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[bookmark: _Toc388862771]1. Introduction
There is a broad yet fairly consistent base of literature on turn around strategies that work or fail for underperforming schools. The difficulty is that much of the literature is either very general and speaks to generic principles for all schools or highly specific and speaks to specific cases in specific contexts. Both these levels of focus are important but it is hard to work effectively between them when looking for what interventions work for what schools. This literature review deals with the issue by making ten crucial distinctions, each of which bring different types of focus to bear:
· Stages of a school system gives a differentiated macro theory of change
· Types of schools gives a differentiated meso theory of change
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Effective instructional mechanisms gives a micro theory of change 
· School interventions within more economically developed countries, less economically developed countries and South Africa caught between the two with a bimodal education system gives a general orientation
· The time of the intervention in terms of long term and short term strategies gives focus and intent
· Different target levels of intervention from district office to school and classrooms with its teachers and learners gives the overall scope
· Interventions based on phases of education from pre-primary to further education and training intensifies the scope
· Interventions within different school subjects (the domain of the intervention) gives the knowledge area
· Mode of intervention that explores the different ways interventions are made gives the strategy
· Internal or external approach or attitude of the intervention gives the political/moral orientation

Each of these distinctions brings with it different insights into school interventions, building up towards an analytical model that assists practitioners interested in making a difference with underperforming schools. At the end of the literature review, the insights of the review are used to interrogate the current design and implementation of the Fresh Start School Programme (FSSP). 


[bookmark: _Toc388862772]2. Theories of change
This literature review splits up theories of change between macro, meso, and micro change theories.
[bookmark: _Toc388862773]2.1 Systematic theories of change – a macro level of focus with Beeby and McKinsey
We know that feedback mechanisms in schools result in more improvements than any other single factor (Hattie 1999). The issue with feedback is that only certain teachers use it, and these tend to be well educated and well trained teachers working within well developed systems of education. So we need a theory of change that helps us to understand the stages a school system goes through to reach high levels of feedback. We have a number of accounts of the stages of school improvement at a systemic level. This literature review outlines two such models – Beeby’s stages of growth and McKinsey and Company’s evolution of school systems
[bookmark: _Toc388862774]2.1.1 Beeby
Beeby clearly articulated stages of growth primary school systems go through. For Beeby there were two main drivers affecting the ability of an education system to improve: the level of general education of the teachers in the system; and the amount and quality of the teacher training received (1962: 6). Both point to the crucial role played by the teacher. Focusing on Primary schools, Beeby suggested that there were 4 stages of growth in how schools qualitatively developed. Schools started off with ill educated and untrained teachers working in ways that were unorganized, teaching very narrow subject content in a meaningless way, memorizing being all important. Beeby provides the following account.
The bulk of teachers are ill educated…the syllabus is vague…teachers fall back on the very narrow subject content they remember from their own school days. It consists of little but the completely mechanical drill of the 3 R’s and memorizing of relatively meaningless symbols occupies most of the time…all except the brightest children cease to make progress (1962, p6). 
Beeby then goes on to make a crucial recommendation that these kinds of schools should not jump straight into progressive and constructivist pedagogies. What is needed initially is more formalism. It might seem that it is ideal to take teachers at this level and introduce them straight into teaching practically and directly from the world they know so well, using their own context to facilitate learners making meaning of the syllabus. However, this kind of learner centred teaching is based on complex and sophisticated ideas of learning and pedagogy. The problem with a school system at this level is that it is ‘confusedly and inefficiently formal. It has all the defects of formalism and none of its virtues’ (1962, p6). More formalism is what is initially needed, not less. 
It is impossible to take the whole teaching cadre and provide them with the full education needed to be able to teach in a rich and deep way. Teachers are marked by how they themselves were taught. A teacher needs to be both well educated and well trained to enact progressivism and the high levels of feedback it demands. What can be done is to intervene at a training level and accept that training can only do so much. At stage two, poorly educated but trained teachers work with rigid methods that have a ‘one best way’ mentality, with one textbook. It is a bridge too far to expect teachers at this level to mesh specialized knowledge forms with everyday life experiences. Basic mastery of the first is needed; otherwise teachers fall into everyday life discussions that are poorly related to knowledge forms. Basic but crucial knowledge forms and strategies need to become embedded in practice. External examinations and inspections need to be carried out to ensure that these key basic forms are taught and learnt.
In the third stage, with teachers better educated and trained, there can be more focus on meaning, but this is poorly carried out with little variation from the syllabus and textbooks. There is the beginning of experimentation, debate and engagement. Beeby added a fourth stage in 1966 where well educated and well trained teachers work towards meaning and understanding within a wider curriculum that has a variety of content and caters for individual differences. Creativity and activity methods and problem solving are emphasized along with emotional and aesthetic well being (Beeby 1966, p72). Bad imitations of constructivism with rehearsal and improved education of teachers give way to more genuine practices, just as poor formalist practices improve into genuine formalism. 
 It is a model that has been much critiqued for its evolutionary stages and placing of learner centered constructivist education as the final attractor or endpoint of educational development (Guthrie 1980, 2011). Beeby has accepted some of the criticisms and partly reworked the model into a more neutral description (Beeby 1980) as have disciples such as Verspoor and Leno (1986). His major point was that these stages are hierarchical. It is impossible to jump from stage one to four without moving through two and three. Interventions must be directed specifically at the type of school and teacher involved and tailored accordingly. Many of the suggestions coming from the developing world and South Africa about improving quality in education are currently making suggestions that resonate strongly with level two – get a clear and simple curriculum, a quality textbook and a specific method that works with poor learners and then externally examine and inspect (Johnson, Monk, and Hodges, 2000 were ahead of the curve). 
 In South Africa we are currently circulating around the implications of this stage model (see appendix 4) as we begin to understand that we have a bimodal schooling system with a massive chasm between stages one and two (historically black and impoverished schools) and stages three and four (in the main historically white and enriched schools). Policy makers and school development experts are beginning to argue that schools located at different levels need very different kinds of interventions and the attempt to treat all schools equally is resulting in a massive drainage of resources and waste of human endeavour (Taylor 2008). Beeby’s stage model indicates what level must be aimed at to get schools barely functioning at level 1 (narrow subject matters meaninglessly taught in rote memorization) to level 2 (one best way, one textbook, strict examination and inspection) to level 3 (more focus on meaning, begin to experiment with different methods and feedback) to level 4 (creative and activity based learning in a wholesome classroom environment that has high levels of feedback). The difficulty is that as the education system evolves it begins to have all of the stages within its ambit, and the attempt to push it too quickly or slowly can result in failure as either the newer or older teachers become disillusioned or disheartened. There is an angle to reform, the art is to not make it too sharp or flat and to realize that one does not have to imitate the end point at the beginning. 
[bookmark: _Toc388862775]2.1.2 McKinsey and Company
A similar stage model can be found in recent work on school improvement by the McKinsey foundation (2010). Led by Mourshed, the report identifies four system types ordered in a hierarchical fashion from poor to fair to good to excellent (McKinsey & Company Education: How the world’s most improved school systems keep getting better). These are similar to Beeby’s distinction between level 1 Dame schools, level 2 formal schools, level 3 shifting to meaning schools, and level 4 teaching for meaning schools. At the level of shifting schools from poor to fair levels, a very similar set of recommendations to Beeby’s shift from level 1 to 2 – basic curriculum, basic pedagogy, simple but effective resources that get teaching and learning going in a structured but elementary way. Two key points are made by the report: school systems at similar stages of development have adopted similar strategies for school improvement; and it makes more sense to learn from strategies of school systems at your own level that are showing improvement rather than trying to apply strategies that work for the best school systems of the world. Nevertheless, there are key lessons that any school system, no matter at what stage, needs to pay heed to. These were identified in an earlier McKinsey report (2007). Three key factors that were crucial for school systems improving were identified:
· The quality of an education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers
· The only way to improve outcomes is to improve instruction
· High performance requires every child to succeed
These three factors hold across different stages of school systems and provide a useful generic level check for school intervention programme. 
These system theories place school systems in time, but they do not clearly articulate the different sub systems and levels of intervention that result in change. In South Africa, through the JET interventions, a coherent model of subsystems and levels of the education system has developed that works from district interventions all the way down to school leadership and management, teachers, learners, community and parents. It’s a coherent model of change but it has not reached the stage of working out how the different subsystems interact and which levers are more important than others.  For example, much of the literature reviewed for this report point to the key lever of instruction and the impact of the teacher. If it is the teacher that carries the most leverage in the system then improving their competence and performance goes a long way to improving the quality of education. This should then be given extra ranking weight and causal weight in the model. Effective planning and organization is also important, but does not have the same leverage effect as directly improving teaching, mainly because it is one remove from the direct interface of teacher and learner. Nevertheless, research points to this being the second most important factor, especially if it focuses on the management of teaching and learning. In a similar vein, stakeholder support is crucial but is a number of removes from the actual chalk-face. A simple way to order the dimensions is on how close it is to directly impacting on the actual lesson. On this basis teacher competence and performance comes first, then planning and organization. Parental involvement and district support come next as both provide the school with its closest surrounding level (the family and the ward). Stakeholder mobilization on this ordering pattern would be the final dimension as it is at the furthest remove from the actual classroom (although still strongly linked). Research monitoring and evaluation would stretch across all these rankings depending on its impact on the classroom and how effective its feedback loops are. For example, the research on teacher and learner knowledge has a direct impact on teaching and learning and thus could be seen as taking priority over community engagement research.  This lack of a theory of change between and within the various subsystems of education has led to the unfair labelling of such theories as a scatter gun model, where you shoot at everything at the same time and hope it works (Mouton et. al 2013). There is an element of truth to this label, but my own work on JET projects such as the Bojanala school improvement project have indicated to me that the functioning of the model is far more sophisticated than a scatter gun approach. Its more that at project level the simplest possible articulation of the theory of change is needed, otherwise the intervention fall down under the weight of its own sophistication.
[bookmark: _Toc388862776]2.2 Types of schools– a meso level focus with Hopkins and Slavin
School system theories of change can be augmented by school typologies (Hopkins 2001). These are drawn from the literature of school improvement in more developed countries like England, and one has to be careful about applying these models to a developing context. Nevertheless, these school typologies are useful. Hopkins (2001) develops a typology with three types of schools – failing schools; moderately effective schools; and generally effective schools. They note that type 1 schools need massive amounts of external intervention, as they do not have internal accountability mechanisms in place to in anyway deal with change. Slavin also has three types of schools “Seeds schools are ones capable of developing and implementing their own reform models, and only need general principles and support. “Bricks” schools, a much larger category, are ones that would be unlikely to co-develop their own innovations, but are capable of faithfully and effectively implementing well - developed models created elsewhere. “Sand” schools are ones incapable of either creating their own models or implementing externally developed models” (Slavin 1997, p1). Recommendations at this level are tough – there is a need to be dramatic and powerful, with high external intervention changing the way things are done at the school, often through a removal of leadership figures who are incompetent and a focussing on a few strategies that will turn around a school.
What is interesting about these typologies of schools is that it allows school intervention programmes to differentiate their mediations based on whether the school is type 1, 2 or 3. For example, in England, the National Literacy Strategy (elaborated further on) is an intervention that works best for type 2 schools (moderately effective schools assisted to become more effective). The NLS does not work that well for failing schools that need high levels of external intervention, or already effective type 3 schools that resent outside interference on their already well functioning systems, and could do with more general encouragement. Type 1 schools would do better with an initial turnaround intervention (like Success for All) and type 3 schools with a more general encouragement (like Just Read). See Hopkins (2001) School improvement for real London Routledge Falmer, p172-8).
[image: ]A Framework for considering the relationship between literacy strategy and school performance

The issue in South Africa is that these types of schools take on a highly distinct bimodal pattern (Spaull 2011) due to the continued effects of Apartheid and Separate Development. Whole swathes of South Africa have poorly functioning schools of the Type 1 variety that are pushing towards moderate functioning; and then, in very distinct and separate areas, small pockets of moderate to well functioning schools pushing towards excellence. This is key to understanding how change works in South Africa, but the discussions of bimodality tend to be complex, so I include an appendix that uses Spaull’s work to show just how powerful the bimodality effect is in South African schools (Appendix 4)
These theories of change work at a macro and systemic level and do not provide micro details about how to change the micro practices of teaching and learning. There are numerous micro theories of change, of which this literature highlights four that are relevant to the focus of this review: 
· Identifying separate instructional variables that impact on learning; 
· Core knowledge; 
· Direct instruction; 
· Cognitive load theory. 
The theory of change articulated by Braam Fleisch in South Africa is then used as a South African example of how these theories come together as a theory of instructional change. 
[bookmark: _Toc388862777]2.3 Instructional variables that improve learning: a micro level of focus with Hattie, Hirsch, Engelmann and Sweller.
There has been increasing recognition in the literature on school change that instruction plays a key role. Some of the key theories of how instruction results in improvement of learning can be fond in the works of Hattie, Hirsch, Engelmann and Sweller.
[bookmark: _Toc388862778]2.3.1 Hattie on instructional variables that work
One way of going about identifying what interventions work is to survey all extant studies on effective interventions, separate those that are ‘scientific’, and build up a list of strategies ranked from most effective to least effective. This provides a grounded theory of change that allows the key variables resulting in improvement to emerge from the wealth of the world’s published knowledge on the matter. Such an approach does have obvious difficulties in that systematic change is broken up into independent elements and it can be hard to see how they all hang together. But so long as this approach to change is held together with more systematic theories of change, it is very productive. Hattie’s Visible Learning: a synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to achievement (2009) works with a gross number of 
236 000 000 students and learners - over ten percent of all the children in the world. The influence of the variables is ranked from highest to lowest, with an effect size of over .40 considered worthwhile (Hattie 1999). 
Influence		                          Effect-Size
	Feedback				1.13
	Students’ prior cognitive ability		1.04
	Instructional quality			1.00
	Instructional quantity			.84
	Direct instruction			.82
	Acceleration				.72
	Home factors				.67
	Remediation/feedback			.65
	Student’s disposition to learn 		.61
	Class environment			.56
	Challenge of Goals			.52
	Bilingual programmes			.51
	Peer tutoring				.50
	Mastery learning				.50
	Teacher in-service education		.49
	Parent involvement			.46
	Homework				.43
	Questioning				.41
	Peers					.38
	Advance organisers			.37
	Simulation & games			.34
	Computer-assisted instruction		.31
	Instructional media			.30
	Testing					.30
	Aims & policy of the school		.24
	Affective attributes of students		.24
	Calculators				.24
	Physical attributes of students		.21
	Learning hierarchies			.19
	Programmed instruction			.18
	Audio-visual aids				.16
	Individualization				.14
	Finances/money				.12
	Behavioural objectives			.12
	Team teaching				.06
	Ability grouping/Streaming		.05
	Physical attributes of the school		-.05
	Mass media				-.12
	Retention (fail students)			-.15

A brief word is needed about the effect sizes to make sense of the list. As Hattie embarked on the synthesis he quickly found that almost any intervention made a difference. As he puts it – 
When teachers claim that they are having a positive effect on achievement or when a policy improves achievement this is almost a trivial claim: virtually everything works. One only needs a pulse and we can improve achievement. Setting the bar at zero is absurd. If we set the bar at zero and then ask that teachers and schools “improve achievement”, we have set a very low bar indeed. (Hattie, 2009, p16).
Hattie sets the bar at d = 0.40, which is the average effect size of all the attempts to improve achievement in his synthesis. In effect, he is looking for those interventions that are better than average. That is why, in the table above, there is a separation at 0.40, giving the top 18. 
The issue is working out what set of factors work together as education is a systemic whole that relies on the mutual working of its parts. Where Hattie’s meta-analysis helps school improvement interventions is in the featuring of feedback as the most vital of variables. On the list above feedback comes up both first and eighth, but it is also found as a major component of other highly rated intervention techniques - instructional quality, direct instruction, acceleration, mastery learning and questioning all contain feedback. Clearly feedback is a vital variable in school improvement interventions, but the issue is what type of feedback, given its multiple manifestations. In 2007 Hattie wrote The Power of Feedback with Helen Timperley where he grapples with the issue. One of the first things the article does is show how some kinds of feedback are more powerful than others. Here is the breakdown from best to worst inside the world of feedback (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p84):
Cues (1.10)
Feedback (0.95)
Reinforcement (0.94)
Video or audio feedback (0.64)
Computer assisted instructional feedback (0.52)
Goals and feedback (0.46)
Student evaluation feedback (0.42)
Corrective feedback (0.37)
Delayed vs immediate feedback (0.34)
Reward (0.31)
Immediate vs delayed (0.24)
Punishment (0.20)
Praise (0.14)
Programmed instruction (-0.04)
Cues feature highest as a feedback mechanism and it refers to the subtle process of teachers indicating to learners when they are right and wrong and offering alternative strategies of how to move forward. It is a very difficult skill that only good teachers have as it depends on extensive content knowledge and pedagogic content knowledge. It is very hard skill to teach as it relies on so much background experience and insight, as well as a dynamic and worthwhile classroom space. So although these kinds of meta studies are useful for school improvement interventions to get a sense of what the power of the individual variables are, there is no indication of what a systematic intervention programme would look like, or the difficulty behind inculcating some of the highly rated skills, especially in developing contexts. This should not stop an attempt to glean from these meta-studies as much information as possible. Interventions that try to improve learning have a massive history within education research and a first take on this history is to sort through the research and provide a list of what works and what doesn’t. It’s only a starting point.
At the heart of feedback, for example, is a simple three step process where 
· information is imparted to students,
· their understanding is checked,  and  
· the next act of the teacher works with the level of understanding of the student as the base for a new move.
 It is clear that such an approach takes time, needs highly skilled teachers, and if successful, allows for the continual build up of knowledge. The issue is that there is a lack of teachers able to work effectively with feedback, and the coaching of feedback skills is a long and expensive process. Knowing that feedback is the most important variable in effecting changes in learning does not assist an intervention determining how to actually work with feedback. 
[bookmark: _Toc388862779]2.3.2 Core Knowledge and Hirsch
The theory is that if you want learners to build upwards in complex knowledge structures within human, social, and natural sciences then you have to organise all the knowledge they need into a specific curriculum sequence that ensures they actually know enough about the various areas being learnt (Hirsch 2006). This is a very difficult and complex task that is way beyond the individual abilities of a teacher and also beyond the usual specifications of a curriculum (Hirsch 1996). 
Experts design a fully explicit curriculum that makes clear what knowledge and skills are needed for each subject in each year so that everything works with everything across and between years in an integrated way but still develops subject specific specialisation. The curriculum is not just specified in terms of general expected outcomes and competences, all the necessary content is specified and given: what rivers, mountains, books, music, art works, historical figures they need to know about. Do this systematically across all subjects and the theory of change predicts that disadvantaged learners in poorer contexts will improve their results, because they actually have the content base to understand what is expected (Hirsch 1987). Teachers who are inexperienced or who do not have extensive knowledge of their subjects tend to focus on what they already know and stay away from what they are unfamiliar with. This results in large gaps on the one hand, and lots of repetition on the other. Strong specification in and between years results in wider and deeper coverage and frees teachers up to concentrate on how they are teaching, taking them away from laborious hours planning the curriculum. As the learner knowledge base widens and deepens so does their ability to comprehend texts. This was the fundamental insight that struck Hirsch, the founder of the Core Knowledge Foundation, when doing reading tests with students from a university and a community college. Both sets of students could decode the words of the text but they had radically different levels of background knowledge on the topic (the American Civil War), and this resulted in the community college students not understanding what the text was about. This held for all subjects, not just hierarchical ones. Hirsch set about developing a content-based curriculum that ensured all children would have all the content they needed in a structured and systemic manner. Hirsch argued that students from more impoverished backgrounds come to school and university with smaller background sets of cultural literacies and content knowledge needed to understand what is going on in specialised subjects. A tightly specified curriculum that starts in kindergarten (Hirsch and Holdren 1996) and coherently organises content throughout the educational history of a learner overcomes this gap.
[bookmark: _Toc388862780]2.3.3 Direct Instruction and Engelmann
Core knowledge does not tightly specify the implication sequences of the knowledge. It gives the content but not all the various moves and links necessary to understand how knowledge builds upwards in abstraction and complexity. Direct Instruction, specifically in the form Engelmann gave it, works with tightly scripted implication sequences that take the learner through the logic of the lesson in small incremental steps (Engelmann and Carnine 1982). The theory is that each implication within a lesson is small and simple, its how they all come together that is often hard to grasp. If a learner is given each micro move in a carefully organised and tested sequence, with examples that are expertly chosen, and repetitions that reinforce understanding, then learning will follow. Engelmann takes any knowledge system at the heart of the curriculum and breaks it down into its logical classes and relationships Engelmann, Osborn, Osborn, and Zoref 1995). Then he works out sequences that are so logically clear that anyone will get it if they are following and the teacher does it properly. These scripted lessons allow the teacher time and energy to focus on the lesson itself by cutting down on preparation time. By following such set implication sequences both teacher and learners come to a better understanding of the subject at hand, and learn what is needed in more efficient and effective ways.
[bookmark: _Toc388862781]2.3.4 Cognitive Load Theory and Sweller
Although well known as a theory of learning and instruction, cognitive load theory has not been widely cited in school intervention literature. It is the contention of this review that it is crucial for understanding how to work with underperforming teachers and learners and addresses specific dangers and mistakes often made by intervention strategies that try to do too much too quickly. 
The key reason for its importance is that it points to the danger of overloading working memory when trying to do too much in too complicated a way. When intervention programmes come into schools with suggestions on how to change pedagogy, change content, change discipline, change, change change, what happens is that teachers’ working memory is flooded over with the amount of change asked for, resulting in a highly restricted ability to actually learn and make sense of the intervention. Cognitive load theory points to three different kinds of load carried by the teaching and learning process:
Intrinsic load: some tasks are more complex than others due to their inner makeup and what they already expect the learner to be able to understand and do. Doing a calculus problem expects you to have already mastered algebra. If you do not have a good knowledge of algebra you will really struggle with a calculus problem, even if it is carefully worked out for you. So one way to make the intrinsic load more manageable is to ensure that the basics needed to do the task are already well understood. A student with a working understanding of calculus will find a calculus problem easier than a novice calculus student.
Extraneous load: instructional strategies to teach and learn a task. You cannot avoid extraneous load, but you can reduce it by becoming skilled in what pedagogic choices work to focus attention on the problem at hand, rather than distract attention away with showy side effects. The six effects listed below provide a guide to pedagogic techniques that work best for novice learners of a task – not experts. Experts enjoy cracking a difficult, obscure, multiple task that a novice will collapse under with cognitive overload.
Germane load: the work done by thinking, reflecting and making meaning of a task. It is vital that space is left in working memory for this process, otherwise the academic work done does not make it into the bigger schematic structures of long term memory.
Sweller, Van Merriënboer and Paas (1998) point out six pedagogic techniques that reduce extraneous cognitive load for novices, thus increasing the space for intrinsic and germane load. The theory is that the more space opened out in working memory through simplification, the more space for making meaning and understanding. The six simplification strategies are:
1.	Goal free effect: Don’t give the long term goal of the problem under exploration at the same time as the problem itself, rather focus on the problem and allow the goal to emerge once the problem has been understood. If you say what the goal is before doing the problem then the learners have to try and work out the relationship between the problem and the goal BEFORE they have understood the problem. 
2.	Worked example effect: Don’t just give novice learners a problem to solve, rather start with a worked example that shows what the steps of the problem are and how to solve it in its simplest form. 
3.	Completion problem effect: Once the learners have been given a worked example provide a problem that has some of the steps already done and get the student to complete it. By reducing the size of the problem space to one or two steps that need completion you reduce extraneous load.
4.	Split attention effect: Be careful of multiple sources of information that expect the learner to integrate the different bits together. Rather provide one integrated source of information that the learner can focus on.
5.	Modality effect: If you are going to use different sources, then make sure that you combine the auditory with the visual channels. For example, replace a visual combination of a picture and a written explanation with a visual picture and an auditory explanation. 
6.	Redundancy effect: Be careful of multiple sources of information that all do something similar. Rather have one source that does it all properly. 
These strategies point to a critique of minimally guided teaching techniques (Sweller, Kirschner, & Clark, 2007) and strongly argue for a more structured programme that ‘takes the load off a learners mind’ (Van Merriënboer, Kirschner, and Kester, 2003; Van Merriënboer, and Kirschner, 2007).
Some of the most recent efforts of interventions in South Africa (such as the Reading Catch Up programme) harmonise with all three of the above theories, but do so in a systematic way that identifies how to effect change in a developing context within South Africa. 
Firstly, like Core Knowledge interventions it identifies all the necessary knowledge needed and provides it in one coherent whole that is carefully sequenced. 
Secondly, the actual lessons are sequenced in a scripted manner, much like Direct Instruction. 
Thirdly, the lessons go back to the point of actual abilities of the learners, not their expected level according to grade. The reading programme goes back to curriculum demands from at least two years prior to the learners’ current year. This allows learners to actually grapple with the lesson content, make sense of it, and start to place the learning into long term memory and extend the meaning networks that help to make sense of the topics and embed the skills. Care is taken to simplify the pedagogic demands right down to simple and repeated rituals and routines, reducing extraneous load and allowing space in working memory for intrinsic and germane loads to work. 
Expert coaches are then used to help teachers take ownership of the programme and assist them to keep up with the new demands, given that they will initially experience the intervention in overload mode, no matter how simple it is. 
What is clear about the Reading Catch Up Programme is that it understands the difficult balancing act between making new demands on teachers through the intervention, and stripping down the intervention to its simplest elements so that it is not overwhelming, whilst at the same time understanding the actual level learners are working on and then starting from that point in a systematic and organised manner. Although results from this intervention still need to be published, it is to be expected that such an intervention should work if carried out properly, and due care is taken to allow space for learners and teachers to make sense of the practices. The biggest issue with such a strategy, as we shall point to later, will be with the external nature of the intervention that makes ownership of the process a difficult hurdle.




[bookmark: _Toc388862782]3. School interventions within more economically developed countries, less economically developed countries, and Africa
School interventions that try to turn around poorly performing schools exist across the world. In South Africa, we can learn from all of these efforts so long as we clearly discriminate between those interventions that are working in more economically developed countries (MEDC) and those working in less developed economic countries (LEDC). The reasons for this are obvious and have to do with the massively different contexts of these two types. 
A number of simple indicators catch the difference between these two worlds. In the more economically developed countries of the ‘North’ fewer babies are born and die less frequently, you live for longer and earn more money; in the less economically developed countries of the ‘South’ more babies are born and die more often, your life expectancy is low and you earn very little. In a MEDC you are very likely to live in an urban area; in a LEDC you are likely to be living in a rural area and either trying to migrate to a city, or squatting near one. 
The age-sex pyramid clearly reveals how MEDC’s have a larger proportion of adults in comparison to children, resulting in a more skilled population over all, whereas LEDC’s have a far larger proportion of children to adults, meaning that the burden of economically bringing children to adulthood is carried by a far smaller set of adults. Notice that the employment structure bar graph indicates that most adults in MEDC’s have tertiary degrees and high skilled occupations, whereas in LEDC’s most adults only have a primary education and struggle to secure highly skilled occupations. So you have more adults with higher qualifications and skills in MEDC’s and less adults who mainly only have a primary education in LEDC’s.  
All of these indicators correlate fairly strongly with education. The more educated a country is as a whole, the higher the gross national product and higher the life expectancy tend to be. There is not a necessary correlation between the quality of a school building and the quality of education in the school. As human beings we can think on our feet and commit with our hearts in the toughest of conditions, we are not bound to the conditions we find ourselves in – but they do provide the parameters we work within. It’s possible to enable a quality education experience in a poorly built and equipped school. There are always possible human choices and interactions in given circumstances. Nevertheless, having water, electricity, functioning toilets, desks, chairs and windows in a school helps. So as the literature review gives examples of recent school turnaround interventions in the USA and England, it is important to bear in mind the difference in levels of economic [image: ]development
http://www.sln.org.uk/geography/schools/blythebridge/gcsedevelopmentc&m.htm
[bookmark: _Toc388862783]3.1 Recent school intervention programmes in the USA – ‘turnaround’
School turnaround in the USA is a recent policy direction that shifts focus from incremental and continuous school improvement to specific and direct interventions targeted specifically at persistently low-achieving schools. It took centre stage when Arne Duncan became the US Secretary of Education under Barack Obama in 2009. There had been a long history of concern about poor performance in the USA, but with the banking collapse in 2008 a tighter and more focussed policy was inaugurated by targeting America’s 5000 lowest performing schools with concentrated interventions. Precisely what the interventions would be for ‘turnaround’ came from research and experience with improving low-achieving schools. The issue was that much of the extant research on turnaround strategies was anecdotal, with weak causality strength. For example, in 1997, 6000 schools participated in the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program where research based improvement models were used to improve schools that had high levels of student poverty. 500 different models were used and the results were telling. No middle school or high school models showed improvements that reached moderate strength of effect. Only two models at primary school showed moderate strength, and both were instruction based and prescriptive in orientation. Most disappointing was the finding that no models at any grade showed a strong effect (Rhim and Redding, p22). 
Combined with this disappointing result was the finding that restructuring schools not making adequate yearly progress  was also failing. In 2002 the USA passed the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act that allowed action to be taken against schools that had failed to show AYP for six years. The problem was that only 19% of the restructured schools made AYP (Rhim and Redding p22), resulting in a serious quandary – schools using research based models for school improvement were not showing much improvement and schools under restructuring were also not showing improvement. It was in this context that stronger mediations were called for that made more direct and targeted interventions. In 2007, two key publications synthesised extant research on turnaround strategies (Academic Development Institute Center on innovation and improvement; and The Turnaround Challenge (Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, & Lash) outlined key leadership strategies that resulted in effective turnaround. In 2008, these publications were supplemented by the Institute of Education Sciences report ‘Turning around chronically low-performing schools (Herman et al). The report showed that there were no rigourous control studies on turnaround strategies, forcing a reliance on case studies with low causal validity. Nevertheless, four turnaround strategies were identified:
· Clearly signal the need for dramatic change through strong leadership with an emphasis on change having to happen ‘here and now’
· Consistently focus on improving teaching and learning and make immediate changes that affect instruction. Use data driven strategies that identify student gaps and track performance
· Ensure early quick wins that show visible improvements. Do not try to do too many things too quickly. Keep a narrow focus and ensure it happens
· Concentrate on building a staff in the school committed to the process
This growth in Turnaround literature and research received further impetus in 2009 when Arne Duncan declared his intention of focussing on the lowest 5% of schools with massive monetary incentives for districts who undertook to participate in the transformation programme. The Turnaround strategy was one of the options schools in the bottom 5% could choose and clear evidence emerged of its success (Dee, T. 2012. School turnarounds: evidence from the 2009 stimulus. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research). By 2012, the USA Department of Education set out Turnaround principles that States should use when applying for funding:
· Provide strong leadership in the school
· Ensure teachers are effective and able to improve instruction
· Extend learning time
· Strengthen instruction
· Use data for continuous improvement, and use it in a collaborative way
· Improve school culture by focussing on safety, discipline, and health needs
· Engage with community and family (USA Department of Education, 2011) (p25)
The strengthening of Turnaround research, literature and practices in the USA was given a further lift up with the failure of the No Child Left Behind Policy. Most schools in the USA had not come close to ensuring that all students would be proficient by 2014, forcing the government to introduce a ‘waiver’ loophole, allowing States to apply for latitude in terms of the NCLB standards if they undertook to still hold schools and districts accountable to high standards, and if they outlined specific strategies to deal with the lowest performing schools. To co-ordinate these efforts the U.S. Department of Education established the Center on School Turnaround in 2012. Its mandate is to build support for local turnaround efforts, create a regulatory environment that supports turnaround, administer and manage turnaround grants, and provide technical assistance. Although South African strategies to ‘turnaround’ schools has many differences with the USA, the wealth of knowledge, research and expertise generated in the USA is useful for our own endeavours. At the end of this review, we will use the lessons gained in America with turnaround strategies to assist South Africa’s more recent endeavours in this regard. It should be noted that the American schools are not as dysfunctional as the equivalent South African schools – they are better resourced, have more highly qualified teachers, and have legislative support and financial support for the interventions at national level. 
Another experience that is helpful from the school turn around programmes in the USA is their experience with what does not work. Most dangerous is an inundation of fix up strategies from different departments and interventions, forcing these schools into a compliance mode where form after form and promise after promise is made with plan after plan. This is very damaging to any genuine effort at reform. A corollary to this is that the amount of form filling must be kept to a minimum and should almost always only facilitate completion of the current bureaucratic load, not add to it. External expert teams that come for a couple of weeks, make recommendations and then leave are also useless. School improvement offices with inadequate authority or accountability are also problematic (School turnaround strategies that have failed, 2010). 
[bookmark: _Toc388862784]3.2 Recent school interventions in England – the National Literacy Strategy
In England there has been a systematic attempt to improve literacy across English schools over a long period of time, starting in 1998. A daily literacy hour was introduced that has direct instruction with explicit objectives and dedicated time. These practices replaced more open practices like free reading time where teachers gave little or no intervention. Reviews of the strategy pointed to a need to increase direct teaching and time on text; using more balanced teaching approaches that provided extensions; use of systematic phonics, and teaching writing (p4 Roger Beard. National Literacy Strategy: Review of research and other related evidence. University of Leeds, undated). The intervention focused on providing detailed teaching and learning at word, sentence and text levels that uses techniques that have research evidence as working. Clear targets were set, data on performance was collected and used, teachers were held accountable and when difficulties occurred, interventions were implemented. The National Literacy Strategy was implemented mostly in inner city schools and the evaluative research clearly pointed to systematic and impressive performance levels (Machin, S and MacNally, S. Large benefits, low cost: is the government’s National Literacy Strategy effective? Centrepiece, 2004)
[bookmark: _Toc388862785]3.3 Lessons learnt from school interventions in less economically developed countries and specifically from Africa
School interventions dealing with poorly functioning school systems in less economically developed countries need a more basic set of intervention guidelines. One such account is given by Helen Abadzi in Efficient learning for the poor (2006) where she recommends seven pillars of basic skills for all:
· Support children’s brain development and health
· Use available instructional time effectively
· Ensure textbooks are available and can be taken home
· Teach fluent reading and calculation in early grades
· Use basic and effective teaching strategies 
· Ensure effective teacher incentives and oversight.
These are all key, but she notes that if fluent reading and calculation is not learnt in the early grades, then inefficiencies will reverberate all the way through the education system (Abadzi 2006, p.xi). 
If Abadzi gives a generic account of what principles work in developing countries as a whole, we also have research that summarises lesson learnt within sub-Saharan Africa. For example, Curricula, examinations, and assessment in Secondary Education in sub-Saharan Africa (2008) provides a lengthy list of what does not work in terms of interventions (pxii-xxii). It’s a curious list that does not sort through the research literature in terms of what research is valid, but it does provide a picture of hard lessons learnt:
· Beware of spiral build up curricula that do the same topic each year at higher and higher levels of complexity. Experience on the ground suggest that the same topic is simply repeated year after year
· Beware of integrating topics across learning areas
· Accept the reality of code switching
· At junior secondary level reduce possible subject combinations and rather focus on deeper content with fewer subjects
· Implementation of active learner centered strategies have proven problematic across Africa
· Beware of over complicating the job of teaching
· Beware of continuous assessment. In Nigeria Continual Assessment is called ‘continual harassment’ 
· Failure at primary level will have an extended knock on effect at secondary level
· Be careful of radically replacing one set of pedagogic techniques with another. Rather work incrementally with small changes. 
All of the above research on effective intervention strategies at school level sits within a global consensus that has marked education as crucial for human development. There is not much consensus about what the post 2015 targets for education are going to be, given the difficulty of articulating measurable standards and goals at a global level, but there is recognition that quality issues are surfacing after the past 20 year drive to improve the quantity of education. Even at this global level there is an increasing recognition that ‘future development goals will need to tackle the core challenge of learning’ (King 2012, p 34). 



[bookmark: _Toc388862786]4. School interventions in South Africa
One of the strongest reasons for the recognition of the need for turnaround strategies in South Africa stems from the poor performance of our students in comparative tests with other countries. The argument that this poor performance was due to our social and economic conditions being worse than more developed countries who participated in international comparative tests (Trends in International Maths and Science Study, Programme for International Student Assessment,) was destroyed when regional comparative tests in Southern and Eastern Africa showed South African to be substantially underperforming in relation to peer countries. Poorer students in neighbouring countries that were spending less money on education were doing substantially better. This pointed to the underperformance of South African schools rather than the socio economic status of its students. The clear conclusion is that there is space for South African schools to improve given existing conditions (Taylor, 2008). If countries close to South Africa were getting better results spending less money with poorer students then there was room for improvement in South African schools.
Research on how to improve school performance in South Africa has tried to address this serious underperformance. The issue is that only some of the published research is reliable enough to make some generalisations from. The most useful current account that exists of the extant research on school interventions that make a difference to learner performance is Johan Mouton, Lauren Wildschut, Teri Richter and Robin Pocock’s Review Project for the Zenex Foundation (2013).  The review undertook a rigorous examination of studies on school interventions. What makes it so useful is that it covered four different types of studies: scholarship; meta-evaluations; intervention models; and government/NGO sector programmes. Full lists are provided of all studies and these are ranked by a credibility rating. Although the whole document is of interest, for the purposes of this literature review, Part Four: A conceptual framework for designing school interventions provides key insights into both the problems school interventions face as well as lessons learnt. In what follows this literature review resonates with Mouton’s review quite closely.


[bookmark: _Toc388862787]4.1 Types of interventions
The report distinguishes between two types of approaches to school interventions in South Africa: 
· the shotgun/scattergun approach; 
· and the targeted approach. 
The shotgun approach works with the full complexity of education and attempts to make interventions across all levels, whether these be district, school, classroom, officials, principals, teachers, learners, curriculum, pedagogy, health, material infrastructure, learner support materials. The hope is that a really complex problem will be solved by a really complex intervention. An example of this is the district development model. 
The targeted approach deals with only a specific problem and tries to focus on it. 
The choice of the term ‘shot gun’ is unfortunate and does not capture the systemic underpinnings of this kind of approach in South Africa. Long term and large scale school interventions in South Africa have developed powerful theories of change and an understanding of how the different parts of the education system hang together. These have been integrated together by the two main non governmental organisations involved in school interventions – The Joint Education Trust (JET) and ZENEX (Schollar and Roberts 2011).  Experiences from both these organisations have flowed into the current massive attempt to improve schools across the country through the National Education Collaboration Trust(NECT). It has taken all the lessons and experiences from previous large scale interventions and synthesised it into one massive effort across South Africa to improve teaching and learning in underperforming schools. The district development model of school change that has informed JET interventions over the last 15 years or so cannot be called ‘shot gun’, even if it still has to develop the model in more detailed ways. This literature review replaces the term ‘shot gun’ with ‘systemic’. This gives us our first distinction in terms of approaches to school interventions as being either systemic or targeted or both. Often there is a main approach that is systemic and then a supplementary approach that is targeted to work with those areas needing extra work, especially in hierarchical subjects like Mathematics and Science. This distinction needs to be supplemented by a distinction between long term and continuous interventions on the one hand, and shorter and sharper interventions on the other.  Turn around strategies are shorter interventions that attempt to make dramatic changes quickly. This gives us four types of interventions:
· Long term systemic approach
· Long term targeted approach
· Short term systemic approach
· Short term targeted approach
Each type of intervention has advantages and disadvantages. The long term systemic approach works across and between levels of education. Because education is a complex system with many levels, parts, phases, and domains it needs interventions that work across and through its parts, otherwise improvements in one aspect are thwarted by failures and inadequacies at other levels. The danger with these kinds of interventions is that they become very complex themselves and risk failure due to the many components being held together simultaneously. The project cannot replicate the education system as a whole, it has to provide a simplified model that identifies key components. It is in how a long term systemic model simplifies the complexity of the education system by identifying key variables and leverage points throughout the system in a clear and organised way that the success of such models lie. The strongest insight in the literature is that this simplification must focus on instruction as a priority across the system.
A long term targeted approach identifies key areas that need massive improvement and concentrates on them. How to identify a key target depends on an analysis of the situation and a theory of change but three basic rules of thumb are clear. 
· Identify leverage points that give the most effect for the least effort. 
· Identify key blockage points that are preventing the system from functioning normally.
· Identify key variables that are known to be the most important for effecting change.
A short term systemic approach is a sharp and urgent intervention that stresses the immediate necessity of change. Turnaround strategies are provided that look for quick wins and interrupt the current way of doing things. It is used for schools that are dysfunctional and need a radical interrupter to shift attitudes and practices. Quickstart programmes in South Africa fit this model, although this kind of intervention sits within a broader and more systemic model.
A short term targeted approach identifies one selected issue of urgent importance and then works on it until success is shown. It has the merits of providing focus and energy but risks a reversion to normal practice afterwards. 
[bookmark: _Toc388862788]4.2 Levels of focus
All of these types of interventions have to identify a level of focus that either focuses one or a number of levels together. Six levels are readily apparent, both in the interventions of JET, ZENEX and the current interventions of the NECT. 
· District
· School 
· School managers
· Teachers
· Learners
· Parents and the community
District challenges revolved around limited capacity and resources, difficulties of distance and terrain getting to schools, the district office not understanding the school context, and failures of communication, The review points out that functional districts are crucial for the success of school interventions. The more challenges a distinct office faces, the more danger the school intervention faces (p85). If the district is dysfunctional then there has to be an intervention at this level as well. This can be a very difficult process given the entrenchment of staff due to labour laws.
At the school level it is clear that whole school interventions are needed, given the systemic nature of a school. The report puts it strongly: “any intervention that does not target the “whole school” is due to fail’ (Mouton et al. p86). The issue is that whole school improvement takes a long time, is expensive, and is prey to the various changes that happen over the years of the intervention. The more spread out the intervention across schools, the less the impact and the quicker the reversion to older practices. The more intense the focus on fewer schools, the higher the impact but then the schools struggle due to local inefficiencies in their areas.
At the principal and school management team the report points out that although this group is vital for improving learner performance, ‘many…do not have the capacity to mediate the curriculum and strategise to move schools forward. There is also insufficient evidence to show that interventions targeting principals necessarily result in improved learner performance’ (Mouton et al. p86). Recent interventions that focus on getting the principals to do the actual work mandated of them by the Department have been very successful, precisely because the project has not reinvented the wheel but just got principals to do their current jobs better. The Principals Management Development Programme (PMDP) is a current successful model that focuses on an applied intervention that gets principals to do their current jobs; works on the relationship between the ward manager, the principal, the SMT and the SGB, and builds communities of practice at principal level (Naiker 2011). 
At the teacher level the report points to the reality that many teachers have insufficient content knowledge and the difficulty of dealing with this issue, especially given that it is a key variable to improving learning. Reviews of studies on the effect of accredited courses on teacher knowledge points disappointingly to largely limited benefits (Mouton et al. p87). This has forced a rethink of both how universities conduct their courses for teachers. There is no shortcut to improving teacher knowledge, it is a hard and long process that needs sustained mentoring and follow through right into the classroom.
Interventions directed specifically at the learner level can and do produce immediate change, but issues of scale are prohibitive. These kinds of interventions are also mostly content and context specific, making it difficult to use it for systematic reform (Mouton et al. p87). They work for the learners concerned in the short term but do not solve more systemic issues.
At the parent level there are clear benefits to be derived from parental support, but the review points out that poor education levels and exhaustion from work demands strongly mitigate parental involvement (Mouton et al. p87). Research by Wilburn (2013) points to it not being necessary to have strong parental involvement in school affairs. Projects that spend much of their effort on parental support can better optimise their efforts by focussing on instruction, and getting parents involved simply as supporters of the instructional process.
What becomes clear from the review of extant research and experience with targeting the above levels is that they are all important, but each provides specific and highly problematic issues that strongly militate against the success of the intervention. When dealing with a dysfunctional district office, problematic principals, teachers with poor subject knowledge, learners who face extreme living conditions and parents who are illiterate and exhausted, it becomes clear that school interventions, whether of the systemic or targeted approach, face enormous challenges. School intervention projects have to be humble in the face of such enormous difficulties and backlogs and focus on getting poorly functioning schools to function moderately well, not to aim at excellence. If the intervention focuses on moderately well functioning schools, then excellence can be defined as a long term goal, but the term ‘excellence’ should be used very carefully.
[bookmark: _Toc388862789]4.3 Phases targeted
A school improvement intervention also has to decide what phase to target – Grade R, Foundation, Intermediate, Senior, FET. It is clear from the review that ‘the earlier the intervention the better’ (Mouton et al. p88). The reasons for this are obvious and have to do with the foundational nature of the skills learnt, on which all the later phases depend. Interventions at the later phases often have to go back to the earlier phases to ensure that the basics are understood, meaning that later phase interventions have a bias towards returning to earlier phases. Learners who do not have the basics of reading, writing, numeracy, and language facility fall further and further behind, meaning that interventions located at the higher phases have to go further and further back to start making an impact. Interventions that do not recognise this reality and attempt to make the intervention at the phase it is located in risk failure. If the intervention is located at the FET phase, then a major part of its focus must be at the senior phase level; if the location is at senior phase, then much of its focus must be at the intermediate level; if the location is the intermediate phase, then much of its focus must be at the foundation phase. 
 Identifying the targeted group therefore has to deal not only with who is targeted at what level, but also the phase. One the one hand we have a shift in organisational levels from district all the way down to the classroom, on the other we have the phases of learning. But even this does not go far enough in identifying the target of an intervention. The substantive focus of an intervention still needs specification – is it non-learning areas  (governance, school leadership, curriculum management); or is it a learning area (Literacy, Numeracy, English, Maths, Science, Other); or both?
[bookmark: _Toc388862790]4.4 Domain of the intervention
By domain we mean the actual focus of the project. It can be a specific subject or learning area on the one hand or a non subject area like management on the other.  The literature on school improvement points to the following factors as important within non subject areas of a school.
· Governance – to be effective, school governing bodies show skills of change management, conducting effective meetings, conflict resolution, co-operation, financial planning, policy knowledge, problem solving, sound knowledge of schooling and the school, teacher discipline, team work, time management, writing (Mouton et al. p92-93)
· School leadership and management – the literature points to a lack of management skills that negatively affect student learning. In dire cases the principal needs to be removed, and clear focus given to a limited set of factors like attendance, the timetable, and the learning course (p94). Basic accountability is needed. Partnerships with external agencies and with the community assist leadership structures. The Principal Management Development Programme is an excellent example of how to deal with inadequacies at this level.
· Curriculum management was reported as crucial with the following factors improving performance – teacher teamwork and collegiality, monthly meetings that plan and monitor with participation from leadership, adjusted pacing to the levels of learning (Mouton et al. p97).
· Other non learning areas included barriers to learning where emotional and social well being of learners was focussed on; and ICT development enabled increased learning
In terms of learning areas and subjects, the literature focussed predominantly on literacy and mathematics. 
Literacy – the importance of reading and the language of learning and teaching (LOLT) was pointed to. Good reading skill is obviously important for learning but research in South Africa like Howie, Venter and van Staden (2008) point to very low levels of reading ability in most South African students. It is clear that two home factors improved learning: reading and homework (Taylor 2009). To improve literacy a culture of reading needs to be established by increasing access to books, allocating specific times to reading, and by monitoring reading achievement (Mouton et al. p100). The LOLT is a very complex issue in South African education and is responsible for much of the poor performance of learners. Most teachers cannot speak English properly, and learners struggle to negotiate the transition from home language to English. This creates enormous difficulties from foundation phase all the way through the schooling system. Interventions that directly address reading skills must show an improvement in learning, with current interventions showing enormous promise (see the Reading Catch Up Programme discussed further on). 
Mathematics – teachers’ knowledge of mathematics and how to teach mathematics is weak across the country (Mouton et al. p108). This is aggravated by poor understanding of English, which is mostly the language of instruction for mathematics. Due to the complexity of mathematics, interventions need to be sustained and long term in order to produce results, with many interventions struggling to show any marked improvement in mathematics learning. There is very poor coverage of the mathematics curriculum meaning that interventions have to go far back and develop basic concepts and skills supposedly taught many grades before. 
Similar points hold for Science. It is also a hierarchical subject that depends on what has been understood and learnt before. Any hierarchical subject demands an intervention at the current level of learner understanding, not the level of the grade the learner is in. In addition to this basic tenant – the learner will not be able to understand the subject if she cannot read and write. What both these tenants point to is the massive amount of work needed at subject level to get learners within poorly performing schools minimally functional.  
[bookmark: _Toc388862791]4.5 Selection of schools
It is also important for an intervention project to carefully decide what schools are being selected. Geographic location of schools directly impact on learner performance. Furthermore, the success of interventions is often correlated to whether the school is dysfunctional or minimally functional. Scholar and Roberts (2011) have clearly pointed to the need for basic functionality of the school as a pre-condition for the success of an intervention. The difficulty is that there is a moral and communal urge to focus on the worst performing schools. District officials will often recommend dysfunctional schools for interventions precisely because they are so bad, often condemning the intervention in the process.  Interventions that work with dysfunctional schools must build into their expectations a high degree of failure. A detailed understanding of the context of the schools is needed to enable decision making within the project. This can be done by doing district level analyses that provide the intervention with contextual information about the sets of conditions school are working under. Finally, rigourous selection of schools is needed to improve evaluation of the project. Only recently has it become important to work with randomised control trials in terms of the selection of schools, but this is set to become an increasingly important factor in project evaluations. 
So far we have identified a number of variables that need to be considered when designing and implementing a school improvement intervention – the level (district, school, teacher, learner, community); the phase (foundation, intermediate, senior, further education and training); the domain (non learning areas like governance, management, barriers to learning; or learning areas like literacy, numeracy, language, mathematics, science); and the selection of the schools. When all these factors are combined we have identified the target group and also reviewed extant research findings on all the sub components of the target group. We still need to review findings on the intervention mode and implementation issues.
[bookmark: _Toc388862792] 4.6 Mode of intervention
A school intervention needs to know how it intends to change the target group. On the one hand this is a fairly simple issue as there are different modes of intervention like training, support, resource allocation, or learner interventions. On the other hand there is a theory of change that underpins the intervention. The biggest education intervention organisations (JET and ZENEX) have explicit theories of change. JET works with a Quality Learning Programme that has a clear change model working with a number of precise variables that identify key performance areas at the district, school, teacher and community level. The ZENEX Foundation has a project model that it uses across its different projects, enabling more precise project evaluations and accumulation of evidence and recommendations. The current effort of the NECT also has a coherent theory of change based on the accumulated experiences within JET and ZENEX. However, when looking across all extant literature on school interventions in South Africa, there is substantial weakness in identifying an explicit and coherent model of change. The earlier part of this review dealt with this issue by suggesting a model that worked at macro, meso, and micro levels. But even with an implicit theory of change, all interventions have to have a certain mode being used to drive the change.
There are many modes of interventions. Incentives schemes have been put in place in the Western Cape with monetary rewards and incentives for schools doing well in system wide tests like our Annual Assessments. National government’s Dinaledi programme also offered incentives but take up was slow. Far more predominant that incentive schemes are training interventions for teachers, heads of department and principals. Most training interventions provide clear areas of focus, but these range from management skills and teaching methods to actual subject knowledge content (Mouton et al. p118). There was no clear evidence that accredited training resulted in better performance than non accredited training, but some basic and obvious findings emerge from the literature on training- 
· it should be targeted and specific, 
· it must be of high quality, 
· it must not try do too much, 
· it should have on site follow up, and 
· at a teacher level there needs to be a critical mass within a school before training effects sustain themselves (Mouton et al. p120-121). 
Another mode of intervention is to provide support to the school or the teacher by providing mentoring, teacher assistants, help with the management of the school, and developing partnerships between the school and the community. Feedback from schools generally show appreciation for support but sometimes point to the support strategies wasting their time, being ineffective, or doubling up on existing tasks. Once the support structures leave the school, there is a tendency to revert to older practices. Direct material assistance is also provided to schools through the extra provision of resources that range from computers and technology to learner support materials, to extra chairs and desks, stationery, laboratories, libraries, and other instructional aids. Again there are some obvious findings that emerge from the literature: 
· use existing textbooks and materials rather than completely designing new material as it is often lack of availability that is the problem, not the materials themselves; 
· provide a variety of texts for reading; 
· ensure resources come with careful training; and 
· use workbooks and textbooks together (Mouton et al. p124-125). 
It is the way existing resources are managed that is crucial, not so much the pouring of new resources into a school, unless the school is badly under resourced. Learner interventions consist of enrichment programmes that provide additional teaching and placement where talented poor learners are placed in highly functioning schools. Both of these strategies are successful when done properly, but there are issues with sustainability and going to scale. 
been a sense that giving without expecting forms of accountability and extra demands results in a loss of effectiveness in the intervention. There has been increasing calls for accountability of schools, principals and teachers to drive school improvement from outside monitoring as well as provision of extra support. Research on the effectiveness of this strategy still needs to come forward.
Mouton’s review of school interventions in South Africa provides us with the most up to date and coherent account of research in the field, and it has been very useful in compiling the current account before you. Mouton’s review came out before the key publication What makes schools effective? Report of South Africa’s National School effectiveness study. Nor does the report deal with recent developments in the Gauteng Primary Language and Mathematics Strategy and specifically the Reading Catch Up Programme within it. These are key to understanding recent developments in strategies to improve performance in poorly performing schools in South Africa.
[bookmark: _Toc388862793]4.7. What makes schools effective? Report of South Africa’s National School Effectiveness Study
The National School Effectiveness Study (NSES) did a longitudinal study over 3 years of a cohort of around 8000 students in 268 schools. It started with Grade 3 learners in 2007 and ended with the same learners in Grade 5 in 2009. What makes schools effective provides a detailed account of the process and what was learnt from the study. A useful detailed summary of the findings has been provided by the authors (http://www.jet.org.za/events/creating-effectives-schools-summary.pdf) which this review found helpful and used below.
Rigourous testing of learners as they moved through the grades provided a clear snapshot of their performance through the years. Notable in the literacy tests was the consistent inability throughout the grades to work with inferential reasoning. Continuous failure in writing full sentences to interpret texts was evident – a very serious finding given that this skill underpins almost all work done at later levels. The study identified the slow pace of literacy development as the reason for this failure. Little work was done in lessons, and the work that was done was of low cognitive demand. Numeracy tests showed that learners struggled with questions involving English words, and that this problem remained over the three years. There was improvement in numeracy skills over the three years, especially with addition, but there was also a large amount of learners who did not show much progress (around 25%) resulting in a substantial minority of learners increasingly falling behind.
The NSES was able to track how literacy and numeracy scores improved in different types of schools. It was clear that historically black schools performed far worse than historically white schools, and the difference in performance increased through the grades. The historically white schools are not ‘white’ anymore, they serve the middle and upwardly mobile classes, but the reproduction of inequality continues unabated in South Africa. The mean socio economic status of all the children in a school is the most powerful predictor of educational performance, meaning that a massive amount of the potential of our youth is being lost.
The study was able to identify a number of other variables that play a significant role in learner performance. Over age learners performed far worse than their ‘peers’. Exposure to English through whatever means (even TV) resulted in higher achievement. Children reading at home on their own did better, as did children reading more often. The recommended intervention is clear ‘stimulate the use of English in the home and the broader community, and find ways of encouraging children to undertake individual reading’ (p7).
School level factors did not feature highly as key variables in learner performance. Only when school resources were well managed did the variables increase in importance, indicating the obvious but crucial truism that it is not so much the resources that count but how they are managed. All the proxies for time management as a variable showed impact, as did up to date inventories of textbooks and readers. A curious finding of the study was the lack of influence of curriculum planning in historically black schools, pointing to the need for far more and deeper interventions than any plan can give. 
At the classroom level there were slightly different findings for literacy and numeracy, although both showed the importance of teacher assessment, teacher commitment and knowledge, and curriculum coverage. The quantity and quality of writing in workbooks was a key indicator of performance in literacy. In numeracy, sustained assessment had a stronger effect than in literacy. Other key indicators were frequency of homework, number of exercises completed in workbook and number of curriculum topics covered. 
Within the domain of school leadership and management the study undertook ten case studies using a matched pair design that twinned schools with similar conditions but different performance levels. Although difficult to make generalisations, it was clear that better functioning schools had better systems in place to deal with the various complexities and demands of teaching, learning, and living at school. Two key variables were ‘setting and communicating learning goals’ and ‘time management. They work together with one engaging and bringing together all parties around teaching and learning, and the second ensuring that systems and practices are in place to ensure that it happens. It was also important to set in place clear regulatory conditions around behaviour, clearly define and distribute leadership and management roles, and get teachers working together around curriculum, pedagogy and assessment issues. Parental involvement and an effective SGB were not clearly linked to improved performance. However, a dysfunctional SGB and unhappy parents were negative indicators. It is clear that indicators such as these do not give the full picture of why there is dysfunctionality and unhappiness. The most important finding of this section of the study was that leadership and management needs to focus on those activities that directly impact on and improve learning. Three areas that do this are highlighted:
· Develop ability in the language of instruction as the medium of learning
· Use books as key carrier of knowledge
· Develop teachers’ subject knowledge and pedagogic knowledge
The study notes that in all 10 poorly functioning schools these were all poorly developed. 
The NSES also threw some light on the intractable problem of languages in South African education. Because the NSES did the tests in English across all schools it was able to compare results with the same schools that did the Department of Education’s systemic evaluation tests in the home language of the learners. The results in literacy scores were significant, with the same students doing significantly better in the tests written in their home language. A similar but smaller difference was found in numeracy. This gives some indication that staying with home language for longer and enriching its use is valuable and productive.
In the domain of numeracy and mathematics startling findings appeared in terms of curriculum coverage that are crucial for any school intervention project to understand that is dealing with any school subject that has a hierarchical knowledge structure. Two tables from the summary report (p17) dramatically illustrate the issue:
	Learning Outcome  (LO)
	Grade 4
	Grade 5

	
	Number of topics
	Mean % Coverage
	Number of topics
	Mean % Coverage

	Numbers, operations and relationships (LO1)
	32
	35
	34
	38

	Patterns, functions and algebra (LO2)
	12
	13
	12
	12

	Space and Shape (geometry) (LO3)
	15
	23
	14
	18

	Measurement (LO4)
	14
	17
	17
	15

	Data Handling (LO5)
	11
	12
	12
	10

	Total
	84
	24
	89
	24



The actual coverage of the mathematics curriculum was very low, and fell off dramatically in topics that were more difficult than counting and basic operations. This means that learners in the higher grades have no ability to do the mathematics demanded of them, even if time and effort is spent on designing an effective curriculum at that level, because they have not reached the level yet. Interventions have to locate themselves at the level of understanding of the learner, not the grade they are in, and the higher the grade, the more grades down the intervention will have to go.
	50% or more
	Between 5% and 20%
	5% or less

	Counting
Writing Numbers
Operations:
     Addition,
    Subtraction,
    Multiplication
	Ratio and rate
Relationship between multiplication and division
Checking solutions
Additive and multiplicative inverses
Commutative, associative and distributive properties
Shapes, especially 3 dimensional models
	Patterns: 
    Completing, describing and
    formulating numerical
    patterns
All topics on data collection
     and analysis



This is the most dramatic of findings, even though we have known something like this was happening for a long time. In effect, it points to the impossibility of school interventions coming in at the grade the learner is in without providing massive catch up time and support for earlier levels of learning that simply are not there. 
It also points to a serious lack of knowledge within the teaching core with more difficult and complex areas of their disciplinary knowledge. This points to a second dramatic point – that it does not matter what the pedagogy of the teacher is if she does not understand the topic at hand. Pedagogy works on top of subject understanding, not with it. It is a secondary zone. Lack of teacher knowledge was confirmed by the SACMEQ teacher tests where under 50% was achieved in the crucial areas of mathematical knowledge at grade 6 level – fractions, ratio’s, proportions, algebraic logic, rates of change. School interventions need to focus on this serious lack of knowledge in the teaching core as a priority and no amount of innovative pedagogic techniques can overcome this lack.
The nature of these findings point to a range of specific options around how to go about interventions within poorly performing schools. 
· If teachers do not know the content they are supposed to teach then interventions need to script the lessons for them and at the same time provide opportunities for the teachers to learn the required knowledge. 
· If learners do not have the fundamentals needed in reading, writing, numeracy, literacy, mathematics, English, science, then the interventions have to go back to the earlier states and ensure that the learners catch up to a point where lessons at their own grade make sense.
· If schools are dysfunctional because teachers don’t understand what they are teaching, and learners don’t understand what they are being taught, and a general malaise has set in where the bare minimum is being done, then strong and direct interventions are needed that interrupt the de facto incompetence and declare a new start. 
This literature review ends the survey with an account of two interventions that work with these two different strategies: the Reading Catch-Up Programme within the Gauteng Primary Language and Mathematics Strategy (GPLMS); and a still developing project of Jill Adler (National Research Foundation Chair in Mathematics Education – Wits University) that uses a community of practice model.
[bookmark: _Toc388862794]4.8 The Reading Catch Up Programme
The theory of change behind the Reading Catch Up Programme has already been sketched out earlier in the review, but it should be clearer now why it is such a crucial intervention strategy to highlight as it exemplifies many of the conclusions the review is pushing towards. This account works closely from an unpublished ‘Proposal for a randomised control trial of the reading catch-up programme’ kindly provided by the author, Braam Fleisch. 
The programme consists of three elements – scripted lesson plans, high quality learning materials and coaching for teachers in the process of teaching the intervention. Each week is ritualised into a predictable sequence, with assessment always on Friday. The scripted lessons went back to earlier grades to allow learners the chance to catch up on the skills and knowledge they had missed. It’s a genuine catch up programme. No apologies are made for taking the learners back to far simpler skills supposedly already learnt. The teachers learn to interrupt their existing pedagogic practices by repeating the new rituals week after week. This simplification allows space for teachers to make sense of the changes. They also learn new ways to teach reading they were not familiar with by following the scripted lessons and learning from the coaches who were on hand to help them. 
What also makes this intervention highly impressive is the way it is using randomised control trials to establish effectiveness. It will clearly become a reference point for literature reviews on school interventions in the future. As important as the intervention is, it can be predicted to encounter specific problems. Firstly the expectation that teachers keep to a strict pace that is driven by assessment will struggle to entrench itself in practice once the project ends. Secondly the designed materials will also struggle to find a continuous home in the schools once the intervention ends as the teachers have no ownership or investment in the materials and will revert to what they already are familiar with. Thirdly, the coaching practices will struggle due to the difficulty of finding good coaches who genuinely buy into the project. Fourth, socio-political-cultural forces will subvert processes within the intervention. Community of practice models that take a far slower and more internal approach to interventions address many of the above concerns, but have different problems attached.
[bookmark: _Toc388862795]4.9 Community of practice models that work with an internal building up of instruction
As impressive as the Reading Catch Up Programme is, it does not focus on how teachers can take ownership of their practice and become independent professionals who take up the task of improving their own practice. Professor Jill Adler is currently engaged in a project that uses the principles of Lesson Study as a basis for getting teachers to take ownership of their own learning. Lesson study works by getting a community of teachers together to focus on one lesson and work on it until the lesson is worthwhile and works in practice. The lesson then becomes a part of the community of teachers’ repertoire, and another lesson is worked on, slowly building up a coherent core of lessons that work but at the same time getting the participating teachers to learn how to design good lessons, rather than becoming dependant on hand-outs. Unfortunately this project is still in the inception phase so there is no literature on it, but this review mentions it as it provides a useful model for school intervention projects to think of that is different to the current building consensus that takes the Braam Fleisch line. Rather than provide already scripted lessons, Adler works on the teachers building a scripted lesson together and developing the skills to become effective teachers through their own participation in a community of practice that is guided by experts. 
This approach marks a very different way of working with teachers that builds their competence from internal practices within a community rather than an external intervention. At a broader level, this community of practice idea has been used to drive instructional change across wider and wider communities as more and more teachers become involved in the practices. The instructional practices become a social movement, almost like a church, and spread through internal conversion to its functioning. This gives the instructional practices an internal energy and drive that external interventions find hard to develop. It’s a radically different model to current intervention strategies in South Africa, but the review ends with a brief account of how social movements work to mark a functioning alternative to the building consensus in South Africa that is pushing for strong external interventions using strict pacing and assessment criteria.
Ricon-Gallardo and Elmore (2012) Transforming teaching and learning through social movement in Mexican public middle schools. Harvard Education Review 82, 4, p471- 490 point to social movements as providing key insights into why large scale reforms struggle to keep going once the intervention impetus is removed. The Learning Community Project in Mexico has evolved from a small intervention to a national strategy across 9000 schools that is aimed at transforming teaching and learning. By using social movement theory it shows how to use internally powerful transformation mechanisms that work on a social level to transform teaching and learning in the classroom.  Learning Community Project picks up on key elements of social movements, how it mobilises collective motivations and structures to change practice by shifting from a hierarchical intervention that works from the top down to a more horizontal practice that gets the leaders of the interventions to work hand in hand with the teachers and learners. There is a history of such practices in South Africa, but it has not manifested strongly within the educational intervention literature, and will increasingly struggle to do so as evaluation practices become more scientific and focussed on measurables. Nevertheless, it provides a key answer to the continual struggle within intervention projects to sustain their gains once the intervention ends.
[bookmark: _Toc388862796]5. Short term systemic interventions that turnaround schools – a practice guide for Fresh Start Schools
The literature review above provides a basic framework to understand the various distinctions that need to be made when attempting to improve learning in low performing schools. What it does not do is provide a guide to the specific factors needed to turn around poorly functioning schools that are close to dysfunctionality. This entails a short term systemic intervention that is dramatic, urgent, and simple. It is not a long term systematic intervention. Getting these two types of interventions confused can result in a turnaround strategy getting buried under the complexity of systemic long term change. A key qualification to make at this point is that even with the best turnaround strategies in the world there is a high failure rate. Dysfunctional schools are mostly not functional for single or minor reasons. Often the dysfunctionality runs deep into the core of how the school, its staff and learners function. Even in business circles, where one can hire and fire and latitude to change is far higher than in the schooling systems there is still a high rate of failure with turnaround strategies. There must be a built in recognition of the possibility of failure into the project design, otherwise it will collapse under its own impossible expectations. 
Secondly the turnaround does not result in excellence, it results in basic functioning. To expect anything more is to again set a project up for failure. Turnaround literature in the USA points to four basic interventions that have some record of success if done together. These have usefully been systematised into a practice guide that is useful to use when looking at the South African version of turnaround strategies in the Fresh Start Schools Programme (Herman, Dawson, Dee, Greene, Maynard, Redding, and Darwin (2008). 
The guide works with four recommendations that have been shown to have some success with turnaround interventions: 
· signal dramatic change; 
· focus on instruction; 
· get quick wins;
· build a committed staff. 
The low level of evidence points to the lack of randomised control group studies within turnaround literature.
[image: ]

It uses these four recommendations to set up a clear checklist of how to go about designing and implementing a turnaround strategy. 
Recommendation 1: Signal the need for dramatic change with strong leadership.
A change in leadership practices is key to a turnaround strategy. Often it is simplest to remove a dysfunctional principle but this is difficult under current South African labour laws. If it is not possible to remove a dysfunctional leader then the leadership team must clearly indicate to the school that practices are going to change. The leadership structure must take responsibility of instructional management and become visible within the organisation of the teaching and learning activities of the school. Public announcement of the anticipated changes and new actions must be given so that expectation and engagement with change is enabled. 

Recommendation 2: Focus on instruction
· Data on student performance must be gathered and gaps identified that need addressing
· Teachers must become involved in this process and actively look for solutions to problems and gaps in learner understanding
· Specific instructional interventions must be given priority that directly address lack of knowledge in teachers and learners
· Targeted professional development of teachers must be implemented that gets at their specific weakness in subject area knowledge and pedagogic practice
· Teachers must become involved in curriculum review where weaknesses and gaps are identified and addressed
· Progress in learning must be monitored and used for feedback purposes to adapt and learn as turnaround intervention progresses
Recommendation 3: Quick Wins
· Identify goals that provide visible improvement quickly
· Ensure that the goal can be accomplished with current school resources
· Key quick wins can be: improving the use of time; improving discipline, improving access to resources
Recommendation 4: Build committed staff
Given that current staff members who are ineffective or incorrectly placed are hard to move, this is a very difficult recommendation to carry out in practice. Often it is because staff are defensive about their own inadequacies that results in sabotage, passive aggressive behaviour, non or minimal compliance with the turn around strategy. Staff mobilisation behind a cause that gets learners, community, parents, teachers and leadership on the same page can help in this regard, as can successful quick wins and targeted professional improvement that results in renewed confidence and interest.


[bookmark: _Toc388862797]6. Application of insights of the literature review to the Fresh Start School’s Programme (FSSP)
The FSSP is a turnaround programme for the worst performing schools in selected districts that show some potential for change. The first point to note is that turnaround strategies have a high failure rate due to the enormity of the task and the intractability of the systemic problems, but with this qualification firmly in place, what do the insights of this literature have to say about the FSSP?
The concept of a Fresh start school is defined as ‘an initiative that is established to provide underperforming schools with a new opportunity or a ‘fresh start’ to attain more positive learner outcomes. It is a school turnaround or change process which builds commitment from within to recreate, nurture and sustain conditions for success. It is a process of empowering schools to take responsibility for and mange their own development and define and embrace new pathways for progress and enhanced performance. The Fresh Start programme is a customised and properly tailored educational intervention that seeks to move a designated school from under-performance to excellence’. National Education Collaborative Trust: Fresh Start School Programme (2014).
The first issue with the concept is the overload of expectations in the shift from ‘under-performance to excellence’. The Change theories reviewed in this literature review point to the need for a long term point of view that accepts slow rates of change that go through stages. The initial shifts might be large through quick wins, but these quickly taper off once foundational logjams are cleared. A dysfunctional school can only hope, in almost all scenarios, to become a barely functioning school, certainly not ‘excellence’ (p3), unless a long term view stretching over decades is used. The programme must accept both a high possibility of failure and small improvements in performance that are hard won and difficult to sustain. 
Secondly, the nature of a turnaround strategy is that it involves high levels of external intervention and pressure that creates elevated anxiety responses and pretence compliance.  The intervention might be dramatic and focussed, but this should not mean that the expectation is that dramatic results should follow. The Fresh Start School Guide document lists the following aims of the FSSP (p3):
· Produce significant gains in learner achievement
· Create basic conditions to facilitate transformation towards high performance and sustained excellent
· Empower schools to embrace, manage and sustain development through standards which guide self improvement and promote self reliance
· Provide schools with tools to measure their ongoing development and performance so that they can compare themselves to their counterparts across the country
This is an over optimistic set of aims that sets up the FSSP for failure.
There will only be minimal gains in learner achievement in most cases, especially in hierarchically ordered subjects that demand enormous amounts of prior knowledge. The best the FSSP can aim to do is address the backlog in learning, not performance at the current grade. It has to accept that learners are a number of years behind in their subject areas and that trying to improve their performance in the current year’s curriculum demands assumes that prior knowledge is in place. It is not. Learners need to be taught basic skills and knowledge that goes back to where their understanding actually is, not what their current grade says it should be. The aim of a fresh start programme should not be to produce significant gains in learner achievement but to address the backlog in understanding and skills. 
The FSSP cannot aim at creating basic conditions for sustained excellence. It has to aim at basic conditions for basic elementary functioning shifting to moderate functioning. It takes decades of sustained systemic interventions to create the conditions for excellence in a schooling system, something the fresh start programme has no ability to do.
To expect schools that are aiming at becoming minimally functional to develop and sustain an interest in comparing their improvements to other schools in the country is to firstly assume notable improvements that in all likelihood will not manifest, or if it does, will not sustain itself.
To expect turnaround schools to embrace new pathways for progress is to set the bar far too high. Rather the aim should be to get these schools to one level above dysfunctionality – what Beeby refers to as a shift to basic formalist schools, McKinsey and Company as the shift from poor to fair schools, and Hopkins as the shift from poor to moderately functioning schools. As in the first point, proper realistic targets for turnaround schools must be set that aim at only one level up, not from ‘zero to hero’. It is apparent throughout the official report on the FSSP that excellence is expected by the end of the intervention. The three phases of the project go from inception where emergency conditions are identified and dealt with through quick wins; the establishment phase where foundations for a fully functional school are put in place; and then the consolidation phase that builds the school towards excellence. The end point of the three phases should be a minimally effective school shifting towards moderate success, no more.
The outputs and outcomes of the inception and consolidation phase are clearly listed for fresh start schools as can be seen below (p9). 


[image: ]A key footnote at the bottom of this table states that ‘it is important to note that change in the FSSP occurs mainly at classroom level and that the focus is on infrastructure and curricular support.’ This is a vital point, but it must be noted, when looking at the list as a whole, that there is a clear focus on instruction as the main driver of the FSSP both at the inception phase and the consolidation phase. However, the essential outputs when taken as a whole, will probably result in overload for schools that are dysfunctional, so it must be expected that many of the outputs will not be reached. Within this set of outputs there should be a ranking order in which some of the outputs are non-negotiable, with others having more flexibility. It is understandable that an intervention needs to show outputs to justify the monetary and time investment, but with every additional output comes less energy and focus on other outputs. Intergovernmental partnerships, for example, are very difficult to sustain and are out of the zone of control of the school system, so its achievement needs to be flexible.
These criticisms aside, it is notable that the FSSP takes seriously the need to turnaround dysfunctional schools and recognises that interventions at this level are different to those working with moderately functioning schools. The flexibility given to the change agents to diagnose logjams and difficulties in individual schools is highly innovative at a project level that has set outputs to achieve. The focus on instruction is clear, as is the need to address specific problems directly impacting on instruction. The FSSP is very close to a best practice model for turnaround schools so long as it narrows its expectations and builds in a failure possibility that does not strip the model of its bite.


[bookmark: _Toc388862798]7. Conclusion
It is clear from the above review of International and South African reports on school interventions that we have become clearer on what the various variables are that impact on school effectiveness all the way from district to learner, from foundation phase to FET, from literacy to mathematics, from training interventions to support mechanisms. The issue with almost all of the reports and studies is that they cannot make causal claims as to what is actually creating the effect, only what areas tend to assist in dealing with poor education and learning. Almost all the reviewed items in this literature review would be ranked as of low causal worth, given the lack of scientific rigour of the studies. This is being addressed within current project designs, but skills in this area are very hard to find and scarce on the ground. Serious amounts of training of supposed ‘experts’ will be needed to develop their skills around randomised control trials and other techniques to make more rigourous causal claims.
It is also clear that there has been increasing recognition that targeted interventions at the level of instruction provide the most intense forms of educational change. There is no surprise here, as instruction is right at the chalk face of teaching and learning. Braam Fleisch points to recent research by Cohen (2011) on instructional infrastructure being coherent. Different facets of instruction ranging from teacher professional development to curriculum frameworks and learner materials need to speak to each other in systematic ways. To introduce a new text on top of the existing curriculum that teachers are not familiar with is risky. The basic insight is that if there is alignment across the various instructional processes there will be less time wastage and more familiarity with what is happening. Cohen goes on to argue that general alignment is not enough, specific and prescriptive accounts of the curriculum and how it translates into learner materials is needed to ensure alignment (Fleisch 2014 The instructional turn and change theory Draft version kindly provided by author). Fleisch goes on to detail what key elements of the instructional architecture are that ensure a focus on instructional practice, coherence and prescriptiveness. 
· Detailed lesson plans that are tightly scripted provide clear sequencing, guidance to new instructional practices, and aligned assessment tasks. 
· High quality learning materials are needed that go beyond departmental workbooks (useful as these are). 
· Graded readers, wall graphics, rich library resources all assist a tightly specified lesson plans.
· Instructional coaching ensure that novice teachers learn from experts and are able to implement the lesson plans and use the learning materials. Coaches model new practice, respond to the teachers attempts to use the new practices, mediate emotional issues, and encourage the teacher to reach independence and participate in peer teaching communities (Fleisch 2014). 
Even with an aligned and specified instructional infrastructure that has specified lesson plans, good learning materials, and effective coaches, there is still a massive risk of failure. This is simply because most learners in South Africa are not at the level of learning their grade requires. It does not matter how well structured the intervention is if it does not identify the level of understanding learners are actually at. Often this is a number of grades below their official grade. To get a structured intervention right, the lessons have to be at a level the learners can understand and work with, rather than the official level demanded by the curriculum of the grade. 
Finally, the consequences of scripted interventions can be severe on teacher professional practice as they become used to being mere carriers of the script. Coaches of teachers are needed to firstly ensure that teachers actually learn how to work with the scripted lessons, but secondly that the teachers begin to take ownership of their own practices with their peers and develop communities that take teaching and learning seriously. The NECT has a clear statement that it is working towards teachers taking internal ownership of the processes of improvement. However, the nature of external interventions is that they force themselves onto an already existing situation and make changes. District officials, principals, and teachers might all express enthusiasm about the project, but this is often a forced level of emotional labour where they have to be enthusiastic because the intervention demands it. Once the intervention stops and the need for this emotional labour goes away, many teachers and principals breathe a sigh of relief and return to their previous ways of doing things.  Ways of developing internal conversion processes where communities of practice spring up that are committed and faithful to the overall project because they are all participants in a process that works from the ground up needs to be held up as an alternative to external interventions, if only so that we recognise another way of working towards massive and sustained change in the performance of poorly functioning schools.
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	A Review of Two Evaluations of the Application of the READ Primary Schools Programme in the Eastern Cape Province of South Africa
	READ
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We can demonstrate bimodality through the excellent work of Spaull (2011). In South Africa we classify schools in quintiles, with quintile 1 being schools located in the poorest of socioeconomic areas and quintile 5 being schools located in the wealthiest areas. What is interesting about school performance in the different quintiles is that performance in the SACMEQ tests is pretty much the same for schools in the first three quintiles, with quintile 5 showing a massive improvement in performance (Spaull 2011, p9):
[image: ]

South African Student reading scores in SACMEQ II by quintile. (Kernal density in simple terms is a more accurate type of histogram that smoothens hard edges and represents data in a clear and more continuous way)
The black, green and orange profiles of the first three quintiles all show poor reading scores with hardly any students getting beyond 600 and most scoring around 400. 

[image: ]
The results are not much better for quintile 4 schools in blue. Quintile 5 schools show a radically different profile in red with most of its schools performing at far higher levels, with a peak at around the 700 mark.

[image: ]
If you are located in the first four quintiles then the probability is high that your life chances will not be enhanced by education; if you are in the fifth quintile, then your chances are much better, resulting in the rich getting richer and the poor remaining poor. It is a sobering figure to contemplate. In South Africa we have a bimodal education system with the first four quintiles showing one pattern and the fifth quintile another pattern. It is appalling that where you were thrown into this world as a baby determines your success at school. We might want to believe that education provides everyone with an equal opportunity to succeed, the truth is the far harder reality of where you are born strongly influencing your performance.
Keep this pattern in mind and take a look at the following graph that breaks down student socioeconomic status in provincial terms (Spaull, 2011, p.9):

[image: ]
It provides a clear representation of the socioeconomic levels of the students who took the SACMEQ tests, with the Western Cape and Gauteng clearly the most well off and the Eastern Cape and KwaZulu-Natal deeply impoverished. 
[image: ][image: ]
But if you look closely you will notice that many of the other provinces sit in-between the Eastern Cape/KZN on the one side and Western Cape/Gauteng on the other:

[image: ]


Now take a look at the following graph that represents how the different provinces have performed in the SACMEQ III reading test (Spaull 2011, p.10):
[image: ]
 What jumps out is how the more spread out socio economic status levels of the provinces suddenly sharpens into a bimodal pattern with all the provinces, bar the Western Cape and Gauteng, performing poorly. It is similar to the student scores based on quintiles, with the quintile 1-4 school pattern reflected in the Limpopo, Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal, Mpumalanga, Free State, Northern Cape and North West; and the quintile 5 pattern reflected in Gauteng and the Western Cape. Schooling in South Africa is intensifying socioeconomic inequalities, whether one organises schools on the level of quintiles or provinces. Either way, the majority of students in our country lose out.  This is the magnitude of the problem facing school intervention programmes in South Africa.
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levels of evidence to support each

Recommendation Level of evidence

1. Signal the need for dramatic change with strong leadership. Schools
should make a clear commitment to dramatic changes from the sta-
tus quo, and the leader should signal the magnitude and urgency of
that change. A low-performing school that fails to make adequate Low
yearly progress must improve student achievement within a short
timeframe—it does not have the luxury of years to implement incre-
mental reforms.

2. Maintain a consistent focus on improving instruction. Chronically low-
performing schools need to maintain a sharp focus on improving
instruction at every step of the reform process. To improve instruc-
tion, schools should use data to set goals for instructional improve- Low
ment, make changes to immediately and directly affect instruction,
and continually reassess student learning and instructional practices
to refocus the goals.

3. Make visible improvements early in the school turnaround process
(quick wins). These can rally staff around the effort and overcome Low
resistance and inertia.

4. Build a committed staff. The school leader must build a staff that is
committed to the school’s improvement goals and qualified to carry
out school improvement. This goal may require changes in staff, such
as releasing, replacing, or redeploying staff who are not fully com-
mitted to turning around student performance and bringing in new.
staff who are committed.
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School leadership  Plan and conduct quartely parent mestings o repart  Quarterly parent mestings planned and conducted
on leamer perormance 1o reporton leamer perfarmance
© Quarterly meetings held wih SGB  Quarterly information meetings with parents conducted
« Strategy for crawing on community resources developed
© Querterly meetings held wih SGB
Cicuidistictladership* | Conduct monthly mestings with pincpals o improve. © ANAand NSC resuls reported and targets set
ommunity involvement.
Leamerdevelopment | Cassroom  Montor wellbeing and repart ssues that need attention  Leamer wel-being moritored and recorded in leamer
and welfare profes
® Enhanced learner well-being
School leadership  Ensure eamer welfare nseds are met by estabishing  Formalised system fo leamer wellbeing support

2 system for reporting and appointing designated
person for oversight

Chrcuit/ditrict leadership*

® Co-ordinate the support of govermment agencies

* Coordination of support of government agencies
formalised

Intergovernmental partnerships

« Heathscresning ofeamers (Department of Hesith)
« Support senvicesinrelation to rug abuse and teenage
pregrancy (Department of Socil Development)

 Integrated intergovernmental support o enhance
leamer welfare and wel-being
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