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Abstract 

Public–private partnership (PPP) schools in the Western Cape, South Africa, are known as collaboration 

schools. The management of these schools is outsourced to private entities known as school operating partners 

and these are, inter alia, also contracted to provide support to teachers through continuing professional 

development (CPD). The CPD activities are meant to up-skill teachers to improve teaching and learning and 

ultimately, advance learner performance. Although this is a valid principle, there is a need to evaluate the CPD 

received by collaboration schools. This paper profiles CPD provided in PPP schools to add to the understanding 

of this new form of schooling that which has taken hold in the Western Cape. Data were collected in the form of 

questionnaires and in-depth individual interviews with school operating partners, Western Cape Education 

Department officials, school leadership, teachers, and school governing body members. An analysis of the 

gathered information reveals that CPD received by teachers tends to focus narrowly on teaching and learning, 

and lacks the provision of a broad, expansive, and holistic notion of education. It also indicates the need for a 

better understanding of how such schools provide professional development support for teachers, and the effects 

on the provision of equitable and quality education for all. 
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Introduction 

Globally, and in South Africa, governance reform in recent times has seen the introduction of 

public–private partnerships (PPPs) in education where the public sector integrates the private 

sector for the provision of services and management. There have been multiple forms of 

private involvement in public schooling that include the provision of schooling, educational 
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publishing, and production of standardised assessments (Winchip et al., 2019). This paper 

focuses on PPP schools in the South African context; they are known as collaboration schools 

in the Western Cape of South Africa. Given their newness in the field of education, much 

attention has been paid to the governance and management aspects, but far less to teachers 

and their professional development. This paper seeks to address this gap in knowledge.  

Internationally, the specific provision of schooling by PPPs has taken the form of charter 

schools in the United States, and academies in the United Kingdom (Green & Connery, 

2019). It was only in recent times that this phenomenon took root in Africa, namely, in 

Liberia and in South Africa (Gamedze, 2019; Romero et al., 2020). 

In the Western Cape, collaboration schools are owned by the state, whilst the management of 

the school is outsourced to a non-profit school operating partner (SOP; de Kock et al., 2018). 

This new form of public schooling was introduced by the Western Cape Education 

Department (WCED) in 2016 as a pilot project. The provincial government of the Western 

Cape subsequently legislatively institutionalised the collaboration school model through the 

Western Cape Provincial School Education Amendment Act 4, 2018 (Western Cape 

Government, 2018). The legislation provided the overarching governing framework for these 

schools by clearly stating that collaboration schools are to be conceived as public schools.  

The move towards PPP schools is often motivated by the argument that the public schooling 

system is failing. The arguments advanced for this failure are numerous, as described in 

literature (Languille, 2017; LaRocque & Sipahimalani-Rao, 2019), and include recurring 

themes such as teachers’ lack of content knowledge and the pedagogical skills to teach the 

curriculum—resulting in poor learner performance (Taylor, 2019). In addition, it has been 

argued that PPPs, through the professional support they offer, the pedagogies they adopt, and 

the manner in which they monitor teachers, are likely to cause a turnaround in these schools 

(Ark Schools, 2015; Collaboration School Pilot Office, 2017). In that context, we critically 

examine these arguments and the effects of PPPs. 

In a search to better understand the manner in which continuing professional development 

(CPD) is provided, a case study of two collaboration schools in South Africa was undertaken. 

As mentioned, SOPs are contracted to provide support to teachers through CPD activities 

designed to up-skill teachers and ultimately, improve learner performance. Whether this is 

indeed happening, needs to be assessed by detailing what is being offered and what the 

outcomes are. Currently, not much information is available on the topic and therefore this 

paper will focus on: “Who provides CPD?” “What kind of CPD is provided?” and “To what 

extent does the CPD provided meet teachers’ needs?” 

In addressing these questions, we begin the paper by contextualising the study and PPPs as 

well as providing literature on CPD. These sections are then followed by research 

methodology, findings, discussion, and conclusion sections. 
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Context of the study 

This paper is the first in a series of papers on a research project on PPPs in education 

undertaken by the Cape Peninsula University of Technology’s Centre for International 

Teacher Education with the rationale of understanding the experiences of teachers involved in 

PPPs. Eight collaboration schools participated in the project, and this paper focuses on CPD 

provided in two of the schools. Both are urban schools in disadvantaged areas, one being a 

high school and the other a primary school. 

The CPD model (Figure 1) used by SOPs in the selected collaboration schools includes 

training and coaching. The approach to CPD in these schools is based on the philosophy of 

Get Better Faster by Bambrick-Santoyo (2016) to culminate in the ultimate goal of 

exemplary teaching. This form of CPD is drawn from the charter school system established in 

the United States. The model uses training and coaching to entrench the philosophy within 

the culture of the school. 

Figure 1 

Model of CPD applied in majority collaboration schools 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is within the context of collaboration schools that we will be mapping the forms of CPD. 

Contextualisation of PPPs 

The PPP model we are discussing in this paper describes the situation where the state 

devolves education authority to a private actor. The original purpose of this schooling model 

was to improve the quality of teaching and learning, thus improving learner outcomes in 

disadvantaged communities (Feldman, 2020; Hutchings & Francis, 2018). Globally, these 

models are found in America, the United Kingdom, and Liberia. Charter schools in the 

United States are publicly funded schools managed by private entities. However, they differ 

from traditional public schools with regard to their accountability procedures, admissions 

policies, and contracts with teachers (Cohodes & Parham, 2021). Regarding accountability, 

charter schools are allowed more operational autonomy because they are exempt from state 

and local regulations by comparison with traditional public schools (Baude et al., 2019; 
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Sowell, 2020). This has led to fraud and the abuse of state funds in many United States 

schools (Burris & Bryant, 2019).  

Academy schools in the United Kingdom are independent schools, funded by the state and 

managed outside local authority oversight (Eyles & Machin, 2019). It is interesting to note 

that almost all academies were previously state-run schools that have been converted or taken 

over and are now managed by school sponsors (Eyles & Machin, 2019). However, teachers in 

these schools are subjected to bureaucratic compliance and professional accountability 

(Brown, 2023). This has often resulted in increased workload, greater dissatisfaction, and loss 

of the teachers’ voices (Brown, 2023). 

The Liberian PPP schools model is known as partnership schools. In this model, private 

contractors are responsible for managing the school and providing professional development 

for teachers (Shakeel, 2018). However, the government owns the schools and is responsible 

for the maintenance of school buildings. In addition, the government pays the salary of one 

teacher per grade (Shakeel, 2018). Klees (2017) was not in agreement with the PPP schools 

model of Liberia; he argued that the government continues to retain a number of statutory 

powers and should be more effective in driving the necessary reforms in education. Such 

reforms include making changes to the curriculum, ensuring smaller class sizes, and training 

teachers. 

Collaboration school is the term used to describe PPP schooling in South Africa. These 

schools are owned by the state whilst the management of the school is outsourced to a non-

profit SOP (de Kock et al., 2018). This model of schooling is seen as a solution for 

supporting underperforming schools in the Western Cape (Collaboration School Pilot Office, 

2017) and thus improving the quality of education in those public schools (Schäfer, 2016). 

SOPs are contracted to provide high-performing support that focuses on educator 

development and school improvement in order to improve educational outcomes (Feldman, 

2020).  

The above paragraphs contextualise the increasing involvement of the different forms of PPP 

schools in the Global North and South. Emerging research has been either supportive of, or 

shown the benefits of PPPs (Baum, 2018; Helmy et al., 2020). However, there is a growing 

body of scholars raising a number of concerns about these PPPs. These scholars have raised 

questions about cost effectiveness, equity, and accountability (Verger & Moscetti, 2017). 

Scholars have also queried the ambiguity of the notion of PPP schools, and argued that PPPs 

are a form of the privatisation of public schooling, undermining the right to quality education 

for all as a public good (Spreen & Vally, 2014). Much of this research has focused on the 

governance of PPP schools and its effects; less attention has been paid to teachers and, in 

particular to CPD, which this paper addresses. The next section turns to a review of literature 

on CPD, which this paper reports on in relation to PPP collaboration schools in South Africa. 
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Literature on CPD 

Research and policy have both drawn attention to the importance of CPD (Howell & Sayed, 

2018; Tuli, 2017). This is also the case in South Africa where several policies attest to the 

importance of CPD, including the Integrated Strategic Planning Framework for Teacher 

Education and Development (Department of Higher Education and Training, 2011). CPD is 

important because it supports lifelong learning (Howell & Sayed, 2018; Mestry, 2017), 

improves knowledge and skills (Popova et al., 2018), and supports equitable and quality 

education (Howell & Sayed, 2018).

There are multiple models of understanding CPD, and this paper looks at the models of Borg 

and Ingvarson. Borg’s model (2018) uses input, process, and output in relation to what is 

provided, how it is delivered, and what res

framework as a basis, this paper considers who provides CPD, what kind of CPD is provided, 

and to what extent it meets the teachers’ needs. Adding to this framework, we also use 

Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model o

ways in which CPD programmes impact teachers: knowledge, practices, pedagogies, and 

efficacy. This model also includes three components as key indicators, namely, background 

variables, structural features, and opportunities to learn.

Figure 2 

Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model of understanding CPD

 

Background variables that play a significant role include the size of the school and the 

support it offers. Structural features of CPD programmes comprise th
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and Ingvarson. Borg’s model (2018) uses input, process, and output in relation to what is 
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framework as a basis, this paper considers who provides CPD, what kind of CPD is provided, 

and to what extent it meets the teachers’ needs. Adding to this framework, we also use 

Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model of understanding CPD. Figure 2 shows that there are four 

ways in which CPD programmes impact teachers: knowledge, practices, pedagogies, and 

efficacy. This model also includes three components as key indicators, namely, background 

ures, and opportunities to learn. 

Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model of understanding CPD 
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support it offers. Structural features of CPD programmes comprise the duration of activities 

meaning that all teachers need to participate, that is, 

compulsory participation. Opportunity to learn refers to learning being collaborative and 
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practice. These key indicators are requisite for quality CPD that results in benefits such as 

improved teacher knowledge, practice, student learning, and efficacy (Sayed et al., 2022).

In the context of this paper, it is important to recognise what effective CPD is, and which was 

Hammond et al. (2017, p. 2) as “structured professional learning that 

results in changes in teacher practices and improvements in student learning outcomes.”

to various elements as important for quality and effective CPD, 
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which include frequent professional development, a clear focus on improving classroom 

pedagogy, and an enabling policy environment (Coburn, 2016; Hardy et al., 2018; Popova et 

al., 2018). Further, such research has pointed to effective CPD as focusing on teachers as 

adult learners and being provided by quality and expert facilitators (Darling-Hammond et al., 

2017; Popova et al., 2018). Further, effective CPD should contain concrete goals and be more 

practical than theoretical in nature (Popova et al., 2018), and allow for reflective practice and 

feedback (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). Reflection and feedback, critical components of 

adult learning theory, are seen as the two most powerful tools of effective CPD (Darling-

Hammond et al., 2017). They mean that teachers would be able to apply the pedagogical 

knowledge and skills they obtained to the context of their school classrooms (Popova et al., 

2018). Training offered by the experts should also be targeted, repeated, and coupled with 

coaching because training followed by coaching is more likely to yield continuous 

pedagogical gains (Conn, 2017; Wolf & Peele, 2019; World Bank, 2017). Targeted, in this 

context, means that it should be subject specific because the pedagogies of subjects differ.  

However, CPD in the PPP schools model has been found to be rigorously scripted, and the 

training thereof prescribed (Sutcliffe, 2019). This often results in routine classroom 

application, and such an approach reduces the agential expression of teachers because it is 

compliance-driven and regulatory (Sayed & Soudien, 2021). This correlates with research 

done by Johns and Sosibo (2019) who found that teachers felt the CPD was compliance-

driven and that policy implementation was forced upon them.  

It is a flawed model of CPD that drives such an approach because it provides teachers with a 

narrow and limited range of skills that are constantly monitored (Sayed & Soudien, 2021). 

The fact that teachers have negative attitudes towards the CPD cannot be avoided. Such 

attitudes are derived from the activities being compulsory, single-session encounters 

organised by officials or administrators. In the process, the individual teachers’ needs are not 

considered (Yurtseven, 2017). Furthermore, it has been found that when teachers are engaged 

with respect for their opinions and ideas, and context is considered, CPD has a positive effect 

on learner results (Popova et al., 2018). The involvement of the teacher in CPD cannot be 

overstated. According to Singh (2011), teachers must be involved in their professional 

development and they must understand the importance thereof. In addition, CPD is only 

effective if teachers are motivated to use the knowledge and skills they have gained. This 

happens when they take responsibility for, and are committed to, a desire to change 

(Makovec, 2018). 

The above review of the literature pointed to the growing phenomenon of PPPs as a form of 

education provision and the scholarship associated with that. It also reviewed CPD, which 

forms the basis of the findings reported in relation to PPP collaboration schools in South 

Africa. Specifically, the review confirms that what is required is examination to understand 

who provides CPD, what kind of CPD is provided, and to what extent the CPD meets 

teachers’ needs.  
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Research methods 

Two collaboration schools were identified to be part of this case study. The methodology 

applied in gathering information to map the CPD provided in these schools followed a 

qualitative and a quantitative approach. A questionnaire survey collected quantitative data, 

while individual interviews were employed to determine qualitative findings. 

Participants and setting 

The schools participating in the study were two collaboration schools in the Western Cape, 

South Africa. One school was a primary school, and the other a high school—each being in a 

different school district and managed by different SOPs. Both schools were no fee schools in 

impoverished communities of the Western Cape. 

The participants identified for interviewing were purposefully selected and comprised of 

school teachers and school leaders. The teachers were chosen by considering their 1) age, 2) 

gender, 3) race, 4) qualifications, 5) teaching experience, and 6) subject/phase specialisation. 

The population sample included eight teachers (four from each school), and four school 

leaders (two from each school—the principal and one other). 

Data collection and analysis 

Before the research project could start, certain administrative and ethical issues had to be 

attended to. These included gaining permission from the WCED to conduct the research, and 

receiving ethical clearance from the Cape Peninsula University of Technology. In addition, 

permission was gained from the SOPs and the schools to participate in the study. All 

participants were informed of the purpose of the study, of their rights, and given the 

assurance of anonymity. The teachers and school leaders also signed consent forms stating 

their voluntarily participation. 

The research then commenced with a piloted questionnaire survey administered to all 

teachers in the two schools with regard to the form and content of the professional 

development offered to them in order to improve student learning outcomes. The data 

received were analysed using the IBM SPSS (28.1) statistical package. The second phase of 

the research followed with the collection of qualitative data. This was done by means of in-

depth individual interviews. Subsequently, the qualitative data were analysed using thematic 

analysis. 

Findings 

From the analysis of both the quantitative and qualitative data, three sections emerged, 

namely, provision and content of CPD, limited form of CPD, and developmental needs of 

teachers. Prior to a discussion of these sections, it is useful to gain a perspective of how these 

sections relate to Borg’s (2018) model: input (provision and content of CPD), process 
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(limited form of CPD), output, which is the result of the process (to what extent does CPD 

provided meet teacher’s needs).  

Provision and content of CPD 

The providers of CPD are responsible for driving the CPD, thus it is of importance that we 

identify them. Table 1 presents an outline of this.  

The survey data revealed that out of the 57 (n = 57) respondents, 43 indicated that the SOP 

arranged for or provided CPD, 23 indicated that it was arranged by the government (WCED), 

and one indicated that it was arranged or provided by coaches from the SOP. The term 

“frequency” in the context of this paper refers to the number of responses (respondents could 

select more than one response). 

Table 1 

Providers of CPD (n = 57 respondents who could select more than one option) 

 Frequency 

Outside experts arranged by the SOP 43 

Outside experts arranged by the government (WCED) 23 

Experienced teachers at the school 19 

Principal 23 

Subject head 15 

Teacher union 2 

University 1 

Professional subject association 6 

SOP 4 

Coaches from SOP 1 

 

It is evident that the SOP takes the lead when it comes to providing CPD, specifically the 

outsourcing to experts. Coaches, however, provided the least CPD. Furthermore, the data 

suggest that the government (WCED) and school principals are also actively involved. This is 

consistent with Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model where background variables such as school 

sector and school support play a significant role in providing CPD. The provision of CPD 

requires a theory of action in which school leaders (in this case the principal and SOP) 

support teachers in engaging with quality CPD (Tooley & Connally, 2019).  

Table 2 reflects the focus/content of CPD programmes offered to teachers, and the usefulness 

thereof. This quantitative data reveals that fewer teachers attended CPD programmes 

involving psycho-social matters. These are issues such as special needs, dealing with 

violence, and teacher well-being. Teachers attended more programmes focusing on 
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assessment of learning, positive disciplinary approaches and classroom management. It is 

evident that the focus of programmes is on how teachers can manage their classrooms 

effectively. Less time was spent on teacher well-being and psycho-social matters.  

Table 2 

Focus/content and usefulness of CPD programmes attended by teachers (n = 57 respondents who could choose more than 

one option) 

 Highest value of usefulness 

Focus of CPD programme Frequency Not at all Useful Very 

useful 

How to use assessment for 

learning 

32  17  

How to use positive disciplinary 

approaches 

26  15  

How to manage my classroom 

effectively 

33   16 

How to foster an inclusive 

classroom 

17   8 

How to manage learners with 

special needs 

8 4   

How to promote social cohesion 

in and through my teaching 

8 5   

How to use and integrate 

technology in the classroom 

23  6  

How to look after my well-being 4  2  

How to deal with trauma in my 

teaching 

9  3  

How to teach learners to respect 

and care for each other 

12 4 4  

How to guide learners who 

display violent behaviours 

8   4 

How to support learners who are 

victims of violence 

6   3 

How to work with other teachers 

to create a good teaching 

environment at school 

20  7  

How to encourage parents to 

support their child/ren’s learning 

16  10  

How to engage with the 

community on educational 

matters 

7   3 
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 Highest value of usefulness 

Focus of CPD programme Frequency Not at all Useful Very 

useful 

How to work better with the 

school or district-based learner 

support teams to support learners 

experiencing barriers to learning 

or with special needs in my class 

13  4 4 

 

Regarding the highest value of usefulness, teachers were of the opinion that the CPD they 

received in relation to teaching and learning was either useful or very useful. This can be 

interpreted as meaning that what was learned during the activities could be applied in their 

classrooms. This is consistent with the views of Cole (2018) and Conn (2017) that the 

benefits of CPD include improved lesson planning, improved classroom management, and 

improved relations with learners, ultimately influencing learner performance. It must be 

noted that some teachers did not complete the highest value of usefulness section. This 

section is thus incomplete and no comprehensive conclusions can be derived from it. 

According to the World Bank (2017) report, the content of CPD programmes needs to be 

targeted and subject specific because subjects have different pedagogies. This was not 

evident in the qualitative data, which reveals that the focus of CPD programmes is 

predominately on teaching and learning, as was expressed by a teacher at School 2: “Focus of 

our CPD programme is mostly on teaching and learning.” We also found that the 

programmes did not focus on content or subject-specific knowledge. The principal from 

School l stated: “CPD programmes are not based on content.” 

A newly qualified teacher at the same school elaborated on this by commenting that the 

content of programmes was generic, for example, lesson planning, assessment, classroom 

management, data driven instruction, and the development of cognitive thinking. Further, a 

more experienced teacher at School 1 was of the opinion that the CPD programme lacked the 

fostering of critical thinking in children.  

In School 2, the focus and content of the CPD programme did not only focus on the 

prescribed philosophy, but included a variety of topics. Teacher 2 mentioned: 

We have done ICT workshops, we have had external experts come in to teach how to 

use Google, we have done mental health workshops, we have done a communication 

workshop, we have had the district psychologist come in to come and talk about the 

problem, how do I identify learners who have been through abuse, and how to identify 

learners who are going through trauma and how to respond appropriately. 

The data suggest that the focus and content of CPD programmes was more inclusive in 

School 2, indicating that the operating partner was more flexible and considered the context 

of the school. 
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Limited form of CPD 

Both schools and SOPs implemented the same philosophy, based on the books, Teach Like a 

Champion” by Lemov (2014) and Get Better Faster by Bambrick-Santoyo (2016). The 

philosophy involves two trajectories as a school management team (SMT) member at School 

1 explained: 

The CPD model is based on two trajectories namely, rigour, and management. 

Management trajectory—about learning and behaviour (how they behave and what 

you must do/say). Rigor trajectory—this is the thinking process, you must get children 

to think in this way for example, “do now,” “I do,” “We do,” and “you do.” 

In that utterance, the teacher used the words “you must,” which may mean that teachers are 

mandated to follow a prescribed and scripted approach. Sayed & Soudien (2021) also referred 

to this as a routine application wherein the agential space of teachers is reduced and CPD 

becomes compliance-driven—you must.  

Furthermore, school leaders expressed different opinions about the implementation of these 

philosophies in their schools. Some concurred with what the teachers had to say, and 

expressed feelings that the philosophies were prescriptive and scripted. To illustrate this 

point, the principal from School 1 stated: 

CPD programmes are based on two books, two bibles namely, Teach like a Champion 

and Get Better Faster . . . it’s artificial, it’s imposed. 

With that assertion, the principal was suggesting that the implementation of the philosophy 

was rigid, allowing no room for deviation. She also implied that the CPD was not real, in 

other words there is a hidden agenda. According to Sayed and Soudien (2021), CPD may 

become compliance-driven and regulatory. The deputy principal at the same school concurred 

that the CPD model was very mechanical. Unfortunately, compliance and regulatory driven 

CPD has left teachers feeling that CPD is just a tick-box exercise where things are forced 

upon them and they not are treated as professionals (Johns & Sosibo, 2019). 

In contrast, a SMT member at School 2 felt that the implementation of the philosophy at their 

school allowed for deviation and was flexible: 

Get Better Faster, which is a metric made up by someone in the UK or the USA, so 

it’s not entirely appropriate, but there are a whole bunch of techniques there that we 

try and incorporate. 

The SMT member was implying that they only used the techniques appropriate to their 

school’s context. He also highlighted that the approach or philosophy was not specific to the 

South African schooling context, thus they chose what to apply in their school. As noted by 

Popova et al. (2018), school context plays an important role when designing CPD 

programmes because the content of these programmes needs to fit the context.  
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With regards to what kind of CPD is provided, it was evident from the data that both schools 

and SOP’s used training followed by coaching as a form of CPD. These opportunities to learn 

coincide with Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model in which learning is collaborative and inclusive 

of follow-up sessions. Table 3 indicates the teachers’ views about the coaching/instructional 

support they receive. The majority of responses in the survey data indicated that teachers 

agreed with the coaching support they received. Of the 57 respondents (n = 57), 25 strongly 

agreed that the coach had extensive knowledge about teaching, 26 responses strongly agreed 

that the coach was able to model practices and 23 responses strongly agreed that the coach 

had significant experience of being a teacher. 

Table 3 

Teachers’ views about coaching/instructional support received (n = 57 respondents) 

 Frequency 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 

Not 

applicable 

The coach/instructor has 

extensive knowledge about 

teaching. 

 2  18 25  

The coach/instructor is able to 

model the practices I am 

expected to introduce in my 

classroom. 

  19 26  

The coach/instructor has 

significant experience of being a 

teacher. 

 3  18 23  

The coach/instructor provides 

the support I need for my 

teaching. 

 4  17 24  

The coach/instructor is 

approachable and friendly. 

 1  17 26 1 

The coach/instructor is available 

for any support I need as a 

teacher. 

 4 17 23 1 

The coach/instructor follows up 

on any training that he/she 

provided. 

  20 24  

The coach/instructor understands 

the context of my teaching. 

 3 19 23 1 

The coach/instructor provides 

me with resources to improve 

my teaching. 

 

1 6 19 18  
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 Frequency 

Statement Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 

agree 

Not 

applicable 

The coach/instructor understands 

my professional development 

needs as teacher. 

1 1 19 23  

 

According to the above-mentioned quantitative data, the teachers valued the 

coaching/instructional support they receive at schools. Coaches were qualified, friendly, and 

able to model expected practices that teachers were expected to introduce into their 

classrooms. As noted by Darling-Hammond et al. (2017), facilitators of CPD need to be 

experts in subject matter and be able to guide teachers in the contexts of their classrooms.  

The qualitative data affirmed the modality of CPD. Experienced teachers at both schools 

stated that teachers had to attend training sessions followed by weekly visits from coaches. 

Teacher 3 (School 1) stated:   

Coaches come and watch your lesson and then give you feedback. You have a week to 

practice what you have to improve on. Next time they visit your classroom they want 

to see that you improved.  

This is consistent with the views of the World Bank report (2017) that CPD programmes need 

to be repeated and followed up with coaching sessions. Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) also 

identified reflection and feedback as key elements of effective CPD that allow teachers to 

adapt their teaching practices. Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model referred to creating 

opportunities to learn, and one such opportunity is providing feedback on practice. 

As previously mentioned, the CPD programme focused on topics such as lesson planning, 

assessment, and classroom management. Many workshops are repeated, as stated by an 

experienced teacher at School 2: 

So again, we have a routine, we have a programme, I’m a little annoyed because I feel 

like we’re doing the same thing for the fifth time but there are new teachers who need 

it so that’s not . . . it’s not on me and reinforcement is good. (Teacher 3) 

It is evident that the repetition of workshop topics can lead to frustration and be demotivating, 

and some teachers might even think it a waste of time (especially teachers who have longer 

service at the school). Teacher motivation plays an integral part in the implementation of 

effective CPD; if teachers are not motivated they are less likely to apply the knowledge and 

skills gained during a CPD session (Makovec, 2018). 

Training sessions at both schools were facilitated weekly by SOP coaches and were 

compulsory for teachers to attend. This is consistent with Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) view that 

when structured, CPD needs to include collaborative participation. However, in the study by 

Johns and Sosibo (2019), teachers viewed compulsory attendance as something that was 
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forced upon them, resulting in them feeling demotivated and not being treated as 

professionals. Yurtseven (2017) asserted that negative attitudes are derived from activities 

being compulsory.  

In addition to the training, all staff members at both schools received instructional support 

through coaching. The coaches were qualified teachers with a minimum of five years 

teaching experience and appointed by the SOP. Coaching provided by the SOP was based on 

the books Teach Like a Champion (Lemov, 2014) and Get Better Faster (Bambrick-Santoyo, 

2016). The model of coaching, however, was found to be mostly prescriptive and scripted as 

stated by the following participant: 

Coaching model is prescriptive, scripted and controlling—policing of professional 

teachers. (SMT, School 1) 

A post Level 1 teacher at the same school concurred that many teachers did not enjoy 

coaching because it was prescriptive and predictable. She elaborated that by prescriptive, she 

meant very rigid, scripted, and controlling: “You were told what to say and your practices 

were checked on.” This is consistent with the views of Sayed and Soudien (2021) that 

prescribed coaching becomes compliance-driven and regulatory. Therefore, this approach to 

CPD is flawed because teachers are provided with a narrow range of skills and are constantly 

being monitored (Sayed & Soudien, 2021).  

A more experienced teacher at the same school (School 1), did not agree with the approach of 

being observed and evaluated. She said: 

Coaching—when the coach observes, “I dance to their tune” when they leave, I do my 

own thing. (Teacher 1) 

Not all teachers like being observed and evaluated, some (as seen above) may see it as a top-

down approach organised by management (Yurtseven, 2017) and thus have a defiant or 

negative attitude. 

A newly qualified teacher at the same school indicated that the coaching model did not 

include how to assist learners with barriers to learning. This she found to be very frustrating 

because she required guidance regarding barriers to learning. 

Commenting on the training and coaching teachers received, a SMT member at School 2 

said: 

There’s a lot of development and space for exploration and how you use your coach 

and develop with your coach is entirely how much effort you put into it. Across the 

last four years, we’ve changed a lot and we’ve grown and we’ve developed, we have 

improved our classroom behaviour. 



90    Journal of Education, No. 92, 2023 

 

The data suggest that teachers experienced the modality differently in both schools. School 1 

tended to be more prescribed and scripted while at School 2 the approach was more flexible, 

and experiences positive. 

Teachers’ CPD needs 

Table 4 represents how the developmental needs of teachers were identified. The data 

revealed that out of the 57 (n = 57) responses, nine indicated that developmental needs were 

identified through Quality Management System (QMS) a teacher management system 

adopted by the WCED, 46 through instructional coaching and 11 based on learner results. 

Table 4 

Identification of teachers’ developmental needs (n = 57 respondents) 

 Frequency 

Developmental needs are identified through QMS. 9 

Developmental needs are identified through instructional 

coaching. 

46 

Developmental needs are identified by teachers themselves. 22 

Developmental needs are identified through discussions with line 

managers/heads of department/subject heads. 

29 

Developmental needs are based on learner results. 11 

 

It is apparent that instructional coaching plays a dominant role in the identification of 

teachers’ developmental needs, while QMS was of much less significance in this regard. 

However, the qualitative findings reveal that the developmental needs of teachers in School 2 

were identified through their personal growth plans, which were derived from appraisals 

based on coaching and the school improvement plan. The latter plays a significant and 

integral role in enhancing school development. As disclosed by a SMT member at School 2: 

The school improvement plan of the operating partner is so in-depth and it’s so 

detailed and it’s so specific. It has eight or nine versions across the year, as we 

continuously reflect and update and adjust, it is a living document, as opposed the 

WCED school improvement plan, which is historically done in November, distributed 

and filed. 

In the light of the above statement, it is clear that the identification of developmental needs is 

done consultatively with the SOP and SMT, but excludes teachers. This top-down approach 

yields negative attitudes towards CPD because the individual developmental needs of 

teachers are ignored (Yurtseven, 2017). This practice seems to be characteristic within PPP 

schooling models as is seen in the academies model where the voice of teachers is limited 

(Brown, 2023).  
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However, in School 1, coaches play an integral role in identifying developmental needs. A 

head of department at the school said: 

Developmental needs of teachers are identified by SOP coaches. Coaches meet and 

give feedback to the head of education (SOP), if they identify that five teachers don’t 

have their entry routine right, they might do another workshop on entry routine. 

Another teacher at School 1 concurred: 

The SOP appraisal includes a personal growth plan—which is based on coaching and 

the coach’s evaluation of the teacher. So, the teacher is excluded from identifying 

their own developmental needs—needs are prescribed. 

Evidently, the identification of developmental needs presents challenges, especially for 

teachers given that it excludes their voices. As noted by Popova et al. (2018) and Singh 

(2011), teachers need to be involved in the identification of developmental needs because if 

they are engaged on their opinions and ideas, CPD has a positive effect on learner results 

(Popova et al., 2018). 

Discussion  

The following points form the basis for this discussion, namely, who provides CPD and what 

kind of CPD is provided, and to what extent does the CPD provided meet teachers’ needs?  

Who provides CPD and what is provided? 

The evidence provided in the previous section suggests that teachers received sufficient 

support and opportunities to learn. It was encouraging to find that the SOP and WCED were 

the main providers of these programmes. This is significant because it shows that school 

managers recognise the importance of developing staff to improve teaching and learning. 

Background variables such as school support and school sector support play a significant role 

in the provision of CPD according to Ingvarson et al.’s (2003) model.  

Although both schools used the same philosophy, each school implemented it differently. At 

School 1, teachers were mandated to implement a prescribed and scripted approach as per the 

books of Bambrick-Santoyo (2016) and Lemov (2014). However, as Sayed and Soudien 

(2021) cautioned, this routine application can become compliance-driven, resulting in the 

agential space of teachers being reduced and the pedagogy employed being restricted. When 

that happens, teachers lose their innovative spirit and teaching becomes mechanical (as one 

teacher alluded to). SOPs thus should review their approach to pedagogy and allow for more 

innovation in the classroom, thus giving the classroom back to the teacher. 

School 2, by contrast, applied a flexible approach of implementation, in which elements of 

the philosophy were applied according to the context of the school. The school thus took 

ownership of the philosophy by customising it rather than imposing a philosophy that did not 
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fully apply to their context. According to Popova et al. (2018) context plays an important role 

when implementing CPD.  

Moreover, School 2 was more flexible because it considered the context of the school when 

deciding on content. It was encouraging to learn that those teachers found the CPD sessions 

to be very useful because they could apply their knowledge and skills to the classroom. This 

would ensure improved lesson planning, classroom management, and teacher–student 

relationships Cole (2018) and Conn (2017). However, according to the World Bank (2017) 

the content of CPD programmes also needs to be targeted, that is, be subject specific because 

the pedagogies of subjects differ. Unfortunately, this is lacking in current CPD programmes 

offered because the approach to pedagogy is generic and not subject specific. 

Regarding the form of CPD provided, the evidence showed that both schools adopted training 

and coaching as vehicles of development. Although programmes do need to be repeated and 

followed up with coaching (World Bank, 2017), the repetition of compulsory training can 

become frustrating for more experienced teachers. Ingvarson et al. (2003) supported 

compulsory attendance and referred to it as collaborative participation. However, we are of 

the opinion that this approach is problematic because it can culminate in demotivated 

teachers with negative attitudes towards CPD—often resulting in learned pedagogy not being 

applied in the classroom. 

To what extent does the CPD provided meet teachers’ needs? 

Regarding the identification of CPD needs, it became clear from the data that teachers were 

excluded from the process and a top-down approach was evident in both schools. In School 1, 

the coaches identified developmental needs when evaluating the practices of teachers during 

coaching sessions. In School 2, the SMT and the SOP identified needs through the detailed 

school improvement plan. Thus, developmental needs were disconnected from individual 

teachers’ developmental needs. These practices of identifying developmental needs are 

concerning because literature has revealed that in order for CPD to be effective, teachers need 

to be involved in this practice (Popova et al., 2018; Singh, 2011). According to those 

researchers, if teachers are engaged and their ideas and views are considered, CPD has a 

positive effect on learner results. 

The data also disclosed that in both schools the teachers generally valued the coaching 

support they received and regarded the coaches as being friendly, qualified, and able to model 

the practices they were expected to implement in practice. However, some teachers did not 

enjoy coaching because they found it to be predictable and prescriptive. This is problematic 

because coaching should not contain either of these elements. Furthermore, this approach to 

coaching provides teachers with a narrow range of skills—and they are constantly monitored 

(Sayed & Soudien, 2021). This means that the SOP and coaches restricted innovation in the 

classroom, were not collaborative in their approach to coaching, and were regulating teachers 

(prescriptive) and conditioning learners (predictable). 
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Conclusion 

The purpose of this article was to map the form of CPD provided in PPP collaboration 

schools. The results show that restrictive characteristics of PPP schooling models may 

already be evident in the South African model because teachers are subjected to bureaucratic 

compliance and regulated professional accountability. This manifested through the actions of 

the main providers of CPD (SOPs), the content of CPD being prescribed and scripted, and 

teachers not being involved in the identification of developmental needs. Clearly, the 

approach adopted in the provision of CPD was restrictive and limited, and robbed the 

teachers of agency. In light of the above, it is recommended that policy makers and providers 

of CPD take cognisance that CPD is something we do with teachers, not to teachers—

meaning, that teachers need to be included in all aspects of CPD provision. Furthermore, 

SOPs should rethink their approach of scripted and prescribed pedagogy and be more flexible 

in order to promote teacher agency. It is also recommended that further empirical research be 

done pertaining to the outcomes of the CPD model, namely, the impact that CPD has on 

learner achievement and improved pedagogy within a South African context. The findings of 

this study are significant for policy makers and implementers of programmes because they 

could help to shape and improve CPD in PPP collaboration schools. Finally, this study has 

contributed to existing knowledge of PPPs in education, specifically with respect to the 

provision of CPD. 
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