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ABSTRACT The need for collaboration and partnership in superg by external and
internal curriculum supervisors has been felt fecatles. The aim of the study is to address
the challenges of curriculum supervision and supgieen to primary school educators in the
implementation of curriculum supervision in the ¥fiige District, Limpopo Province. Data
was collected from 320 primary school teacherspdfcipals and 16 external curriculum
supervisors. The study culminated in the introductiof a collaborative approach to
curriculum supervisors whereby efforts of exterrmedd internal supervisors would be
harnessed and incorporated for effective teachind kearning. Findings revealed a
unanimous acknowledgement of both external andnatecurriculum supervision as being
supplementary and complementary to each other. Kenvan exclusive application of either
external or internal curriculum supervision strgt@g monitoring and evaluation of teachers
is considered to be full of challenges. The stutgréfore recommends an improvement in
curriculum supervision system by introducing a aodirative model which is school-based

and in-built in the teaching and learning framewofkhe school.



BACKGROUND

The challenges pertaining to curriculum supervisioschools has been persistent over the
years in various systems of education. Howeverjrtiportance of curriculum supervision in
schools cannot be overemphasized. It has beeroatdaiged by several scholars such as
Fanning (2002), Nir (2002) and Zuber-Skerrit andcio (2003). However, challenges
pertaining to curriculum supervision in schools ééeen persistent over the years in various
systems of education. In Britain, for examplepesors or supervisors acted as mere fault-
finders for a long time (since the establishmentef Majesty’s Inspectorate in 1938) and in
some cases curriculum supervision was done toidetf incompetent teachers (Ornstein &
Levine, 1993).

Issues pertaining to supervision of teachers inoaish in South Africa emerged
simultaneously with the system of education. Wileae Dutch East Indian Company
established schools immediately after 1652, thdipulemanded an independent means of
monitoring and assessing teachers. The exters&myof school inspection put in place at
the time was manned by the clergymen who were Uedkand ignorant about curricular
issues (Ruperti, 2000).

The simmering problems regarding curriculum sugowi persisted in the country
culminated in the riots of June 1976 when studesmigght exclusion of Afrikaans as a
medium of instruction from the school curriculuffihe uneasiness of the situation at schools
and its concomitant disobedience of authority byhbtachers and learners resulted in
general public insurgence as emphasized by Mula{i®85) and Ramparsad (2001). The
chaotic situation reached its climax in 1990.

The emergence of the new political dispensatiothis country resulted in the development
of new visions regarding education and its supamigKallaway, 1990). The culture of
teaching and learning in schools was restored laadransformation from the old fashioned
school inspection to supervision of schools gaimete impetus and advocacy (Armstrong,
2000). The traditional school inspection was peegk to be ineffective as a means of
helping teachers due to lack of transparency inptteeess, witch hunt attitudes shown by
inspectors, irregular school visits, lack of follayp sessions and others (Dipaola & Hoy,
2008).

The widely preferred and highly advocated curricuksupervision system brought with it the
strengthening of the internal curriculum supennswithin schools (Saphier & King, 2004).

This study therefore sets out to investigate the&erdgxto which external and internal
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curriculum supervisors can collaborate for effeetteaching and learning to take place in
schools.

Despite descriptions, explanation and experienag®ending curriculum supervision being
fraught with theoretical and professional dilemnrasome cases, theorists such as Inskipp
(1996), Richmond (2008) and Proctor (2008) sugdest curriculum supervision is the
foundation for good practice. In fact, curriculumpsrvision has always been an integral
feature of education programmes in different systemeducation. Supervision of activities
at the school level is a key factor in ensuringgbed functioning of education programmes.
In accentuation of the above view, Armstrong (20@@knowledges that curriculum
supervision has changed its roles from fault-figdand terror-striking classroom visits to
improving teaching and learning. It can therefogeabgued that curriculum supervision is the
most important activity towards development of efifee teaching and learning in schools.
The fact that curriculum supervision enhances tiegcand learning is augmented by Zuber-
Skerrit and Roche (2003), when elucidating the ressef standards of service delivery in
education. Curriculum supervision therefore plagsuial role regarding the maintenance of
standards in teaching and learning in schools.

Effectiveness of curriculum supervision in teachiagd learning is determined by the
encounter between the supervisor and superviseg2003) writes about close relationship
between supervisors and teachers. The nature ®frehationship depicts a key encounter
where the influence of the organizational authoaityl professional identity of teaching staff
collide, collude and connect. The impact of thic@mter on teaching and learning can
therefore not be emphasized.

On the contrary, Ornstein and Levin (1993), Dar@€l®0), and Dipaola & Hoy (2008) argue
against curriculum supervision as a means of prmgoteacher self-direction since it
undercuts professional empowerment through incoessereillance. Curriculum supervision
should as a result, be done in such a way that motestultify initiative qualities of individual
teachers. Teachers should always be considereghasative professionals who can direct
their growth and individual development. This view supported by Pajak (2002),
maintaining that supervision programme should grmargpace of possibility for teacher
monitoring that is generative, liberating and hanibre intelligibility and intentionality of the
teacher’'s work. Saphier and King (2004) also sth#t the pastoral powers of supervisors
should not undermine teachers’ professionalism.p@&ghe caution cited above, regular
monitoring and evaluation of teachers to ensurésfaatory performance can never be

negated.



Collaborative approach to curriculum supervisiorvéhemently supported by a variety of
scholars (Govinda & Tapan 1999, Daresh 2000, Nd220am 2008).

Partnership in curriculum supervision is consideesdential for effective monitoring and
evaluation of teachers as alluded to by Otunga Mgdndusi (2008). They stress the
importance of integration among various direct@ateKenyan system of education namely,
Monitoring, Evaluation and Improvement. Kenya Natb Examination Council: Kenya
National Union of teachers, and others for effex8upervision of teachers.

In emphasizing the essence of integration of eatesind internal curriculum supervisors in
education Govinda and Tapan (1999), maintain tleatihg visits and casual observations of
teaching will not help in improving quality of tdaing and learning.

Monitoring and support given to teachers shouldilmntinuous and participatory process.
Externally determined quality parameters for allals are inadequate. In her advocacy for
school-based curriculum supervision Tam (2003)uesgthat centrally-driven curriculum
supervision initiatives imposed upon schools haimitéd impact on raising pupil
performance and achievement. External curriculunpesdsion should therefore be
augmented and supplemented by internal superviBonmprovement of teaching and
learning in schools.

In support of collaborative approach to curriculaapervision Uchiyama and Redin (2008),
suggest that the values of collegiality and colfabion in curriculum supervision are
indispensable as a way of annihilating teacherstasce. Engagement of teachers at the
periphery in decision-making and construction ofriculum supervision structure leads to
collective ownership of the supervisory system. ¢aied efforts would therefore be exerted
to make the process a success. Fallen (1991) atkdges the view mentioned above when
accentuating that implementation of curriculum sujggn innovations is bound to be
unsuccessful if teachers are not involved in théreemprocess of curriculum supervision.
Teacher’s role should not be narrowed to curriculumplementation. Collaboration in
curriculum supervision can therefore never be anpleasized.

Lack of training is experienced by both supervisargl supervisees alike. Otunga and
Nyandusi (2008) argue that the competency of thaityuof the assurance and standard in
curriculum supervision is compromised by lack @irimg in curriculum supervision. This
view is amplified by Tam (2008) who alludes to lamkknowledge and skills reflected by
both supervisors and supervisees. It is therefbrgmost importance that both external and
internal supervisors, as well as supervisees heettaintensively before any supervision

process is undertaken.



In a nutshell, collaborative approach to curriculsumpervision is an indispensable and
inalienable component for ensuring quality teachargl learning in schools in various
countries. Successful application of collaboraiyp@roaches in numerous education systems
in UK. USA. Canada, Australia, New Zealand and thés espoused in literature (Nir,
2003). As a result of the above scenario the airthigf study is to determine the extent to
which external and internal curriculum supervistane collaborate in supervising teachers for
effective teaching and learning. Furthermore, duges on curriculum supervision strategies

currently employed in primary schools.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This study is governed by the theoretical underpgs of curriculum supervision
concentrating on clinical supervision as a pre-@wond for effective teaching and learning.
The principles of curriculum supervision involveoecdinating, monitoring, stimulating and
directing growth of teachers through the provisaincontinuous guidance and support by
supervisors for effective teaching and learningré3h, 2000). The relationship between the
supervisor and supervisees is accentuated by P20&K). According to Gordon (1992) and
Daresh (2002), clinical supervision should be cated in a cycle of pre-observation
conference, observation, analysis and strategyersigion conference and post conference
analysis. Clinical supervision process can provigatinuous support and guidance to
teachers.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Both quantitative and qualitative approaches wenpleyed in this study. The quantitative
research approach was used to address structed iin questionnaires distributed to
primary school teachers and principals, and inrm& conducted with external curriculum
supervisors.

The qualitative research approach was used irsthidy to address the in-depth open-ended
items used in questionnaires to teachers and pslsiand in interviews conducted with
external curriculum supervisors. Welman, Kruger 8fitthell (2006) stress the importance
of qualitative approach in the study of human béhavand experience.

The population of this study consisted of primachaol teachers, principals and external
curriculum supervisors. Primary school teachergncgpals and external curriculum

supervisors were targeted by this study becauséhaf direct role in the curriculum
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implementation processes at classroom levéhe schools as well as respondents were
randomly selected, using simple random samplingnRsion to conduct the field study was
obtained from the Department of Education in Limpdrovince. | personally distributed
guestionnaires to primary school teachers and ipatec Respondents were given two weeks
to complete questionnaires and all of them (100%)eweturned. Appointments were made
with external curriculum supervisors for the pumposf conducting interviews. Each

interview lasted for about one hour.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Questionnaires distributed to primary school teesh&nd principals were issued with
covering letters informing them that informationisited from them would be used for the
purpose of the study. Respondents were also asdtegdtheir anonymity would be
maintained and that they were not under duressatticpate in the study and that the
outcomes of the study would be made availablegmtbn request.

Data analysis began with the categorization andhgoaof responses from questionnaires and
interview schedules according to variables suchnames of institutions, number of
respondents and major themes into which responses gvouped.

The analysis was further carried out by countinigrasponses made on all closed or
structured items and converting them into perceaga@pen-ended or unstructured items
were also used to solicit data pertaining to tlepoedents’ views, ideas and reasons on the
matter under investigation. Results were preseiitstdn the form of tables, followed by the

researcher’s interpretations.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Primary school teachers, principals and externalic@dum supervisors were requested to
furnish information on the availability of currieuh supervision in schools, how often it is
done and how adequate it was. The items above stwg@stablish information with regard

to the effectiveness of curriculum supervision anals. Results on the items mentioned
above are discussed below:

Results indicated that an overwhelming majoritypoimary school teachers (94%), principals
(80%), and external curriculum supervisors (60%hctored that external curriculum

supervision was being conducted in primary schd®garding the frequency of conducting
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curriculum supervision, the majority of all groupsrespondents shared similar sentiments
that it was done once or twice per year. The péchortrayed by the above results indicates
that external curriculum supervisors were not wgischools regularly.

The situation depicted by the results above sugdhat teachers in primary schools stay too
long without supervision. But a continuous monitgrand evaluation system is required as it
is stipulated by curriculum supervision policy downts.

Regarding the number of external supervisors availaeachers (57.5%), principals (60%)
and external supervisors (100%) indicated a ra®0@ and more. This situation suggests that
each external supervisor is allocated a huge nurobéeachers to supervise rendering it
impossible for effective monitoring and evaluatittntake place. More teachers should
therefore be recruited to enter the field of cwiien supervision in order to curb the scarcity
of human resource.

Results on the quality of external curriculum swpeon indicate that primary school
teachers (29% disagreed and 68% strongly disagrpedkipals (15% disagreed and 60%
strongly disagreed) were not satisfied with theliguaf external curriculum supervision
employed in primary schools. This view was confidr®y external curriculum supervisors
(62.5%) who did not approve of the quality of smigon given to primary school teachers.
In view of the sentiments expressed above, othenwes of curriculum supervision should
therefore be explored as a way of improving cutdgusupervision in Limpopo Province.
Primary school teachers, principals and externati@ium supervisors respondents were
requested to indicate their preferred curriculurpesuision strategies. Results on this item
are discussed below:

A considerable number of primary school teachers5&) and principals (70%) preferred a
curriculum supervision strategy which was intemaibnducted and in-built in the teaching
framework of the school. However, external supang (75%) rejected this strategy. This
situation could be attributed to the fact that endé curriculum supervisors viewed their role
to be crucial in curriculum supervision and did n@aint to be excluded from the process. On
the contrary, primary school teachers and prinsipare of the opinion that locally based
curriculum supervision could be ideal and viabls¢hools.

Teachers preferred self-appraisal and self-direapgatoach by but other respondents did not
support the strategies. Teachers and principd$% and 81% respectively) also preferred
the introduction of some form of clinical superaisiin schools whereby school principals
and senior teachers take sole control of the psoesesacknowledged some challenges in this

approach of curriculum supervision. As a resulihef above situation a form of collaborative
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approach was suggested by all respondents aimindpaatessing the efforts of all
stakeholders concerned in curriculum supervision.

Primary school teachers, principals and externalic@dum supervisors were requested to
give information pertaining to concepts relatedctariculum supervision. The majority
showed understanding of the concepts; externalcalim supervision, internal curriculum
supervision, curriculum inspection, facilitationdaevaluation. The understanding of the
concepts could be contributed to the current trenéducation where these concepts are
accentuated in relation with curriculum implemeiotafprocesses in schools.

Primary school teachers, principals and externpésusors were asked to give information
pertaining to the necessity for external curriculsapervision in schools. Results on the
above item are reflected in Table 5.

Despite the rejection of the external curriculunpeswision strategy by primary school
teachers (61%), principals showed a divided opimnorthe issue. However, the majority of
external curriculum supervisors (75%) welcomedekiernal approach.

The following reasons were given in support of exdé curriculum supervision: It is
necessary to inform the Department of Education atiebr stakeholders about what is
transpiring in schools; teachers need external rsigmes to be effective and serious about
their work; external supervisors are perceived éoubbiased towards supervisees; lack of
knowledge and skills to conduct curriculum supeovisby school-based supervisors and
others.

Respondents also indicated that external curricidupervisors mainly applied the following
as ways of conducting curriculum supervision: Sggfpraisal; general inspection; follow-up
inspection; routine inspection and Whole Schooll&a@on (WSE). However, all proposed
strategies were considered in effective as a mehpsomoting teaching and learning in the
classroom as they possessed several inherentgitfigthin them.

Teachers, principals and external curriculum supers were requested to give information
on strategies to improve external curriculum suisegom. The strategies proposed are
discussed below:

Results on the strategies for improving externaticulum supervision in schools indicated
that the majority of teachers, principals (75% @086 respectively) and external supervisors
(87.5%) supported the integration of external amgrnal curriculum supervision. The
school-based curriculum supervision was also weémbiny teachers and principals (67.5%
and 65% respectively) but rejected by external mipars (37.5%). Engagement of



educators as curriculum supervisors was also stggpdry teachers (67.5 %), principals
(65%) and external curriculum supervisors (81%).

Recruitment of more external supervisors to beefhgpsupervising section was also viewed
as essential by teachers (65.5%), principals (7@¥gJ external curriculum supervisor
respondents (75%). This situation could be attatub the acute shortage of human resource
in the curriculum supervision wing of the DepartinehEducation. The engagement of more
curriculum supervisors was therefore a priority éarriculum supervision to become more
effective in schools.

The above results show that all categories of med@ats were not comfortable with the type
of curriculum supervision employed in primary sclsothen. Several suggestions were as a
result made to improve the current curriculum suigern system.

Primary school teachers, principal and externakiauum supervisor respondents were
requested to give information regarding constraiexperienced in external curriculum
supervision. The following issues were most commoaised by teachers and principals:
External curriculum supervisors did not inform teas and principals about their pending
visits to schools. Ideally, surprise visits to salscshould not be the norm in the district under
study.

Teachers as well as principals were not informeauglthe criteria involved in curriculum
supervision.

External curriculum supervisors were considerecanmifar with certain factors occurring
within schools. They were therefore not in a goadifion to help teachers to improve
teaching and learning in the classroom.

Teachers did not have ample opportunities to dsagsues with external curriculum
supervisors after evaluation processes. Followagsiens should be improved by creating
contact time between the supervisor and supervisees

External curriculum supervisors unanimously statieat inadequate external curriculum
supervisors were a major concern in implementinfgcéfe curriculum supervision in
schools.

Constraints mentioned above accentuate the fatteki@rnal curriculum supervision in
schools was fraught with pitfalls that needed todderessed for curriculum supervision

system in schools to become vibrant.



Primary school teachers, principals and externalia@lum supervisors were requested to
furnish the researcher with information pertainitoy the nature of internal curriculum
supervision in schools. Results on the above agediscussed below:

Results indicated that internal curriculum supeovisvas done. However, it was of a poor
quality as indicated by teachers (33.75% = disagme 62.5% = strongly disagree) and
principals (80% = disagree and 7% = strongly disagwith internal curriculum supervisors
having divided opinions on the matter. The situatieflected by the results above suggested
that school-based curriculum supervision was nieicéfely conducted in schools. However,
external curriculum supervisors were watching tlegetbpment in curriculum supervision
from a distance. Hence they had divided opiniontherissue.

In essence, the sentiments shown on the items omedtiabove suggested that the sole
application of internal curriculum supervision ichsols as a way of bringing about effective
teaching and learning is not ideal.

Primary school teachers, principals and externalic@lum supervisors were requested to
furnish the researcher information on the necesdiigternal curriculum supervision. Results
on this item are discussed below:

There was unanimous consensus with regard to tlessiy of internal curriculum
supervision in schools as the majority of primachaol teachers (72.5%) principals (86%)
and external curriculum supervisors (87%) sharedstime sentiments.

The following are given in support of internal coanlum: it can be in-built into the school
system and activities; criteria for evaluation aosveyed to teachers in time; anxiety and
fear associated with supervision are greatly redludecan ensure continuous evaluation;
follow-up sessions are easily conducted, and others

On the contrary, the following challenges were givey respondents pertaining to the
application of internal curriculum supervision: dkeof knowledge and skills for conducting
curriculum supervision by internal curriculum supsors; exclusion of external curriculum
supervisors could lead to lack of support by depant leading to a laissez faire attitude;
disloyal and resistant teachers could derail tloegss; favouritism towards certain teachers;
lack of commitment and seriousness, lack of uniftyrnm curriculum supervision; internal
curriculum supervisors committed to teaching amareg activities in classrooms.

In a nutshell, despite its anomalies, internal icuham supervision approach cannot be
totally obliterated as a means of enhancing effeatnonitoring and evaluation of teachers in

schools.
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All three categories of respondents were requegiechake recommendations on how to
improve curriculum supervision in primary schod®sults on the above item are interpreted
below:

The primary school teachers; principals and extesn@ervisors (56%, 65% and 81.5%
respectively) suggested that external and intesmaiculum supervision should complement
each other. Some other strategies of improvingmalecurriculum supervision given were:
workshops, seminars and conferences to be heldarggfior empowering educators with
knowledge and skills on curriculum supervisionnpipals and teachers to be allowed to do
classroom observations, self-evaluations be engedteobjective of curriculum supervision
be clearly spelt out to teachers and others.

The majority of respondents expressed a need teghating several positive aspects of
external curriculum supervision into internal caatum supervision approach as a way of
improving curriculum supervision in schools. Thearporation of external and internal
curriculum supervision approach would tap on pesitelements from both strategies
discarding all aspects considered negative.

Teachers, principals and external curriculum supers were requested to rank constraints
experienced in internal curriculum supervision an®ls (from 7 to 1) according to their
seriousness, with the most serious one assignem &y and the least serious given one (1).
Results on the above aspect are discussed below:

Results on constraints indicated by respondentsvstitat teachers consider bias and
nepotism by external curriculum supervisors (rankKg@das a major constraint in effective
application of internal curriculum supervision icheols. This view could emanate from lack
of professionalism portrayed by the current crogeaichers. Teachers also viewed lack of
experience, skills and knowledge by internal cuttion supervisors (ranked 6) as another
serious constraint. This situation could be atteduto lack of training on curriculum
supervisory matters experienced by teachers.

Principals regarded lack of workshops, seminars @nrderences (ranked 7) to be a major
hindrance in internal curriculum supervision. Tiwas coupled with shortage of time (ranked
6) as internal supervisors were educators who @xgpected to be committed to teaching and
learning activities in their classrooms. Principalso had managerial and administrative
commitments that debarred them from conductingiauum supervision. Principals also
considered curriculum supervision to be time conagnfior teachers (ranked 5). The view
expressed by principals could be due to the faat tbachers were expected to be engaged

with learners in classrooms. However, this situatiocould be curtailed if curriculum
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supervision was in-built within the framework ofhsols. An ideal curriculum supervision
system should be infused in the teaching learnimograms of the school.

External curriculum supervisors shared similar isegits with principals regarding lack of
workshops, seminars and conferences (ranked 7)uctew on curriculum supervision for
schools. External curriculum supervisors also abereid lack of support from internal
curriculum supervisors (ranked 6) as a serious tcaing. The view expressed by external
curriculum supervisors could be influenced by thet fthat both teachers and principals
considered visits by external curriculum supengdortheir schools as time consuming.

The above constraints in internal curriculum susémm, as put forward by primary school
teachers, principals and external curriculum supers prompted the researcher to conclude
that there were problems in the internal curriculaapervision approach. Therefore, the
Department of Education in the Limpopo Province Idonot rely solely on internal
curriculum supervision to bring about effective liyaeducation in schools.

While several findings were made during the couw$ehe study regarding curriculum

supervision, this section deals only with conclasithat are deemed significant in the study.

RESULTSPERTAINING TO EXTERNAL CURRICULUM SUPERVISORS

External curriculum supervisors dominated the fafldurriculum supervision. Despite some
challenges inherent in the strategy, external culwim supervision could not be utterly
discarded as a means of monitoring and assessiogeses.

External curriculum supervisors were not awarehefday to day curriculum implementation
problems experienced by teachers in schools.

Externally based curriculum supervisors concendratainly on routine inspections, devoting
little time in addressing classroom challengesdadmngteachers.

Irregular school visits by external curriculum siyisors failed to address challenges

experienced by teachers on a regular and continoasis.

Results Pertaining to Principals

Principals felt excluded from decision-making preses on curriculum supervision. They
considered decisions taken by the top echelonsaaaclputed on them as there was no
consultation that took place.
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Principals were also not comfortable with extermalriculum supervision. They cited some
challenges inherent in the system such as; timswuoimg, lack of transparency and irregular
school visits.

Principals strongly argued that teaching and legrrdid not improve due to efforts of

external curriculum supervisors alone. They statebject meetings with peers, cluster

meetings, hard work and dedication as contributacyors.

Results Pertaining to Teachers

Teachers considered themselves excluded from deeaisaking processes about curriculum
supervision. There was no consultation prior ® fibrmulation of curriculum supervision

policies.

Teachers rejected an exclusive application of eaecurriculum supervision in primary

schools as this approach was perceived to be hasamge challenges such as lack of
transparency, irregular school visitations, lackaliow-up mechanisms, results of evaluation
not well communicated to teachers timeously, aherst

Teachers viewed external curriculum supervision basng conducted by prescriptive

outsiders who did not exactly know what was tramsgiin the classrooms.

THE COLLABORATIVE CURRICULUM SUPERVISION MODEL

Findings from literature review and the field inalied that both external and internal
curriculum supervision approaches applied in thggore under study had some challenges.
On the basis of these findings, the study propasesdel of curriculum supervision which is
school-based and in-built within the operationahfework of the school.

The collaborate curriculum supervision approachpridfessionally guided and supported,
would be effective in promoting collaboration of tesnal and internal curriculum
supervisors. The infusion of external and intemmalriculum supervision strategies would
embrace tapping on positive aspects from both @ges for effective supervision structures
to be established in schools.

Each school should establish a school-based clunicusupervision team with an
experienced curriculum advisor at the helm. Thepgse of the curriculum supervision team
should be to organize and monitor all curriculurpeswisory activities. Inputs from teachers
would be accommodated. Such system of curriculuperwision would ensure continuous

assessment of teachers and would be open to magitoy outsiders. External curriculum
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supervisors would still play a crucial role as thveguld provide expert advice and conduct
seminars, conferences and workshops to school-basedulum advisors and curriculum
supervision teams.

The Collaborative Curriculum Supervision Model (M)Sshould be a school-based and in-
build into a school programme. The principal and fithool-based curriculum advisor are
responsible for coordinating all activities regaglicurriculum supervision in schools.
Internal curriculum advisors are assisted by therihal Curriculum Supervision Team as in
schools.

The Collaborative Curriculum Supervision Model (Q@Sshould be an integrative model.
As a result, there is an integration of efforts\Jayious individuals mentioned above. The
idea is to make the model more effective and maom@usive in its implementation,
coordination and monitoring process. Therefore, d@pproach to curriculum supervision
advocated for by the researcher is collaborativeature.

Regarding promotion, the ideal approach is to ohice it to the educators first. Shared
understanding of the model by educators is esdeRtiacators are expected to advocate for
the model on a day to day basis in the classrodnbottom-up approach is, therefore,
necessary for the collective ownership of the mdaeleducators. These would include
external curriculum advisors, curriculum developgrarents, politicians and other people
concerned with education.

In order to defray costs the promotion of the Gmilative Curriculum Supervision Model
(CCSM) could be done in workshops, seminars andrajhtherings so as to avoid holding
special meetings for such promotions. School-b&ediculum Advisors and their teams
should promote and popularize the CollaborativeriCulum Supervision Model in meetings
and workshops with colleagues, and parents. Issemtial for parents to understand the new
approach. Parental support is therefore necessarythe survival of the Collaborative

Curriculum Supervision Model.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The study recommended that the Department of Eguncat Limpopo Province revisits the
policy on curriculum supervision in order to esisibla collaborative curriculum supervision
approach whereby efforts of external and intermaticulum supervisors are integrated for
effective continuous monitoring process. Continuoom®nitoring and evaluation is

unanimously supported by scholars such as Dar€dl9]2Dipaola & Hoy (2008) and others.

14



In planning curriculum supervision, teachers thdueseshould draw up the agenda, identify
issues, establish the methodology of promotingcéffe teaching and learning, determine
follow-up procedures, and ways of incorporatingrtipgans to national policy. Annual plans
in curriculum supervision should be drawn by teaslleemselves.

Advanced courses on curriculum supervision shoelgiovided to school-based curriculum
teams and advisors by external curriculum supemisikperts.

External curriculum supervisors should provide timk between schools and circuits,
districts, province, national and internationalrezurium supervision experts and resources.
Principals should liaise with the circuits to iateé and monitor the process of curriculum
supervision in their schools when initiating théabfishment of the collaborative system of
curriculum supervision whereby efforts of exteraatl internal curriculum supervisors would

be harnessed for effective teaching and learnirigarclassrooms.

CONCLUSION

The collaborative approach to curriculum supervisihereby the efforts of external
supervisors, principals and teachers are integratesl hitherto unexplored in the province
and the country at large; therefore, the studysagad to fill this void.

The model presented here revolutionizes the pramfessrriculum supervision in schools for
better results. It also affirms the Outcomes-bdsauacation expectations whereby teaching,
learning and supervision thereof are locally basgter than centralized and employing a
top-down approach. It also provides mechanismgdotinuous monitoring and assessment

of teachers in schools.
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