of monitoring teaching and learning in 

the classes. There is evidence that in school B the school principal does not visit classes as 

part of monitoring teaching and learning and instead opts to rely on the deputy school 

principal and the HoDs to monitor the processes of teaching and learning in the classes. In 

school A the school principal does not visit the classes on a regular basis unless called upon 

which is rare, for fear of victimization. Instead class visits are rarely carried out by the 

deputy school principal and only when educators voice dissatisfaction with particular 

learner behaviour in the classes. In school A collegial classroom observations are rarely 

carried out and in most cases only the HoDs and the deputy school principals are involved 

while in school B it does not occur. HoDs claim to surprise classes in cases of reported 

learner dissatisfaction about teacher delivery. However, this is difficult to substantiate. Also, 

educators always try to justify incompetence.  

 

The study findings support Bush et al., (2008) that monitoring involves visiting classrooms, 

observing teachers at work and providing them with feedback. This agrees with Southworth, 

(2004) that monitoring classrooms is part of school leadership and it is a widely distributed 

role, including the head teacher, deputies and heads of department. Findings from the study 

further confirm studies by Bush et al (2008) that cross checking educator‟s portfolios and 

learners‟ work increases performance, and agrees with the English Office for Standards in 

Education (Ofsted, 2003) that there is a strong link between very good monitoring and good 

teaching. In scenarios without monitoring control mechanisms, according to Sebring & 

Bryk, (2000); Pajak, (1993); Glickman, (2001); Schion (1988); Murphy, (1990) there is no 

quality control of educator outcomes. 
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 The school principal as an instructional leader must stress that the aim of monitoring 

teaching and learning is not to de-professionalise and victimise educators not performing 

well in such challenging contexts but to enhance the quality of teaching and learning. The 

abuse and misconception of the monitoring process in the classrooms is the reason why 

educators are anxious of the process. School principals as leading instructional leaders in 

schools are not participating in classroom observations which could explain why schools in 

such contexts are seen as dysfunctional. Surprisingly these schools boast high pass rates and 

the question remains how these schools in such learning contexts are able to produce such 

results without monitoring of what the educators are doing in the classes. It may be that 

school leadership practice that it is informed by data on students‟ learning, progress and 

achievements as well as indirect knowledge of teaching practices and classroom dynamics,  

is effective. 

 

In spite of the importance of lesson observation to teaching and learning, the study indicates 

that school principals often relegate the practice to heads of department which agrees with 

Bush et al., (2008) that lesson monitoring appears to be sporadic and unsystematic activity, 

restricted by the lack of time available to heads of departments (HoDs) and the lingering 

belief that it is discouraged by the educator unions. The issue here is that the school 

principals as functional leaders cannot afford to stand back and wait for others to check on 

how educators are doing their work, but must be proactive and dynamic in the continuous 

monitoring of lessons.  

 

5.3.2 Modelling and mentoring 

 

Leithwood & Riehl (2006) urges that school principals exert leadership for developing 

educators by setting examples for others to follow that are consistent with the school values 

and goals. Modelling provides a clear guide for growth and action; it enhances educators‟ 

beliefs about their own abilities and their sense of efficacy. In each of the two schools the 

school principals have different ways of modelling and mentoring as a way of monitoring 

teaching and learning. 
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In school B the school principal does not teach any classes in the school, but trusts  subject 

educators,  relies on the deputy school principal and HoDs to handle teacher concerns of 

instructional practice. In such situations according to Sebring & Bryk (2000); Pajak (1993); 

Glickman (2001) educators do not benefited from the school principal‟s presence in the 

school. In school A the school principal purposely teaches specific classes, namely grades 

11 and 12 mathematics and participates in capacity building meetings for examination 

cluster meetings, staffroom meetings, alongside educators. By modelling certain 

instructional practices, school principal school A is leading by example. 

 

Findings from the study confirm studies by Glickman et al, (2001), Bush and Glover (2009) 

that modelling does provide the potential for demonstrating good practice and generalising it 

throughout the school. In school A the HoDs of as part of their leadership practice orient 

new educators such that they can fit into the school system which agrees with Lataille–

Demore (2007) that  good practice has to be acknowledged and then emulated by others 

willing to learn. This agrees with Leithwood & Riehl (2006) that school principals support 

educators by showing respect and concern about their personal feelings and needs. This 

assures educators that problems faced while operating in such schools will be taken 

seriously and help will be offered (Louis, Toole & Hargreaves, 1999). Studies by McColl-

Kennedy & Anderson (2002) suggest that a leader‟s personal attention to employers 

increases levels of enthusiasm and optimism, reduces frustration, transmits a sense of 

mission, and indirectly increases performance. However there is need explore how in 

different learning contexts school principals model teaching and learning as a way of 

monitoring teaching and learning in the schools. 

 

The crucial argument here is that the school principal in such challenging schooling 

situations must model high professional standards, intervene in a supportive or manner 

corrective manner when this seems necessary, observe and reinforce positive educator 

behaviours in the classrooms that ensure an academically demanding climate and an orderly, 

well-managed classroom. Simply orienting new educators into school contexts does not 

mean mentoring or modelling by the school leaders. This agrees with Bush et al (2008a) that 

modelling is rarely used in South Africa. However, if used, it would address crucial issues in 

teacher education in the South African educational system. 
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5.3.3 Data management  

 

Findings from the study agree with Houlihan (2002) and Mason(2002) that school principals 

are expected to know how to learn from student‟s data, examine assessment results to 

identify problems and plan appropriate instructional interventions, Lunenburg and Irby 

(2006) believe that school principals need to disaggregate student achievement data, track 

the achievement of all students over time, and the No Child Left behind Act, ([NCLB], U.S. 

Department of Education, 2002) shows that this dramatically increases the school 

principal‟s accountability toward student‟s data. In schools A and B school principals rely 

on student data compiled by the GDE. However, they ignore the continuous data from the 

numerous class assessments and learners activities in the school which could be a good 

indicator of the learner‟s progress. This agrees with Datnow et al., (2007) that alongside 

supporting a dynamic use of data to inform school-level practices, reflections and actions, it 

is important as well to develop mutual accountability in system-school relationships, 

involving shared responsibility between schools and system leaders, developing a trusting 

relationship a two way communication flow between schools and central offices. The lack 

of active involvement of principals in schools A and B has it made it difficult for them track 

learner performance. 

 

On the other hand, the daily use of registers has enabled the school principals to keep track 

on the learner and educator attendance. In schools A and B the class educators‟ participation 

in the construction of continuous assessments and evaluations with their HoDs has enabled 

them to track learner progression in the grades they are teaching which agrees with 

Hargreaves (2005) that assessment of learning measures and pupil attainment against stated 

targets, informs the steps in teaching and learning planning. It acts as a basis of feedback for 

improvement, and as an evidence for teachers to learn about pupils‟ learning; it also acts as 

a basis for children to take some control over their own learning, and provides an 

opportunity to turn assessment into a learning event. In school B the school principal does 

not teach or participate in continuous and summative assessments of learners in comparison 

to the school principal A who teaches on a daily basis. The school principal of school A is 

more informed about what is going on in the classes than school principal B. In such 

scenarios, according to Glickman (1985), the school principal in school B as instructional 

leader may not be in position to correctly interpret student data from numerous assessments 

throughout the schooling calendar.  
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The main argument here is that the school principal as the leading instructional leader in the 

school is expected to know how to learn from student‟s data, examine assessment results to 

identify problems and plan appropriate instructional interventions (Lunenburg and Irby, 

2006). The ability to make things work in the school depends upon school principal‟s 

preparedness and commitment to act in such contexts.  

 

5.4 How school principal monitors teaching and learning in the school  

 

5.4.1 Developing instructional leaders through sharing leadership  

 

Evidence from the study indicates in schools A and B school principals in such challenging 

learning contexts have differing ways and means of sharing responsibilities with deputies, 

HoDs and educators over certain aspects of the monitoring of teaching and learning. The 

evidence suggests that school principals relegate the responsibility monitoring of teaching 

and learning to their subordinates, the deputy school principals, HoDs, educators in the 

school, which supports studies by Bush et al., (2009) that the responsibility for managing 

teaching and learning is shared amongst schools principals, school management teams 

(SMTs), heads of departments, and classroom educators. This study claims that educators 

manage curriculum implementation in their classrooms; HoDs have the responsibility for 

ensuring effective teaching and learning across their learning areas or phases, while school 

principals and school management teams have a whole-school role (ibid). 

 

This evidence also agrees with studies by Bush et al., (2009); Bush and Glover, (2009); 

Rhodes & Brundrett (in press); NCSL, (2007) that HoDs have an important role to play in 

the management of teaching and learning, within the school-wide strategy established by the 

principal and the SMT. The middle managers‟ role is focussed on sub-units, based on 

learning areas or school phases, while school principal and SMT take a school-wide view., 

that  middle managers  develop learning-centred leadership in schools, middle leaders 

should lead teaching and learning through modelling, monitoring dialogue and setting up 

structures and systems.  
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This agrees with Blase & Kirby (2000) that school principals as instructional leaders 

provide opportunities for teacher growth, but teachers are also responsible to for seizing 

these opportunities. In school A when interviewed the deputy school principal said that the 

he depended on the team of HoDs and the deputy school principals to supervise the work of 

educators on a daily basis. The school principal school A instructs the HoDs on how to 

supervise the work of educators in their departments and provides adapted school 

assessment guidelines and tools for educators from the GDE to guide them on how to 

monitor the work of educators periodically in order to improve learner performance. 

Whenever HoDs go to any classroom for classroom visits and observation, they are 

expected to go with assessment tools as evidence of monitoring. This agrees with Rosenlum, 

Louis, & Rossmiller (1994) that as instructional leaders, school principals invest teachers 

with resources and instructional support; Prestine & Brown (1993) and that teacher‟s 

participation in shared instructional leadership occurs informally as well as being manifest 

in formal roles.  

 

Poole (1995) states that the school principal becomes less of an inspector of teacher 

competence and more a facilitator of teacher growth, whereas the school principal remains 

the educational leader of the school, teachers who have requisite expertise or information, 

exercise leadership collaboratively with the school principal; Reitzug (1997) suggests that 

collaborative inquiry supplants principal-centred supervisory practices. As teachers inquire 

together, they encourage each other toward answers for instructional problems; Blase & 

Blase (1999) feels that leadership for instruction emerges from both the principal and the 

teachers when teachers interact with principals as they engage in these activities. This leads 

to the reporting of positive changes in teachers‟ pedagogical practices. Principals and 

teachers both play a part in forging an effective leadership relationship. Principals and 

teachers discuss alternatives rather than directives or criticisms and work together as 

communities of learners in service to learners. However, relegation of monitoring roles 

without supervision as seen in school B could breed complacency and under performance.  

 

 

 



  80 

It is important to realise that the delegation of some aspects of leadership positions to 

teachers based on competence did not make the school principal less effective. The 

distribution of leadership positions did not constitute the sharing of the principal‟s positional 

role in the school as the CEO. In school B the school principal felt it sufficient when other 

staff members coordinated the monitoring of teaching and learning in the school as long as 

it did not involve dealing with budgeting school finances. In school A the school principal 

felt comfortable when educators were actively involved in the monitoring of teaching and 

learning in the classes but educators were not included in the financial decision making and 

budgeting of the school. What emerged is that the school principals in schools A and B each 

devised   monitoring structures that are convenient and are able to deliver in such distinctive 

leaning contexts. There are differences on how each of these school principals shared 

leadership activities during the process of monitoring teaching and learning. In school A the 

school principal has leadership monitoring structure however the school principal is seen 

actively participating alongside other educators in cluster meetings and is answerable to 

other subject HoDs without really jeopardizing the school principal‟s authority. In school B 

though the school principal has a similar school monitoring structure, the school principal is 

answerable only to school board and not accountable to other subject HoDs since the school 

principal is not involved in the teaching of classes.  

When interviewed the deputy school principal of administration in school A said:  You 

cannot tell the difference between the educator staff and the school principal – we work as a 

team, but the school principal does everything… In school B when interviewed the school 

principal said: If I want to know what is going on in the classes, I ask the subject heads and 

HoDs and even the class monitors to tell me what is happening in the classrooms. Class 

monitors monitor educators per week, HoDs monitor learner’s books. The deputy school 

principals and HoDs do most of the work; still we work as a team. Monitoring is also done 

by district officials so the school must always be ready.  

In such school leadership scenarios it is difficult to identify which kind of leadership 

practice is being used by the school principals. In school A the school principal leadership 

practices and behaviour has traces of shared leadership, distributed leadership 

transformational leadership and democratic leadership. While in school B the school 

principal leadership practices has characteristics of autocratic leadership, shared leadership 

and distributed leadership. 
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Shared leadership often is confused with distributed leadership, democratic leadership, and 

transformational leadership. Transformational leadership focuses on problem finding, 

problem solving, and collaboration with stakeholders with the goal of improving school 

performance and its members to achieve these results. Transformational leadership seeks to 

raise participants‟ level of commitment (Burns, 1978), to encourage them in reaching their 

fullest potential (Bass & Avolio, 1993), and to support them in transcending their own self-

interest for a larger good (Bass & Avolio, 1993); Leithwood, Tomlinson, & Genge, 1996; 

Sagor & Barnett, 1994; Silins, Muford, Zarins & Bishop, 2000). Transformational 

leadership affirms the centrality of the school principal‟s reform role, particularly in 

introducing innovation and shaping organizational culture (Conley, & Goldman, 1994; 

Leithwood, 1994). While concentrating on renewing the organization and its personnel, 

however, transformational leadership lacks explicit focus on curriculum and instruction 

(Hallinger & Leithwood, 1998). Transformational leadership and shared instructional 

leadership are complementary. This perspective acknowledges the value of multiple leaders, 

and it in no way negates the critical role of the school principal. This perspective on 

distributive leadership is a conceptual lens or diagnostic frame for examining leadership and 

management in school. It provides a framework for identifying the multiple ways in which 

leadership and management practice can influence instructional practice. However, the idea 

that school leadership is distributed among educators in schools, as well as incumbent 

within certain roles, is not new. While distributed leadership is an appealing construct, clear 

conceptions remain elusive (Prestine & Nelson, 1998).  

While the cases in schools A and B acknowledge the central role of the school principal, 

they also reveal the important role that other leaders play in monitoring teaching and 

learning in the school. While the shared instructional leadership perspective focuses 

attention on the possibility that anyone in the school could be engaged in the work of 

monitoring teaching and learning in the classes, it does assume that everyone is or even 

could be an instructional leader. This agrees with Blase & Blase, (1999) that leadership for 

instruction emerges from both the principal and the teachers as they discuss alternatives 

rather directives or criticisms and work together as communities of learners in service to 

learners. In school A where educators at times lead staff meetings, participate in disciplinary 

meetings, invigilation of examinations, and cluster moderations, it did not make them 

question the authority of the school principal. As in the case of school A, if teachers are to 

develop as instructional leaders, it does not happen by decree. Instead, they need 
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opportunities to develop as instructional leaders, and this often involves work on the part of 

the school principal as the leading instructional leader in the school. As showed in school A, 

the school principal assigned educators to be class educators, and educators were selected 

weekly to lead staff meetings in the staffroom in which the school principals and deputies 

all participate in their different capacities. This agrees with Blasé & Blasé (1999) that as 

school principals participate and contribute importantly to these communities, they promote 

teacher reflection and professional growth. When educators interact with school principals 

as they engage in these activities, the teachers experience changes in their pedagogical 

practices.  

There is need to understand how shared instructional school leadership functions in 

challenging schooling contexts and how it is operationalised in specific sites. The question 

that then comes into focus is: how do schooling discourses legitimate certain forms of 

leaders while marginalising others? The main argument here is that the school principal in 

such challenging learning contexts is not the sole instructional leader but the leader of 

instructional leaders. The school principal and the educators as instructional leaders share 

responsibility for staff development, curriculum development, and supervision of 

instructional tasks. To date, however, there is little empirical evidence to describe how this 

is enacted by school principals in other schooling contexts. 

5.4.2 Improving the school instructional culture of monitoring teaching and learning 

In these schools the school principals seem to make considerable effort into relying on class 

monitors to report on the what and how is the teaching is going on in the classes, mobilising 

parents, religious leaders, motivational speakers to talk to learners, practical handling of 

stubborn learners and dealing with learners abusing drugs in the school premises, looking 

and running after learners not attending classes. Evidence from the study posits that each of 

the  school principals in schools A and B have their own way of cultivating the cultures 

teaching and learning as a way monitoring the teaching and learning process.    

This tends to support studies by Bush et al., (2009) which contend that producing profound 

changes in teaching and learning requires more than just the sensitive application of 

management strategies such as evaluation, monitoring, observation and modelling. It 

requires a cultural shift so that all stakeholders understand the reasons for such changes. 

These findings also support the needs raised by Southworth, (2004) that the kind of culture 

needed in schools today should be characterised by collaboration and shared leadership as 
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well as a strong focus on learning for adults as well as students. Successful learning cultures 

feature professional dialogue, with educators, and school leadership sharing their 

experiences, within and beyond their classrooms. Studies by Motala and Pampallis (2001) 

emphasise the need to promote teaching and learning and claimed that the most important 

but neglected resource in teaching and learning is the teacher. They add that the 

achievement of a quality education continues to be an enormous challenge in South Africa. 

The restoration of a culture of teaching and learning becomes increasing urgent. 

These findings resonate with studies by Deventer and Kruger (2003) which state that one of 

the major problems facing school principals is the creation of a sound culture of teaching 

and learning in which effective teaching can take place; studies by Coleman (2003) show 

that promoting effective learning, teaching and encouraging a culture of learning have wide 

implications for those involved in the management of the school. These include staff 

development. Bush et al., (2009) urge that changing school cultures has to be a deliberate 

process, intended to achieve specific results such as enhanced learner outcomes. Culture is 

usually deeply embedded and is difficult to shift particularly if, as in most South African 

schools, most educators have substantial experience in the same school and are used to 

working in certain way. It takes an external force or threat to produce new patterns of 

working. Bush et al., (2009) continues to argue that another possible stimulus for cultural 

change is the appointment of a new principal, when stake holders may be expecting 

innovation. It may not be by chance that school renewal of school A coincided with the 

appointment of current principal. When interviewed the school principal said, 

When I was appointed principal I decided I had to something to turn the school around and 

I started by motivating the educators. I had been at the school as a teacher so they (teaching 

staff) knew what type of person I was. Admittedly I had to a lot of spade work to do try and 

win these people over, as many were lagging behind, but once they saw I was committed to 

do the task they decided to support me.  
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This agrees with studies by Leithwood & Jantzi, (1990); Skalbeck, (1991) that  school 

principal‟s influence school culture through practices aimed at developing shared norms, 

values beliefs, and attitudes and promoting mutual caring and trust among staff. A strong 

school culture draws educators together around the goals being pursued by the school and 

the values and beliefs underlying the goals. The schooling contexts in each of these schools 

are quite different which makes monitoring of teaching and learning a contested issue, De 

Clercq (2007). In school A the monitoring of teaching and learning is sensitive as it is tied to 

performance which makes it restricted to the deputy school principal and HoDS only with 

the consent of the school principal. However this is not the case in school B.  

  

According to Louis, Kruse, and Associates, (1995) school principals can redesign school 

cultures through changes in staff and task assignments, the scheduling and design of time 

and space, routine, operating procedures, and the deployment of technology and other 

material resources, all of which can hinder or enable individual performance and the 

accomplishment of school goals. Successful school principals direct structural changes to 

establish positive conditions for teaching and learning. This agrees with studies by Garcia 

(1995); Knapp & Woolverton (1995); Ogbu, (1995); Reyes, Velaz & Pena, (1993) that 

without attending to distinctive contributions of culture, educational efforts with learners are 

likely to unsuccessful. This agrees with studies by Sleegers, Geijsel, & van den Borg, (2002) 

that school principals work to enhance school performance by providing opportunities for 

educators to participate in decision making about issues that affect them and for which their 

knowledge is crucial.  Such involvement assures staff that they can shape the school context 

to meet their own needs relative to goal accomplishment. The only problem in some of these 

schools is that some school cultures do not last once the school principal leaves the school 

or is transferred. This creates need for more contextual studies to explore how school 

cultures are preserved.  

 

Lastly, the findings support the propositions raised in the South African Standard for School 

Leadership Draft Policy (2005), that the school principal needs to know about the National 

Curriculum Statement and the values and goal which shape it, practices of teaching and 

learning which support the delivery of the National Curriculum Statement, accessing and 

utilising resources to support teaching and learning, strategies for the effective monitoring 

and evaluation of the performance in relation to the National Curriculum Statement, 

methods of accumulating data, and data analysis, relevant to monitoring and evaluating 
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performance in relation to the National Curriculum Statement. To be able to realise this the 

school principal as the leading professional instructional leader in the school must be able to 

ensure that teaching and learning are at the heart of the schools strategic planning and 

management of all resources, facilitate the ongoing monitoring and evaluation of all 

classroom practice, ensure that sound data at class and school level is collected and used to 

inform the continuous monitoring and evaluation of teaching and learning together with 

learner progress and achievement. However it is important to realise that in such dire 

situations school principals perform many roles outside their normal duties to make teaching 

and learning take place which are often not recognised. In school A the school principal 

calls it “spade work” in school B the school calls it “running up and down”. This agrees 

with Sebring & Bryk, (2000) notions of instructional leadership that actions orientation 

theoretically encompasses everything a principal does during the day to support the 

achievement of learners and the ability of educators to teach.  

 

The cardinal arguments here are that the school principal as an instructional leader should 

develop and maintain progressive school cultures that create conditions that facilitate 

teaching and learning in such schooling contexts. The school principal must know what do 

and how to do it in such learning contexts. They must know how to skilfully integrate 

students‟ backgrounds through proactive inclusive school cultures that stimulate learning. 

They need to challenge notions that students in deprived conditions of learning are not 

motivated to learn. However, there is little empirical evidence to describe how this is 

enacted by school principals. 
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CHAPTER 6   

 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND AREAS FOR 

FURTHER STUDY 

 

6.1 introduction 

This chapter is   set out to present the conclusions, recommendations, summary and areas of 

further study in the study. 

 

6.2 Summary of major findings   

 

The study set to find out the role of school principals in monitoring teaching and learning in 

an inner-city and township secondary schools. The major findings of the study were: firstly  

the role of school principals as instructional leaders in monitoring teaching and learning is 

supervision which entails leadership roles in curriculum supervision, educator professional 

development, collegiality, care and response the school principals as instructional leaders. 

Secondly in each of the unique different schooling contexts the school principals use 

different methods of monitoring teaching and learning .The differences arise in the 

application of unique contextual supervisory monitoring tactics and strategies to make 

learning and teaching possible in such of different challenging learning contexts. Thirdly the 

school principals differentially minimally participate in the monitoring of teaching and 

learning and rely on feedback from classroom observations and learner data collected by the 

deputy school principals, heads of departments / subject heads and class educators to 

monitor learner performance. The differences in participation seem to emerge from the 

challenging learning contexts these school principals are faced with on daily basis. 

 

 6.3 Conclusion 

 

The goals of monitoring teaching and learning in the classrooms in  challenging schooling 

contexts is to improve the quality of learner achievement and from the study the school 

principals fully understand this. The role of the school principals in monitoring teaching and 

learning in such situations is to ensure that these goals are attained and evidence from the 

study indicates that the school principals acknowledge. However, there are differences in 

how each of the school principals in schools A and B operationalise these goals in these 
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unique challenging learning contexts. In each of these schools the school principal have 

devised distinctive working methods of monitoring teaching and learning in the schools.  

The differences in leadership monitoring practice and behaviour between the two school 

principals seems to be context-based. The greater role of monitoring teaching and learning is 

relegated to the deputy school principals, HoDs, senior educators, and even class learner 

monitors. In carrying out the roles of monitoring teaching and learning, these school 

principals tend be bureaucratic through delegation of roles to be done and completed tasks 

reported back to them. The monitoring of teaching and learning is a delegated shared 

responsibility amongst the deputy school principals, HoDs, and senior educators who are 

expected to provide feedback to the school principals. The school principals depend on 

feedback to take action and respond to issues brought to their attention as their considered 

monitoring roles.  

 

The school principals in schools A and B prefer to concentrate on administrative issues that 

tend to affect the overall running of the school than actual monitoring of the teaching and 

learning processes in the classes. The school principals in the study rely on class 

observations by others, formative and summative assessments and, modelling practices to 

monitor teaching and learning in the schools. The use of monitoring tools is left in the hands 

of the deputy school principals, senior educators and HoDs to use and provide feedback to 

the school principal of what is happening in classes. The lack of active participation makes 

it difficult to effectively monitor teaching and learning in such learning contexts. If school 

principals are to bring about instructional improvement, they cannot afford not to participate 

in the monitoring of teaching and learning. This agrees with studies by (Ofsted, 2003); 

Reyes, Scribner & Scriber (1999) that school leaders are key to instructional improvement 

in schools in challenging situations. School principals need to focus more on teaching and 

learning, if schools and learner achievement are to experience instructional improvement in 

learning contexts.  
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6.4 Recommendations  

 

The starting point is developing a vision for the school that places learning and teaching at 

the centre. School principal and their SMTs need to set out clear expectations of their 

learners and educators, and demonstrate good practice in their own teaching and leadership 

activities. The major tools for monitoring teaching and learning are observation, 

assessments and modelling. School principals should provide good models in terms of 

lesson preparation, subject knowledge assessment, and pedagogic approaches. School 

principals should monitor educators work in systematic way and provide constructive 

feedback.  

 

School climate has to promote a positive approach to learning among all stakeholders, 

learners, educators, parents and the local community. School principals should learn how to 

negotiate and navigate such challenging schooling contexts without excuses to justify school 

dysfunctionality.  

 

School leadership needs to be context-specific, which requires a deep knowledge about the 

school, the community in which the school is located, the professional and non-professional 

staff of the school, the student population, and the relationship between the school and 

central administration. 

 

6.5 Areas for further study 

 

As this is a case study there is room for replication of the study for generalisation of 

findings under different schooling contexts. There is need to determine how school 

principals can participate more in monitoring teaching and learning in the schools. Research 

is needed to explore why school principals prefer spending more time doing administrative 

school work than monitoring teaching and learning. Further studies are needed to explore 

how school principals succeed in sharing their leadership roles in the monitoring of teaching 

and learning without affecting the quality of teaching and learning. There is a need to 

develop detailed case studies where learners of diverse backgrounds are located. 

Researchers need to determine how school principals within diverse schools encourage 

teacher leadership and remove barriers so that teachers can take on leadership roles in the 

school. How school principals lead in high-stake environments is critical to the success of 
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learner learning, particularly in inner-city and township secondary schools. Research can 

determine how such challenges can be used to provide opportunities for learner learning 

particularly for economically disadvantaged children and children of migrants. There is need 

to continue the works of Bush et al., (2009) and Flesich, (2008) to understand notions and 

role school leadership plays in approaching the challenges and the issues within 

accountability-oriented policy contexts. This research should feed the discussion 

surrounding the effectiveness of national educational policies that are designed to insure 

access, equity, integration and citizenship in learning outcomes. As school principals go 

about building networks to sustain diverse learners in challenging teaching and learning 

contexts, what types of relationships do school principals develop with their communities to 

support student learning? How do school principals monitor teaching and learning in social 

contexts that are breeding grounds for racial bias like inner-city and township areas in South 

African cities and how do they navigate racial prejudice and other divisive issues that bias 

people?  
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Mr. Felix Omal 

P O Box 1870 

JOHANNESBURG 

2000 

 

Dear Mr. Omal  
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The role of a school principal in the monitoring of teaching and learning in a township  

Secondary school in Soweto 
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Appendix III: Participant’s Information Leaflet  

The core purpose of schooling is the promotion of effective teaching and learning. The aim 

of this study is to explore the different kind‟s roles a school principal plays in monitoring 

teaching and learning. The school principal, working with the school management teams 

and others has a primary responsibility to promote a successful learning culture within the 

school, and to develop the school as a learning organisation. At the heart of the school 

principal‟s role is a fundamental responsibility to enhance the quality of teaching and 

learning and to raise levels of learner achievement in any context. International studies 

strongly argue that strong school leadership is the key improved learner achievement. 

However in the South African context little is known about the complex roles of school 

principals in monitoring teaching and learning in difficult learning contexts. Thus study this  

is set to explore the different kinds of roles a school principal plays in monitoring teaching 

and learning in local township setting.  

 

One Soweto township secondary school has been selected as case study for the research 

.This secondary school was chosen on the basis of good performance in the National Matric 

Examinations as per the Gauteng Department of Education for the past three years. The 

school principal, deputy school principal, three heads of departments and four classroom 

teachers of the school will be selected as participants for the study. The participants will be 

informed that their participation in this study is voluntary, under conditions of anonymity 

and the names of the school will not be mentioned to any other parties.  

 

The information for the study will be collected using observation schedules and an audio–

tape recorder for the semi-structured interviews. One–on-one interviews will be conducted 

with the school principal, assistant school principal, three heads of Departments and four 

classroom teachers, each lasting forty-five minutes. The school principal will be requested 

to grant access to his deputy school principal, the heads of departments and the classroom 

teachers in order to conduct one-on-one interviews and observations. The interviews and 

observations will focus on the role of the school principal in monitoring teaching and 

learning in the school. 

 

The school principal and the deputy will be chosen because they are highly   involved in the 

leading and managing teaching and learning in the school. The selected heads of 

departments will be chosen because they are the bridge between the school administration 

and the classroom teachers, are considered subject specialists and guide teachers in their 

subject specialist areas. The selected classroom teachers will be chosen because they are 

actually involved in the daily teaching and learning in the classrooms. In addition these 

classroom teachers have been producing good results in their subject areas over the three 

years in the school.  

 

The results of the study will be presented to the University of the Witwatersrand for 

examination, together with the research report and it will also be made available to the 

Gauteng Department of Education.  If you agree to participate, please complete the form on 

the following page. If you have any questions please feel free to contact. 

 

Felix Omal 

Tel: 011-7173092 

Mobile: 0731375829 

E-mail: omalfelix@gmail.com 

mailto:omalfelix@gmail.com
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Appendix IV: Participant’s Informed Consent 

University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, 

School of education, 

Division of education leadership and policy studies 

Wits school of education, 

Park town, 

October, 2010  

 

Participant‟s informed consent. 

 

I hereby confirm that I have been informed by the researcher Felix Omal about the nature of 

the study. I have also received, read and understood the information and consent sheets 

regarding the educational study. I am aware that all the information given will remain 

confidential and anonymously processed in this study. I may at any stage, without prejudice, 

withdraw my consent and participation from the study I have had sufficient opportunity to 

ask questions and (of own free will) declare myself prepared to participate in the study and 

voluntarily agreed to participate in the study. 

I have received  the telephone number of a person to contact should I need to speak 

about any issues which may arise in my involvement in this study .I understand that this 

consent  will not be linked to the interview  and that my answers will remain confidential. I 

understand that all possible feedback will be given to me on the results of the completed 

research.  

I agree to participate in the study, I give my permission to: 

a) Be interviewed 

b) Be tape-recorded  

c) Be observed in the learning context  

I also agree that the data will be used for: 

a). Research reports 

b) .publications 

I agree to these with the understanding that confidentiality of my identity will be protected.  

Position of Participant in the secondary school _______________________________ 

Signature of Participant: ____________________________. 
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Appendix V: invitation of school principal to participate 

University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, 

School of education, 

Division of education leadership and policy studies 

Wits school of education, 

Park town, 

October, 2010  

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

My name is Felix Omal of the Wits school of Education at the University of the 

Witwatersrand. I am involved in the study on the role of a school principal in monitoring 

teaching and learning in a Township secondary school.  

 

Your secondary school has selected on the basis of your good performance in the National 

Matric examinations as per the Gauteng Department of Education over the past three years ( 

for  information see the subject sheet attached ).I would like you to participate in this study.  

 

Should your secondary school participate, the study will require that I conduct one-on-one 

interviews with you as the head of the secondary school, each interview lasting forty-five 

minutes. As the head of the secondary school, I will request that you grant me access to your 

deputy principal, three heads of departments and four classroom teachers in order to conduct 

one-on-one interviews with them. These interviews will focus on the role of the school 

principal in monitoring teaching and learning the school classroom teachers, heads of 

departments the school administration has experienced in the secondary school. The study 

will require that I spend two weeks involved in observation at the secondary school .I will 

visiting  your secondary school to describe the study in detail  and answer any questions that 

you or your may have. Please indicate your willingness to participate in this study by filling 

in the slip below. 

 

Sincerely,\ 

 

Omal Felix 

University of the Witwatersrand 

 

 

School principals Consent slip 

 

I…………………………………….as (position) ………………………on the behalf 

of…………………………secondary .school, understand the nature, the requirements and 

benefits of the participating in the study, consent to participate in the study. 

Signature………………….. 

Date………………………… 
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Appendix VI: Invitation of Deputy School principal to participate 

University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, 

School of education, 

Division of education leadership and policy studies 

Wits school of education, 

Park town, 

October, 2010  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

My name is Felix Omal of the Wits school of Education at the University of the 

Witwatersrand. I am involved in the study on the role of a school principal in monitoring 

teaching and learning in a Township secondary school.  

 

Your secondary school has selected on the basis of your good performance in the National 

Matric examinations as per the Gauteng Department of Education over the past three years ( 

for  information see the subject sheet attached ).I would like you to participate in this study.  

 

Should your secondary school participate, in the study will require that I conduct one-on-

one interviews with you as the deputy head of the secondary school, each interview lasting 

forty-five minutes. These interviews will focus on the role of the school principal in 

monitoring teaching and learning the school classroom teachers, heads of departments the 

school administration has experienced in the secondary school. The study will require that I 

spend two weeks involved in observation at the secondary school .I will visiting  your 

secondary school to describe the study in detail and answer any questions that you or your 

may have. Please indicate your willingness to participate in this study by filling in the slip 

below. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Omal Felix 

University of the Witwatersrand 

 

 

 

Deputy Principals Consent slips 

 

I…………………………………….as (position) ………………………on the behalf 

of…………………………secondary .school, understand the nature, the requirements and 

benefits of the participating in the study, consent to participate in the study. 

Signature………………….. 

Date………………………… 
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Appendix VII: invitation of Heads of Departments to participate 

University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, 

School of education, 

Division of education leadership and policy studies 

Wits school of education, 

Park town, 

October, 2010  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

My name is Felix Omal of the Wits school of Education at the University of the 

Witwatersrand. I am involved in the study on the role of a school principal in monitoring 

teaching and learning in a Township secondary school.  

 

Your secondary school has selected on the basis of your good performance in the National 

Matric examinations as per the Gauteng Department of Education over the past three years 

(For information see the subject sheet attached).I would like you to participate in this study. 

 

Should your secondary school participate, in the study will require that I conduct one-on-

one interviews with you as one of the heads of department in the secondary school, each 

interview lasting forty-five minutes. These interviews will focus on the role of the school 

principal in monitoring teaching and learning the school classroom teachers, heads of 

departments the school administration has experienced in the secondary school. The study 

will require that I spend two weeks involved in observation at the secondary school .I will 

visiting  your school to describe the study in detail  and answer any questions that you or 

your may have. Please indicate your willingness to participate in this study by filling in the 

slip below. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Omal Felix 

University of the Witwatersrand 

 

Heads of departments Consent slip 

 

I…………………………………….as (position) ………………………on the behalf 

of…………………………secondary .school, understand the nature, the requirements and 

benefits of the participating in the study, consent to participate in the study. 

Signature………………….. 

Date…………………………  
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Appendix VIII: invitation of classroom teachers to participate 

University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, 

School of education, 

Division of education leadership and policy studies 

Wits school of education, 

Park town, 

October 2010  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

My name is Felix Omal of the Wits school of Education at the University of the 

Witwatersrand. I am involved in the study on the role of a school principal in monitoring 

teaching and learning in a Township secondary school.  

 

Your secondary school has selected on the basis of your good performance in the National 

Matric examinations as per the Gauteng Department of Education over the past three years 

(For information see the subject sheet attached).I would like you to participate in this study.  

 

Should your secondary school participate, in the study will require that I conduct one-on-

one interviews with you as one of the classroom teachers in the secondary school, each 

interview lasting forty-five minutes. These interviews will focus on the role of the school 

principal in monitoring teaching and learning the school classroom teachers, heads of 

departments the school administration has experienced in the secondary school. The study 

will require that I spend two weeks involved in observation at the secondary school .I will 

visiting your secondary  school to describe the study in detail and answer any questions that 

you or your may have. Please indicate your willingness to participate in this study by filling 

in the slip below. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Omal Felix 

University of the Witwatersrand 

 

Classroom teachers Consent slip 

 

I…………………………………….as (position) ………………………on the behalf 

of…………………………secondary .school, understand the nature, the requirements and 

benefits of the participating in the study, consent to participate in the study. 

Signature………………….. 

Date……………… 
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Appendix IX: Schedule of Observation and interviews in the field of study 

Date/ time from 

1stt---13th 

October 2010   

Participants in school A   Field  activities in school A 

carried out by the researcher  

1monday Educator  1  

Educator 2 

 Educator 3 

Educator 4 

 

Observations in classrooms , in  the 

staffroom & school  compound 

2 Tuesday Educator  1  

Educator 2 

 Educator 3 

Educator 4 

 

Interviews  held in the sick bay 

3 Wednesday HoD 1 

 HoD 1  

HoD  3 

Observations in classrooms , in  the 

staffroom & school  compound 

4thursaday HoD 1 

 HoD 1  

HoD  3 

Interviews  held in the sick bay 

5 Friday    

6 Saturday   

7 Sunday   

8 Monday Deputy school  principal 1 Observation in  the classroom ,  in 

the staffroom  & school compound 

9 Tuesday Deputy school principal 2 Observations in  the classroom  , in 

the staffroom  & school compound 

10 Wednesday  Deputy school  principal 

1 Deputy school principal 

2 

Interviews held in the deputy 

school principal are office. 

11 Thursday School  principal  school 

A 

Observation in  the classroom ,  in 

the staffroom  & school compound 

12 Friday School  principal  school 

A 

Interview held in the school 

principal‟s office. 

13 Saturday   

School B the 

order of 

observations  and 

interviews Date/ 

Participants in school B Field  activities in school B  carried 

out by the researcher   
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time from 15th to 

25th October 

2010   

15 Monday  Educator  1  

Educator  2 

 Educator  3 

 Educator  4 

Observation in the classrooms , 

staffroom & in the school  

compound 

16 Tuesday Educator  1  

Educator  2 

 Educator  3 

 Educator  4 

Interviews  held  in the  classrooms  

17wednesday HoD 1 

 HoD 1  

HoD  3 

Observations in the classrooms , 

staffroom & in the school  

compound 

18 Thursday HoD 1 

 HoD 1  

HoD  3 

Interviews held in the sick bay 

19 Friday Deputy school  principal 1 Observations in the  classrooms & 

administration  offices 

20 Saturday    

21 Sunday   

22 Monday Deputy school  principal 2 Observations in the school 

compound & staffroom 

23 Tuesday Deputy school  principal 1 

Deputy school  principal 2 

Interviews held in the deputy 

principal‟s  office 

24 Wednesday School  principal  school 

B 

Observation in the classroom ,  in 

the staffroom  & school compound 

25 Thursday School  principal  school 

B 

Interview held in the school 

principal‟s office. 
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Appendix X: Observation Protocol for the School leadership  

 

The observation protocol is divided into three sections addressing three questions 

concerning; 

1. The management of teaching and learning  

2. The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

3. The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

The observation is intended to last for a maximum of one day 

 

Management of teaching and learning  

1. What time does the school principal arrive at the school on working days? 

2. What time does the school l principal leave the school compound at the end of the day? 

3. When the school principal is present at the school compound where does he/she spend 

most of his /her time? 

4How much time does the school principal spend in the school premises? 

5. Where are the offices of the school administration located? 

7 How many people are in these offices most of time? 

8. When the school principal arrives in the school compound what does he/she first? 

9 When school head is in the office what does he do thought out the day? 

10 What are school activities that occupy the school principal thought out the day? 

12. When does he do his monitoring routines of checking what is going on in the school 

classrooms? 

13. Where does the school principal meet with other teaching staff members in the school 

and for how long? 

14. When the school principal is with the staff members what are issues discussed? 

15. When does the school principal meet with parents and how long? 

17. What are the activities that defocus him or her from his /her work in the day? 

18. What time is the school principal very busy and what is the activity? 

 

The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

1. What methods does the school principal use when monitoring teaching and learning in the 

classrooms? 

2. When does the school head begin monitoring teaching and learning in the school? 
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3. When the school principal is doing his monitoring duties does he inform the school 

teachers?  

4 How does he monitor the teaching and learning in the day? 

5 What difficulties is the school principal experiencing in using these monitoring tools in the 

leading and management of teaching and learning in the school? 

6. Who designs the school monitoring devices and instruments to monitor the teaching and 

learning in the classrooms? 

5. What administrative tools does the school principal use to monitor learner attendance in 

the classrooms?  

6. How does the school principal ensure that the teaching and learning process in the school 

is not disrupted?  

9. How does school principal check teacher attendance in the school? 

10. What are the conditions that affect learning in the classrooms? 

 

The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

1. What school structures are there facilitate to the monitoring of teaching and learning in 

the school? 

2. How many school personnel are involved in the monitoring of teaching and learning in 

the school?? 

3. How are these personnel involved in the monitoring of teaching and learning in the 

school? 

4. How does the school principal coordinate the monitoring of the teaching and learning 

process in the school? 

5. Are there teaching staff going to the school principals office for consultations on 

academic issues or other issues?  

6. Is the school principal‟s office easily accessible by teaching staff and learners in the 

school? 
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Appendix XI: Observation Protocol for Heads of Department  

The observation protocol is divided into three sections addressing three questions 

concerning; 

1. The management of teaching and learning  

2. The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

3. The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning  

The observation is intended to last for a maximum of one day. 

Management of teaching and learning  

1. What time do the HoD‟s come to the Classrooms? 

2. What time do the HoD‟s leave the classrooms at the end of the day? 

3. When the HoD‟s are present in the school compound where do they spend most time? 

4. How much time do the HoD‟s spend in the school classrooms? 

5. Where are the offices of the school HoD‟s located? 

7 How many people are in these offices most of time/? 

8. When the HoD‟s arrive in the school what they do first? 

9 When HoD‟s are in the school what do they do thought out the day? 

10 What are school activities that occupy the HoD‟s thought out the day? 

12. When do they do their monitoring routines of checking what is going on in the 

classrooms 

13. When do the HoD‟s meet with other teaching staff members? 

14. What are the activities that defocus them from their work in the day? 

15. What time are the HoD‟s busy and what are they busy doing then?  

16. What are the conditions that affect learning in the classrooms? 

The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

1. What the methods are the HoD‟s using to monitor teaching and learning in the 

classrooms? 

2. What are the difficulties they are experiencing in using these monitoring tools in the 

classrooms? 

3. In the monitoring tasks do these HoD‟s provide feedback to the teachers?  

4. How are they monitoring tools affecting learner attendance and teacher punctuality?  
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The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning  

1. What are the monitoring administrative structures in the school that drive the learning and 

teaching in the classrooms?  

2. Who are the persons who actually do the monitoring of learning and teaching in the 

classrooms?  

3. Who monitors the hods in the school classrooms? 
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Appendix XII: Observation Protocol for the School Teachers  

The observation protocol is divided into three sections addressing three questions 

concerning; 

1. The management of teaching and learning  

2. The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

3. The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

The observation is intended to last for a maximum of one day 

Management of teaching and learning  

1. What roles does a classroom teacher play in the monitoring of teaching and learning in 

the classrooms? 

2. How are classroom teachers coordinating monitoring roles with school administration in 

dealing with discipline issues and other learner problems? 

Methods of monitoring teaching and learning  

1. What methods are classroom teachers using to monitor teaching and learning in the 

classrooms? 

2. Are teachers getting feedback from the monitoring process by hods and the school 

principal? 

3. When the monitoring of teaching and learning is going, do the learners in the classroom 

know that classroom monitoring is going on?  

4. In the monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms what are the issues your 

school principal or Hod or other persons who do the monitoring look for? 

5. Are the teachers compiling and cooperating with the monitoring procedures 

6. How are the school teachers monitoring learner‟s attendance and responses to classroom 

work during lessons?  

7. What are the conditions that affect learning in the classrooms? 

Distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

1. What are the monitoring administrative structures in the school that drive the learning and 

teaching in the classrooms?  

2. Who else participates in the monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms? 

3. When does the actual monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms in the 

classrooms? 
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Appendix XIII Semi-structured Interview Protocol for School Leadership 

The semi-structured interview protocol is divided into three sections addressing three 

questions concerning; 

1. The management of teaching and learning  

2. The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

3. The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

The interview is intended to last for a maximum of 45 minutes 

Management of teaching and learning  

1. As a school principal describe what do you consider as your important administrative 

duties in the school? 

2. As a school principal explain what do you consider being your roles in the leading 

teaching and learning in the school? That is as a school head teacher describe what are your 

roles and tasks in the monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms  

3 Do you think the current school monitoring policies and procedures are really worthwhile, 

understandable and implementable? If yes give reasons, if no give reasons. What school 

policies inform the monitoring procedures in the school classrooms?  

4. What do you really think are the main reasons of monitoring teaching and learning as a 

school principal? 

5. In carrying out your tasks of monitoring teaching and learning in the classrooms, explain 

the difficulties you at times encounter, and how do handle or have dealt with them? 

6. How do you think the monitoring of teaching and learning should be carried out? 

7. Would you distinguish between your management and leadership roles in the monitoring 

of teaching and learning in the school?  

8. What are the conditions that affect learning in the classrooms? 

Methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

1. Describe the methods do you use when actually monitoring teaching and learning in the 

school?  

2. What are the purposes of using these particular monitoring tools in the leading and 

managing of teaching and learning?  

3. What difficulties do you experience in using these monitoring tools in the leading and 

management of teaching and learning in the school? 



  131 

4. Who designs the school monitoring devices and instruments to monitor the teaching and 

learning in the school? Are monitoring tools externally imposed or internally devised? 

Describe 

5. What administrative tools do you use to monitor learner performance?  

6. What monitoring tools do you use to identify high performing learners and low 

performing learners? 

7. How do you ensure that the teaching and learning process in the school is not disrupted?  

8. Could you describe how your monitoring tools of teaching and learning have contributed 

to learner performance and achievement in this school? Give examples and possibly explain 

how successful your monitoring methods in the classrooms are 

9. After monitoring teaching and learning in the classrooms what do you do with feedback 

findings? How do disseminate this information to the schoolteachers? 

10. How do you ensure that your teaching staffs are accountable for their teaching and 

learning? That is as a school principal describe how you monitor teacher performance in the 

classrooms? Give examples 

11. How do handle teacher absenteeism during school teaching and learning tome (mention 

ways) 

Distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

1. What are the school monitoring structures that actually oversee the monitoring of 

teaching and learning in the school? Would you describe how your school administration 

performs its duties of monitoring teaching and learning in the school? 

2. As a head teacher, how many people are actually involved in the monitoring of teaching 

and learning in the classrooms? Would you describe how you ensure that they are effective 

in their duties? 

3. Are there often or none external monitoring teams or persons who come to monitor 

learner progress in the classrooms? If yes, how often and what do they do? (Explain). If no 

do encourage it (explain) 

4. Do your teaching staff consult with you on matters of instruction and curriculum? If yes 

how often and give examples, if not what do you think are the reasons behind this? 

5. As school principal would explain the purposes of how you monitor the teaching and 

learning process in the classrooms? That is are your school monitoring structures 

performing as expected? What are the merits and demerits of how you monitor teaching and 

learning in the school in terms of learner achievement, performance and teacher 

performance? 
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Appendix XIV: Interview Protocol for Heads of Department  

The interview protocol is divided into three sections addressing three questions concerning; 

1. The management of teaching and learning  

2. The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

3. The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning  

The interview is intended to last for a maximum of 45minutes 

Management of teaching and learning  

1. What roles does your school principal play in the monitoring of teaching and learning in 

your school? How would you describe the role does the school principal plays in the 

monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms?  

3. Explain as a head of department what roles do you play in the monitoring of teaching and 

learning in the classrooms?  

4. What are your monitoring tasks as a head of department in the school? As a head of 

department would you describe what you monitor in the classrooms? 

5. As a head of department, who monitors you as you perform your work? Would you 

describe the difficulties you experience in monitoring the classrooms?  

6. What are the conditions that affect learning in the classrooms? 

Methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

1. Would you describe the methods the school principal uses when monitoring teaching and 

learning in the classrooms? Would you explain why the school principal prefers to use these 

methods of monitoring teaching and learning in the classrooms? 

2. As a Head of department describe the methods do you use to monitor teaching and 

learning in the classrooms? Would you explain why you prefer these methods of monitoring 

teaching and learning in the classrooms? 

3. Would you describe the difficulties you experience in using these monitoring tools in the 

classrooms? 

4. How do think that monitoring of teaching and learning should be done?  

5. In the monitoring tasks do you provide feedback to your teachers? If yes how often, If no 

how do it then 

6. Do you inform your teachers of your monitoring routines or simply surprise them, if yes 

give reasons, if no give reasons 

7. Could you describe how your monitoring tools of teaching and learning have contributed 

to learner performance and achievement in this school? Give examples 
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Distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

1. What are the monitoring administrative structures in the school that drive the learning and 

teaching in the classrooms?  

2. Who are the persons who actually do the monitoring of learning and teaching in the 

classrooms?  

3. In case you are absent who does the monitoring tasks for you in the classrooms? 

4. How do think monitoring of teaching and learning should be done in the classrooms? 
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Appendix XIIV: Interview Protocol for the School Teachers  

The interview protocol is divided into three sections addressing three questions concerning; 

1. The management of teaching and learning  

2. The methods of monitoring teaching and learning 

3. The distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

The interview is intended to last for a maximum of 45minutes 

Management of teaching and learning  

1. What role does the school principal perform in the monitoring of teaching and learning in 

the classrooms? How would you describe the role does the school principal plays in the 

monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms?  

2. What role do the heads of department perform in the monitoring of teaching and learning 

in the classrooms? How would you describe the role does the Heads of departments play in 

the monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms?  

3. As a classroom teacher would you describe the roles you play in the monitoring of 

teaching and learning in the classrooms? 

4. What conditions do you think play an important role in keeping you encouraged at your 

work? 5. What are the conditions that affect learning in the classrooms? 

 Methods of monitoring teaching and learning  

1. Describe the methods the school principal uses when monitoring teaching and learning in 

the classrooms? Would explain how effective these methods are? 

2. Describe the methods the heads of departments use to monitor teaching and learning in 

the classrooms? Would explain how effective these methods are  

3. Do you get feedback from the monitoring process? 

4. Are you comfortable with the monitoring process in the teaching and learning? If no give 

reasons, if yes give reasons 

5. How do think the monitoring of teaching and learning will make you a better teacher 

(give reasons) 

6. When the monitoring of teaching and learning is going, do the learners in the classroom 

know that classroom monitoring is going on?  

7. In the monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms what are the issues your 

school principal or HOD or other persons who do the monitoring look for? 

8. Could you describe how the monitoring tools of teaching and learning have contributed to 

learner performance and achievement in the classrooms? Give examples 
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9. In what way do you think the learner achievement is modelled around monitoring of 

teaching and learning? 

Distribution of monitoring of teaching learning 

1. What are the monitoring administrative structures in the school that drive the learning and 

teaching in the classrooms? Would explain how effective these structures are? 

2. Who else participates in the monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms? How 

would you describe their effectiveness in carrying out monitoring of teaching and learning 

in the classrooms? 

3. How do describe your participation as a school teacher in the monitoring of teaching and 

learning in the classrooms? Would you prefer to be actively involved or passively involved 

give reasons for your choice? 

4. When does the actual monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms in the 

classrooms? 

5. How does the HOD monitor your teaching and learning in the classrooms? 

6. As a school teacher are you supportive of the monitoring styles and patterns used by the 

monitoring personnel in the monitoring of teaching and learning in the classrooms? If yes, 

give reasons. If no give reasons  

7. Do you think that the persons who are carrying out the school monitoring process know 

and understand what they are doing, how do it, and when do it ? If yes explain. If no explain 

8. How often has ever the school principal, assistant school principal or, HODs visited your 

classroom to specifically monitor your teaching and learning? If yes explain, if no explain 

 


