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Executive Summary  
Project Background 

BRIDGE’s School Principals’ Community of Practice (CoP) project has been funded by the Anglo 

American Chairman’s Fund since its inception in 2011.  

The Principals’ Community of Practice (CoP) is a process for bringing principals together to improve 

leadership, ownership and the overall efficiency and effectiveness of running schools.  After 

discussions with Districts, schools are identified and principals approached to become part of a CoP.  

Two CoPs were originally set up by BRIDGE, one in the Ekurhuleni North district of Gauteng Province 

and one in Bodibe in the Bojanala district of North West Province. BRIDGE completed its activity in 

the North West and Western Cape in 2012, and in 2013 it formed a second Gauteng CoP in Tsakane, 

Gauteng East. Consequently, BRIDGE currently runs two CoPs for principals in Gauteng, one in 

Ekurhuleni North and one in Gauteng East. The Ekurhuleni North CoP (9 primary school principals) is 

in Wattville/Actonville, and the Gauteng East CoP (9 primary school principals) is in Tsakane and its 

surrounds.  

The two CoPs are progressing well and the Ekurhuleni North group has been identified as a winning 

CoP by the District, which invites the principals to talk about what the CoP is doing and how their 

schools have changed.  The CoP appears to be an integral part of the District reporting structure and 

there is great interest in hearing about progress. 

Note: The Bodibe CoP (12 schools – secondary, middle and primary) in Bodibe District, North West, 

was disbanded after the District went into a restructuring process which had a direct impact on all 

schools but, specifically, on two Bodibe schools that were to change from Middle to a Primary and a 

Secondary school.  This in turn disrupted District development as a whole and the ability of all 

schools to work together. 

Project Aims 

The aim of principals’ communities of practice is to support school principals to work together to 

become empowered and central agents in the improvement of teaching and learning and ultimately 

the school as a whole. BRIDGE works with principals as the success of a school is so dependent on 

the quality of its principal. There are, of course, many other factors in the making of an adequate 

school, but a good principal will make the most of these factors, whether enhancing them or dealing 

with them when they are problematic. Furthermore, international and local research and experience 

provide strong support for appreciating the importance of effective school principals.  

Model for CoPs  

The concept of a CoP setting its own agenda and working in a collective way towards solving school 

issues is an ideal that BRIDGE believes that all CoPs should follow.  However, the reality is that the 

CoP needs a framework into which to place the agendas and issues so that they can see where their 

schools fit within a holistic picture.  With this in mind, the following diagram was given to the CoPs 

as one against which the facilitator could guide the CoP to reflect their school challenges and the 

way forward. 
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Figure 1: Areas for Whole School Improvement 

 

This framework is underpinned by certain guiding principles: 

 The CoP is a central body which brings together collective wisdom of school principals; 

 Principals are central to any change process in schools; 

 Principals need to feel confident to lead and to make decisions; 

 The Whole School Improvement (WSI) Plan is a district requirement and needs to be central 

to the principals’ thinking; 

 The Whole School Evaluation (WSE) process is how District’s evaluate the progress of 

schools and therefore should be considered when looking at issues; 

 Positive change in schools is encouraged and this is impacted on by policy, the context in 

which the schools operate, the ethos in the school and the values held by all school 

stakeholders. 

 Learner achievement, in all aspects, is what schooling is about. 

Theory of Change  

The project’s theory of change is that a school principals’ participation in a CoP enhances his or her 

leadership through on-going reflection and engagement and that collective problem-solving and 

support is the catalyst for individual empowerment. The approach emphasises that CoPs first need 

to be established as a safe space for exchange. Some meetings and a period of time are necessary 

before trust and ownership are likely to emerge as trust and ownership take time. Once the CoPs are 

established and start functioning, members are guided by the facilitator to explore issues, 

opportunities and challenges in the schools that they lead. The intention is to start identifying 
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projects, activities, or processes through which some of these could be addressed – either in 

individual schools, or as a collaborative through the CoP.  Once the issues and possible solutions are 

identified, the CoP needs to draw on relevant human, social, institutional, economic and natural 

capital at the disposal of the individual principals and their schools, as well as their collective 

resources and powers. These resources help the principals as individuals, and the CoP as a collective, 

to become aware of their own capacity in relation to the issues discussed. They then start an 

iterative process of developing solutions to their problems and challenges, undertake the necessary 

steps to execute the solutions and use new capacity to address their issues and problems. Through 

the iterative repeating of multiple cycles which lead towards the successful execution of project and 

plans, the community of practice becomes stronger – not only because the individual members of 

the community have been strengthened but also because the community as a whole has been 

bolstered.  

This Evaluation  

This post-hoc evaluation set out to answer four questions based on data that could be compiled at 

the end of 2013 such as attendance registers, a sense of community and social network survey, 

facilitator’s reports and impact stories. The questions asked in the evaluation were: 

1. Was the level of participation in the CoPs consistent? 

2. Did a well-established sense of community develop? 

3. Is there evidence to suggest that the CoPs did what was expected in terms of the TOC? 

4. What are some of the changes that the CoP brought about?  

The Findings - Was the level of participation in the CoPs consistent? 

Both the Ekurhuleni North and Gauteng East CoP demonstrated a good level of participation by 

principals. While the Ekurhuleni North CoP demonstrated a somewhat sporadic attendance trend, a 

sense of commitment is evidenced by a good average attendance of 76 % in 2012, with an increase 

to 79% in 2013. This shows that the principals in the Ekurhuleni North CoP are committed and 

continue to find the CoP relevant. The Gauteng East CoP shows a relatively lower average 

attendance of 66 %; however this is a new CoP and it is still establishing cohesion among and 

commitment by all principals.  

The Findings - Did a well-established sense of community develop? 

Literature suggests that both tangible and intangible outcomes are necessary for Communities of 

Practice to function properly.  A sense of community and trust are examples of the intangibles. The 

survey responses show that there is some sense of community in both CoPs, but that the CoP that 

has been running for a longer period of time, the Ekurhuleni North CoP, is doing better.  

There is a high level of trust within both CoPs, and almost all of the principals indicated they could 

trust the facilitator and other principals. All respondents agreed that the CoP offers a safe 

environment to share important information about their schools. The majority of respondents also 

indicated that members show respect towards each other and share common interests. In terms of 

collaboration, almost all of the respondents indicated that they help each other, share experiences 

and ways of addressing problems as well as work together on common problems within the CoP.  
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With regard to social and personal interactions, it seems that there was adequate room for this at 

the CoP, and almost half of the principals said this type of exchanges happened frequently or very 

frequently, with this taking place more often outside of the CoP.  

The CoP discussions are, however, on topic and not merely an opportunity to get together and 

socialise. Teaching and learning discussions, as well as conversations on school education challenges 

are engaged in, and the focus is clearly on discussing and solving problems. The majority of principals 

within both CoPs indicated that they better understand issues and challenges relating to: leadership, 

management and communication (91%), quality of teaching and learning (64%) and curriculum 

provision and resources (55%) as a result of participating in the CoP. 

Although both communities seem to be established and growing in terms of the quality of 

interactions, the Ekurhuleni North CoP shows more sharing of information and collaboration among 

members. Responses from principals in the Gauteng East CoP show that this may not be as well 

established as Ekurhuleni North and there may be a need for more time to develop a sense of 

sharing and collaboration amongst its members. However, constant monitoring of this is needed to 

determine the pace at which this is taking place and whether support may be required in this regard. 

The Findings - Is there evidence to suggest that the CoPs did what was expected in terms of the 

TOC? 

Based on the evidence accumulated from the facilitator’s reports, the principals CoP meetings have 

helped the principals to identify problems, capacities and solutions. Both CoPs have been enhanced 

and maintained due to the focus on existing CoP capacities and new opportunities.   

The Ekurhuleni North CoP shows development from the understanding of issues, opportunities and 

challenges to the development of an awareness of the CoP capacities and finally the identification 

and implementation of solutions. The Ekurhuleni North CoP shows a wide range of examples 

whereby the CoP has achieved what is expected of it in terms of the draft Theory of Change.  

The Gauteng East CoP is a relatively new CoP and therefore does not demonstrate the same 

magnitude of reported solutions to problems as the Ekurhuleni North CoP. The facilitator’s reports 

show that the CoP has developed common purpose and an understanding of issues, opportunities 

and challenges but there is a need for the CoP to take this to the next stage and to tap into its 

capacities to address challenges, devise solutions and implement these.  

While both CoPs are doing what is expected of them, evidence shows that a number of major issues 

raised in CoP meetings have not been taken forward, nor were solutions identified and 

implemented. It can therefore be said that these meetings need to be more aligned and structured 

in terms of the Whole School Improvement Plan. It is important that the actions are followed up 

after each meeting.  

The Findings - What are some of the changes that the CoP brought about?  

In spite of the limitation in data, the analysis of a few impact stories showed a diverse array of 

contributions made by the CoPs in schools. The CoPs seem to lead most frequently to impacts in 

terms of Leadership, Management and Communication – which is also the area that has been 

highlighted as the topic of most discussion in one of the CoPs. Over 60% of the stories attribute the 
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changes they have noticed partially and 25% directly to the CoP. These stories indicate that the CoP 

has a more significant impact on teachers / principals and on school resources than on learners. Ten 

of the impact stories were verified with detailed examples provided.    

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Overall, the data suggests that the CoPs are delivering value, because principals are attending 

regularly, the discussions are on topic and lead towards principals’ increased understanding of issues 

and opportunities. There are examples of tangible plans for improvement projects in schools being 

developed out of the discussions, and principals have been able to recognise a variety of impacts – 

particularly in relation to Leadership, Management and Communication in schools as a direct or 

partial consequence of participating in the CoPs.  

The Ekurhuleni North CoP, having been in operation longer, sees better attendance, greater trust 

and cohesion and more collaboration among all principals than the Gauteng East CoP. The focus on 

particularly GPLMS issues and seizing an opportunity to give feedback to the developers of the 

GPLMS materials shows that this CoP is functioning well as a collective. Although the Gauteng East 

CoP is still in its founding phase, it would be important to monitor progress in order to make sure 

that the whole collective is strengthened. (Facilitators to action on an ongoing basis) 

Attendance data and reports from the facilitator seem to suggest that CoP fatigue may emerge 

towards the end of the year – It may be necessary for the staff to plan for a lighter engagement cycle 

in the last term of the year. Continued engagement with the District may also help to build a better 

understanding of mutual schedule requirements, although it is unlikely that all CoP - District meeting 

clashes will be possible to eliminate (facilitators to action during the planning phase for 2014). 

A review of the facilitator reports suggest that there are a number of major issues raised in CoP 

meetings which aren’t taken forward, nor were solutions identified and implemented. This may 

point towards the need for meetings to be more aligned and structured in terms of the Whole 

School Improvement Plan and to follow a more deliberate strategy to move from problem 

exploration to problem solution. It may also be necessary to keep track of actions to be followed up 

after each meeting (facilitators to action during the planning phase for 2014, and then monitor on an 

ongoing basis). 

Finally, despite the reflective value delivered by this evaluation report, the evaluation was severely 

limited by the availability of data, lack of verification opportunities, and confusion on the part of 

respondents when faced with questionnaires. It is recommended that an evaluation strategy for 

2014-15 be developed up front, and that all of the limitations outlined in this report be mitigated to 

the best degree possible, when the next round of evaluation data is collected (action by the 

facilitators and evaluation team during 2014 planning phase).  

  



Evaluation of the BRIDGE Principals’ CoPs in Gauteng 

vi 
 

Contents 
Executive Summary .................................................................................................................................. i 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................................ 8 

Background about the Project .............................................................................................................. 10 

Theory on Communities of Practice ...................................................................................................... 11 

The draft Theory of Change used for the evaluation in this report ...................................................... 17 

Evaluation Methodology ....................................................................................................................... 19 

Evaluation questions ......................................................................................................................... 20 

Evaluation Methods .......................................................................................................................... 20 

Evaluation Limitations ....................................................................................................................... 21 

Evaluation Findings ............................................................................................................................... 22 

Question 1: Was the level of participation in the CoPs consistent? ................................................. 22 

Evaluation method and Data source ............................................................................................. 23 

Completeness of data source ....................................................................................................... 23 

Analysis of participation ................................................................................................................ 23 

Summary: Question 1 ................................................................................................................... 26 

Question 2: Did a well-established sense of community develop? .................................................. 26 

Evaluation Method and Data source ............................................................................................ 26 

Completeness of data source ....................................................................................................... 27 

Profile of Respondents .................................................................................................................. 27 

Analysis of comments made by participants in the CoPs ............................................................. 28 

CoP Meetings ................................................................................................................................ 31 

CoP Achievements ........................................................................................................................ 34 

Social network analysis ................................................................................................................. 35 

Summary: Question 2 ................................................................................................................... 41 

Question 3: Is there evidence to suggest that the CoPs did what was expected in terms of the draft 

TOC? .................................................................................................................................................. 42 

Evaluation method and Data source ............................................................................................. 43 

Completeness of data source ....................................................................................................... 43 

Analysis of Facilitators report ....................................................................................................... 43 

Summary: Question 3 ................................................................................................................... 54 

Question 4: What are some of the changes that the CoP brought about? ...................................... 55 

Evaluation method and Data source ............................................................................................. 55 

Completeness of data source ....................................................................................................... 55 



Evaluation of the BRIDGE Principals’ CoPs in Gauteng 

vii 
 

Analysis of Impact Stories ............................................................................................................. 55 

Summary: Question 4 ................................................................................................................... 61 

Conclusion and Recommendations ...................................................................................................... 62 

Annexure A: CoP Survey (Ekurhuleni North and Gauteng East) ........................................................... 63 

Annexure B: Impact Story Template ..................................................................................................... 72 

Annexure C: Topics Discussed in the CoPs ............................................................................................ 76 

 

 



Evaluation of the Bridge Principals CoP v2.1 January 2014 

8 
 

Introduction 
This project is part of BRIDGE’s on-going investment in work with school principals. BRIDGE works 

with and facilitates two principals’ Communities of Practice (CoPs) in Gauteng East and Ekurhuleni 

North districts, endorsed by the district’s Chief Director.  Within these CoP structures BRIDGE assists 

and promotes the sharing of working practice among a selected group of principals within a circuit 

so that their schools will collaborate, share their resources, instances of working practice and 

learning materials, and improve their own internal leadership and capacity building.  Collaboration 

between school leaders creates a forum for critical reflection which in turn generates new thinking 

and leads to change in schools. When replicated at scale, this model will create far-reaching and 

diverse networks of schools, allowing them to have a resource base from which to draw in the 

future. 

The Anglo American Chairman’s Fund is BRIDGE’s key funding partner for this community. The grant 

through the implementation of this project has enabled BRIDGE to develop methodologies, tools for 

facilitators and a monitoring and evaluation framework for this work. 

BRIDGE’s principals’ CoPs aim to achieve impact through successfully achieving the following 

outcomes: 

 the creation of common purpose, peer support, confidence and trust; 

 the maximising of resources; 

 the spread of effective practice; 

 the link between policy and practice; and 

 the impact on the system as a whole. 

The highly effective principal   

Highly effective principals are always unique in their mix of passion, talent, practical know-how and 

personal qualities. Some lead fine learning schools because they are authoritarian, some because 

they are democratic team leaders. As in all management, a flexible repertoire of management styles 

is essential to deal with different authority challenges. However varied the style, however, the 

establishment and maintenance of legitimate authority is the basis of all further success. (This 

authority is difficult to “teach”, but can be nurtured especially in the wise handling of communities 

of practice.) 

 

Highly effective principals are in the first place leaders. They have a vision that combines a valuing of 

knowledge, a serious interest in learning and how it happens, and caring for young people and the 

communities they come from. Again, different principals come with different forms and mixes in 

their vision. Although the vision needs to be there in the first place, it can be nurtured, developed 

and enriched both by formal instruction, space for guided personal reflection and research and the 

support of communities of practice. 

 

Highly effective principals must either be good managers and administrators, or capable of ensuring 

that the staff is in place and motivated to manage and administer. Schools are, among other things, 

complex bureaucracies, operating within (or against) complex state bureaucracies. Without effective 

management and administration authority will be undermined and vision empty. Many principals 
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are aware of key routines through their experience as teachers, or within school leadership. 

Nonetheless, the knowledge and skills relating to good management and administration can be 

honed through further professional training. Understanding and coping with the implications of new 

policy appear to be major concerns of principals worldwide. 

 

Finally, highly effective principals are subtle politicians. They need to deal with complex, often 

conflicting interests in ways that best serve the school and its learning aims. Almost every day they 

are dealing with the community of children, the staff, parents, district officials, neighbourhood 

groups and the labour unions linked to their work. 

 

Challenges facing principals in South Africa 

 

Highly effective principals are involved in some of the most challenging, and potentially satisfying 

leadership that human beings can be called upon to enact. But there are massive challenges to the 

satisfaction everywhere. The situation in South Africa poses a number of especially acute challenges. 

The present proposal is concerned above all with enabling principals to deal with these challenges. 

Even the most highly effective principals struggle with these, and less effective principals end up 

with failed schools. 

 

The challenges include: 

 

 Policy shifts and incessant pressures for “change” against a poorly established base of 

effective learning and institutional development. Policies are frequently fine in theory, while 

posing insuperable problems in difficult contexts of practice. The demand for shifts in 

curriculum orientation can be particularly difficult for specialised staff to deal with when the 

orientation is unfamiliar. If this is in a subject out of the principal’s range it is all the more 

difficult to provide support or leadership. 

 Weak district and central support for huge additional bureaucratic loads put in place in the 

movement for accountability. 

 Teacher unions which make leadership difficult, and often stand in the way of essential 

decisions, especially regarding staff discipline.  

 Perhaps above all, contexts of poverty and conflict in the school’s community which make 

the school and its teachers responsible for an impossible range of caring. Drawing lines in 

the proper and feasible role of the school in this situation can be agonizingly difficult. 

 

The marginalising of principals in South African education 

 

A major motivation for the present proposal is the curious marginalisation of principals in South 

Africa at present. In spite of the importance and difficulty of their roles set out above, principals 

often find themselves in an invidious and demoralised position. Some of the reasons for this are:  

 

 The political process of the struggle brought positions of authority in education into 

disrepute. The effective abolition of the school inspectorate was one outcome of the low 

status of leadership positions in schools. This low status has had a long-term effect, leaving 
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principals open to accusations of authoritarianism or anti-democratic action around what 

look like necessary, and possibly innocent, decisions. There is a resulting inclination to 

inaction and indifference. 

 Policy orientations of democratic education provision have emphasised whole-school 

development with a focus on “distributed leadership” through leadership teams. In addition, 

there has been the emphasis on community participation in school leadership through 

elected local school boards. While some principals have been well placed through 

temperament and experience to make this orientation work, the role of the principal has in 

effect been side-lined and diminished. Yet the principal continues to be the sole individual 

“where the buck stops”. The mix of high stakes responsibility with disempowerment can be 

entirely disabling. 

 In addition, there are multiple rules that have been introduced to counter malpractices that 

also remove the principal’s discretion and freedom to act. 

 

Current focus 

 

The principals within the CoPs continue to collaborate, share working practice and resources. In 

2013 the particular focus of the Ekurhuleni North CoP has been engaging the district as a collective 

and specifically the engagement with provincial representatives on systemic issues relating to the 

GPLMS curriculum.  Furthermore, there has been the development of a maths teachers CoP which 

provides a platform for teachers to share the challenges they face and to collaborate to improve 

mathematical practice in the schools. The focus of the Gauteng East CoP has been around joint 

fundraising and sharing best practice in relation to the use of 3D shapes to improve mathematical 

practice. In both CoPs there has been discussion and planning around collaboration between 

primary and secondary schools to identify and remediate gaps in maths teaching. It was agreed that 

BRIDGE would support the principals to administer a maths gap analysis test on Grade 8 learners 

who have progressed from the primary schools within the CoPs. An in depth analysis of the results 

will then be fed back to both primary and high school teachers in order for action to be taken to 

remediate the gaps.   

 

Background about the Project 
The Principals’ Community of Practice (CoP) is a process for bringing principals together to improve 

leadership, ownership and the overall efficiency and effectiveness of running schools.  After 

discussions with Districts, schools were identified and principals approached to become part of a 

CoP.  This led to two CoPs started in 2011 by BRIDGE: one CoP (9 primary school principals) in 

Wattville/Actonville, Ekurhuleni North District, Gauteng and one CoP (12 schools – secondary, 

middle and primary) in Bodibe District, North West. The Gauteng CoP has been very successful and 

continues today but the Bodibe CoP was disbanded after the District went into a restructuring 

process which had a direct impact on all schools but, specifically, on two Bodibe schools that were to 

change from Middle to a Primary and a Secondary school.  This in turn disrupted District 

development as a whole and the ability of all schools to work together. 
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Following BRIDGE’s withdrawal from Bodibe in 2013, a second primary school Gauteng CoP was 

formed in Tsakane, Gauteng East.  Again, the District was involved in the setting up of this CoP (8 

principals).  The two CoPs are progressing well and the Ekurhuleni North group has been identified 

as a winning CoP by the District which invites the principals to talk about what the CoP is doing and 

how their schools have changed.  The CoP appears to be an integral part of the District reporting 

structure and there is great interest in hearing about progress. 

The Principals CoP in Ekurhuleni North started in 2011 with seven principals of primary schools in 

Actonville and Watville. Actonville and Watville are neighbouring townships yet are historically 

separated and as a result service a wide and differing range of learner needs. While the principals in 

the CoP continue to work hard at improving teaching and learning in their schools, they are largely 

limited by a lack of resources within the schools and the community as a whole. Despite the divide, 

the principals work together collaboratively and take collective action to improve practice in their 

schools.  

The Principals CoP in Gauteng East started in 2013 with ten principals of primary schools in Tsakane, 

Gauteng East. The reason that Tsakane was chosen is that it is a well-established, cohesive and 

homogenous township. Ten schools that were considered to have the ability to form a good 

relationship were chosen. Eight of the schools are situated in the township, while two are outside 

the township and in the suburbs. The reason for including two non-township schools was to combine 

a mix of socio-economic profiles, in order for the maximisation and sharing of resources and best 

practice.  

The facilitator of the project has visited the schools individually to gain an understanding of the 

conditions under which each school operates. Some of the common challenges include crowded 

conditions; lack of resources; poor infrastructure; numeracy and literacy issues; and lack of 

departmental support, learner motivation and parent involvement.  

Theory on Communities of Practice 

The definition of a CoP is given by Etienne Wenger1: 

Communities of Practice are groups of people who share a concern or a passion for 

something they do and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly. 

 

CoPs are found in many places and in South Africa have been seen in health, education, etc. as 

shown by the examples below: 

 Draper2 reports on “Creating a Community of Practice of clinical skills trainers in South 

Africa”.  The background of this CoP concerns South Africa’s eight medical schools that have 

undergone curriculum changes and a review process.  As a result, clinical skills’ training is a 

key part of curriculum development.  A grant from the national Department of Education for 

the specific purpose of improving skills training, and the Second Annual Conference of the 

                                                           
1
 http://www.ewenger.com/theory/  downloaded on the 08/06/13 

2 DRAPER, G (2012). Creating a Community of Practice of clinical skills training in South Africa 

http://www.ewenger.com/theory/
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South African Association of Health Education in 2009, created the “opportune time” to 

bring together individual practitioners to share their concerns and passion and create a 

Community of Practice3.  The major benefit of the CoP was reported as “Working together 

unlocks all sorts of possibilities”4. 

 

 Research was undertaken by Shonhai5 that concerned the social learning processes of 

women caregivers on their knowledge about, and use of, traditional foods and medicinal 

plants whilst caring for people with HIV/AIDS in the Eastern Cape.  Two Health Centres were 

identified as the centres for Communities of Practice that enabled the women to learn about 

care giving, using varied learning processes including observational and collaborative 

learning.  Furthermore, the study found that the women also learnt about traditional foods 

and medicinal plants from their families, friends other care givers and nongovernmental 

organisations. 

 

 McKay6 explored a Distributed CoP of South African Life Science Teachers and found that 

professionalism had increased amongst its members, as well as their Information and 

Communication skills. 

 

 An Internet forum for Mathematical Literacy for South African Teachers7 uses Twitter as a 

communication channel.  Membership comprises South African Maths Literacy teachers, 

publishers and material developers, teacher supporters and student teachers.  The main 

focus of the forum is the learning and teaching of maths literacy for the classroom. This is a 

CoP. 

  

                                                           
3 ibid 
4 ibid 
5 SHONHAI, V.F. (2009). Social learning processes of HIV/AIDS women caregivers on their use of 
traditional foods and medicinal plants: the case of Raphael Centre and Keiskamma Art and 
Health Centre communities of practice, Eastern Cape Province, South Africa 
6 McKAY, R.F. (2007).  Distributed Communities of Practice: An Exploration of a Distributed 
Community of Practice of South African Life Science Teachers 
7 Welcome to our Maths lit community for South African teachers.  Retrieved from http://maths 
literacy.ring.com. Retrieved on 8 October 2012 

http://maths/
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The differences between a CoP and other forms of groups are as shown in the following table: 

 Purpose Membership Reason for 

belonging 

Duration 

Communities of 

Practice 

To develop 

members’ 

capabilities, to 

build and 

exchange 

knowledge 

Members select 

themselves based 

on expertise or 

passion for a 

topic 

Passion, 

commitment, and 

identification 

with the group’s 

expertise 

As long as there is 

interest in 

maintaining the 

group 

Formal work 

groups 

To deliver a 

product or service 

Members include 

everyone who 

reports to the 

group’s manager 

Job requirements 

and common 

goals 

Until the next re-

organisation 

Project teams To accomplish a 

specific task 

Members are 

assigned by 

senior 

management 

The project’s 

goals and 

milestones 

Until the project 

has been 

completed 

Informal 

networks 

To collect and 

pass on 

information 

Memberships 

consists of friends 

and business 

acquaintances 

Mutual need and 

relationships 

As long as people 

have a reason to 

connect 

Source: Wenger (cited in Pioneers of Change, 2005a:6)8 

Wenger says that three characteristics make up a CoP and are crucial in its development, namely: 

The domain 

A CoP has a shared identity defined by a common purpose and the reason the members want to 

meet.  To be part of the CoP implies a commitment to the purpose and, if possible, a shared 

competence that distinguishes its members from other people.  So, for example, a CoP can consist of 

principals of schools who share the competences that make them principals, even though the level 

of expertise within the group will differ. They value their collective knowledge and seek to learn 

from each other. 

  

                                                           
8
 Wenger, Pioneers of Change 
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The community 

Within the domain, the CoP members engage in joint activities and discussions.  They help each 

other and share information. As they discuss, they start to build relationships that enable them to 

learn from each other.  Principals who get together to discuss will not necessarily become a CoP just 

because they have the same job title.  But when they have built up levels of trust and start 

interacting in a meaningful way, they become members of the CoP. 

 

The practice 

If you are a member of a CoP, then you are a practitioner.  In a CoP of principals, members will 

discuss what happens in their schools and how they coped with different scenarios, such as 

challenges in keeping good discipline, or how to cope with bullying.  In short, there is a shared 

practice between the members.  To get to a point where shared practice is a focus takes time and 

many meetings.  Sharing stories, especially success stories, is an essential part of shared practice. 

 

It is the combination of the three elements of domain, community and practice that constitutes a 

CoP.  In addition, it is important to note that true CoPs do not start with a detailed agenda but allow 

the process to unfold so that what members really want to discuss becomes the focus.  However, 

with the framework of education, the discussions are usually under a banner of school and 

classroom improvement. 

 

Further thoughts on CoPs 

Schools and districts are organisations in their own right, and they too face increasing knowledge 

challenges. The first applications of CoPs are now seen in teacher training and professional 

development in providing isolated teachers with access to colleagues. There is a wave of interest in 

these peer-to-peer professional-development activities. But in the education sector, learning is not 

only a means to an end: it is the end product. The CoP is therefore also relevant at this level. In 

business, focusing on CoPs adds a layer of complexity to the organisation, but it does not 

fundamentally change what the business is about. In schools, changing the learning theory is a much 

deeper transformation. This will inevitably take longer.  

 

CoPs affect educational practices in three dimensions: 

1. Internally: How to organise educational experiences that ground school learning in 

practice through participation in communities around curriculum matters. 

2. Externally: How to connect learners’ experience to actual practice through participation 

in broader communities beyond the walls of the school. 

3. Over the lifetime of learners: How to serve the lifelong learning needs of learners by 

organising CoPs focused on topics of continuing interest to learners beyond the initial 

schooling period. 

Wenger states that communities develop their practice through a variety of activities. The following 

table provides a few typical examples that came up in sessions held with the CoP discussed above: 
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Problem-solving “How do we get the ANA tests to run more smoothly than last year? 

Let’s brainstorm some ideas.” 

Requests for information “The independent school we visited showed me that the Grade 7 

standards are the same as mine but what I observed is a difference 

in the pace of delivery.  I have asked for examples of lessons plans 

and the timetable, plus information on how they set the pace and 

keep it going.” 

Seeking experience "How did you set up your computer systems to collect, collate and 

analyse data? What package are you using? Can I visit your school 

and see?" 

Reusing assets “Your books with words for Foundation Phase and examples are 

appropriate for my school and others.  May we share and use 

them?” 

Coordination and synergy "My school does not have a playing field.  If we coordinate our 

timetables we could have a joint sport session and a challenge 

between the north and south parts of the township. Yay… come on, 

it’s a great idea!!" 

Discussing developments “In the end, I found a funder and have built a new hall extension.  It 

keeps the kids dry in the rainy season.” 

Documentation projects “I have prepared notes for the GPLMS staff and so have you.  Let’s 

combine them and pass them through to Head Office.” 

Visits "Can we come and see your after-school programme? We need to 

establish one in our school." 

Mapping knowledge and 

identifying gaps 

“I asked all the Grade 3 teachers to work with me and identify the 

language gaps and issues.  It is not enough to say we are an isiZulu 

school….we have to respond to English in the senior grades and in a 

way that we ensure good teaching and learning.” 

Each time a CoP meets, it addresses a need and a process that can be classified under the headings 

shown above.  

  



Evaluation of the Bridge Principals CoP v2.1 January 2014 

16 
 

This description of communities of practice is available online from 

http://www.criticalmethods.org/v.mv?d=1_67  

 

Collaborative learning rather obviously implies learning with others - which may be better than learning on 

one's own, but is not in itself a particularly exciting idea. Collaborative learning becomes powerful and 

exciting when it occurs in the context of a community of practice. A community of practice could be formed 

by a well-defined small group (such as a research group at a university) or a large amorphous collective (such 

as people involved in the discipline and profession of psychology) or anything in between. Such communities 

have, over time, developed a certain level of trust and evolved sets of assumptions, practices, hierarchies, 

and projects which enable their members to work together. In the real world we learn most in the process of 

becoming part of such a community and of contributing to what it is doing. 

Communities of practice differ in how effective they are as learning communities. Some provide few 

opportunities for "legitimate peripheral practice" and thereby make it difficult for novices to gain entry and 

start making a worthwhile contribution to the community's work; others have many different ways for people 

to become involved at different levels of competence. Some blindly follow long-established 

traditions; others are more reflective about their own status and practices as a learning community 

In this context collaborative learning is not just another technique for "putting knowledge in people's heads", 

but about creating opportunities for gaining entry to (or re-defining one's role in) a community of practice; 

and about becoming more adept at the ways of the community in the process of making a real contribution to 

the community's work. 

In A Guide to managing knowledge: Cultivating communities of Practice, Wenger, McDermont and Synder 

(2002) define communities of practice (COP) as having the following characteristics: 

Groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their 

knowledge and expertise in this area by interaction on an ongoing basis  

Typically share information, insight and advise; help each other solve problems; discuss situations; their 

aspirations and their needs; ponder common issues; explore ideas; and act as sounding boards; may create 

documents  

 They are informally bound by the value they find in learning together  

 The value they derive is not merely instrumental but also adds to the personal satisfaction of knowing 

others who share/understand your perspective  

 Their sense of identity is created through interactions and exchanges over time, which continually 

combine the personal/social and instrumental/business concerns of members  

 They may create a "body of knowledge, practices and approaches" (5).  

 Their tangible outcomes, which include reports, documents and improved skills, usually links them 

directly to their legitimacy. However, their intangibles such as sense of trust; increased ability to 

innovate; relationships and intimacy they build amongst people; sense of belonging they create; spirit 

of enquiry; professional confidence; identity they confer to members; pockets of support created; 

ability to transcend multiple boundaries both within and outside one's organisation, become 

http://www.criticalmethods.org/v.mv?d=1_67
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especially important towards building a sense of community among participants. 

Important to note is that COP are: 

 important sites of knowledge development and accumulation  

 house and support the living nature of knowledge  

 provide a different approach to providing knowledge   

 value is derived from learning both formally and informally from each other  

 have both tangible and intangible outcomes  

 over time, can develop a sense of identity 

 

The draft Theory of Change used for the evaluation in this report  
It is assumed that the Communities of Practice will create environments in which benefits for 

individuals, schools and the community at large will be produced. It is important that the CoPs are 

established and achieve a range of intangible outcomes such as trust and a sense of community, but 

that it will also produce other outputs such as greater knowledge about existing problems and 

potential solutions, improved skills to solve problems, and implemented mini-projects in which 

solutions are implemented.  

The following graphical representation indicates how the CoPs are thought to deliver results for 

individual schools and the community of schools represented by Principals in each CoP.  
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Figure 2: Draft Theory of Change for the Principal’s CoP 

 

 

 

 (From Funnell, S. C., & Rogers, P. J. (2011). Purposeful Program Theory. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass).  

The CoPs first need to be established as a safe space for exchange, and it is anticipated that quite a 

few meetings would be required before this is likely to emerge. Once the CoPs are established and 

start functioning, they explore issues, opportunities, and challenges in the schools that the principals 

serve. The intention is to start identifying projects, activities, or processes through which some of 

these could be addressed – either in individual schools, or as a collaborative through the CoP.  

Once the issues and possible solutions are explored, the CoP would need to draw on relevant 

human, social, institutional, economic and natural capital at disposal of the individual principals and 

their schools, as well as the collective. These resources will help the principals as individuals, and the 

CoP as a collective to become aware of their own capacity in relation to the issues discussed. They 

then start an iterative process of developing solutions, undertakes the necessary steps to execute 

the solutions, and use new capacity to address their issues and problems. Through the repeat of 

multiple cycles which lead towards the successful execution of project and plans, the community 

0. Establish Communities of Practice where members 
share freely and trust each other.  
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becomes stronger – either because the individual members of the community have been 

strengthened, but also because the community as a whole has been bolstered.  

Although not explicitly used as a guide for the facilitation of the CoPs in 2012 and 2013, the following 

diagram explains the kinds of areas in which the CoPs may have assisted the principals to make 

progress:  

Figure 3 Areas for Whole School Improvement 

 

Evaluation Methodology  
This section introduces the evaluation methodology followed to arrive at the findings in this report 

The evaluation was introduced after the project was implemented for about a year. The post-hoc 

nature as well as the timing of the evaluation (towards the end of 2013) limited the scope of data 

that could be collected and sensibly analysed for the report. Since the project did collect some data 

as part of its normal monitoring, and had a team of facilitators that were keen to learn and reflect on 

the practice of the first year, it was decided to make use of the available data together with 

whatever else could be collected before the end of 2013.  

The approach that guided the evaluation was Utilization Focused Evaluation9. It is based on the 

principle that an evaluation be judged by its usefulness to intended users -- individuals identified at 

                                                           
9
 Patton, M. Q. (2008). Utilization-Focused Evaluation (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks: SAGE. 
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the outset of the undertaking who will make decisions based on the results. In this case, the team of 

Bridge facilitators were the key intended users, with the donors of the CoP being a possible 

secondary user of the evaluation.  The strength of Utilization Focused Evaluation is that it provides 

some guiding principles and processes that are likely to strengthen the likelihood that the evaluation 

findings will be used and that learning from the evaluation process will result10”.  

Evaluation questions  

This evaluation set out to answer the following evaluation questions.  

1. Was the level of participation in the CoPs consistent? 

2. Did a well-established sense of community11 develop? 

3. Is there evidence to suggest that the CoPs did what was expected in terms of the draft TOC? 

4. What are some of the changes that the CoP brought about?  

These questions were arrived at after two initial meetings during which the theory of change was 

collaboratively articulated. The questions aimed to check whether implementation occurred as 

planned, and whether preliminary results (as would be expected in line with the theory of change) 

were emerging.  

Evaluation Methods 

The data collection and analysis methods that were used in the evaluation are indicated in the table 

below:  

Question Evaluation Method Data Source Type of 

Evaluation 

1. Was the level of 

participation in the 

CoPs consistent? 

 Quantitative Attendance 

analysis 

Attendance Registers for 

all sessions 

Implementation 

Evaluation 

2. Did a well-established 

sense of community 

develop? 

 Qualitative and Quantitative 

Analysis of a Sense of 

Community Survey  

 Social Network Analysis of 

data collected via the Survey  

Sense of Community and 

Social Network Survey 

conducted with all 

participants in November 

2013 

Results 

Evaluation 

3. Is there evidence to 

suggest that the CoPs 

did what was 

expected in terms of 

the draft TOC? 

 Analysis of facilitators’ 

workshop reports in relation 

to the Theory of change 

Evidence sought of problems 

identified, existing capacities 

Facilitator reports for all 

sessions 

Implementation 

Evaluation 

                                                           
10

 From Better Evaluation. Accessed online 1 October 2012 at  
http://betterevaluation.org/plan/approach/utilization_focused_evaluation  
11

 Sense of community is used here in the way it is defined by Wenger, E. McDermott, R & Snyder, W.M. 
(2002). A guide to Managing Knowledge. Cultivating Communities of Practice. Boston: Harvard Business School 
Press. Accessed online on 20 January 2014 at http://www.cihm.leeds.ac.uk/new/wp-
content/uploads/2011/08/Cultivating-Communities-of-Practice-Etienne-Wenger-for-COP-NW3-P2.pdf  

http://betterevaluation.org/plan/approach/utilization_focused_evaluation
http://www.cihm.leeds.ac.uk/new/wp-content/uploads/2011/08/Cultivating-Communities-of-Practice-Etienne-Wenger-for-COP-NW3-P2.pdf
http://www.cihm.leeds.ac.uk/new/wp-content/uploads/2011/08/Cultivating-Communities-of-Practice-Etienne-Wenger-for-COP-NW3-P2.pdf
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Question Evaluation Method Data Source Type of 

Evaluation 

identified, solutions identified 

4. What are some of the 

changes that the CoP 

brought about?  

 Impact Story collection and 

qualitative & quantitative 

analysis 

Impact Story template 

completed by 

participants in the CoPs 

as well as the Bridge 

facilitators 

Results 

Evaluation 

 

Each of the data sources and their analyses are discussed in more detail in the findings section of the 

report. The evaluation looked essentially at whether the project was implemented as intended 

(termed by the DPME12 and OECD DAC13 as and Implementation evaluation) and whether 

preliminary results were emerging (including impacts as defined by the OECD DAC).  

Implementation monitoring evaluation usually tracks various monitoring data to check that the 

project did deliver the activities to the targeted number of people for as long as was needed. This 

agrees with the DPME definition of the purpose of implementation evaluation which is: “[T]o 

evaluate whether an intervention’s operational mechanisms support achievement of the objectives 

or not and understand why. Looks at activities, outputs, and outcomes, use of resources and the 

causal links. It builds on existing monitoring systems, and is applied during programme operation to 

improve the efficiency and efficacy of operational processes.”  (DPME, 2011, p. 9) 

In this evaluation, results evaluation focused on determining whether some of the preliminary 

results as per the TOC emerged. Although it was not possible to implement an evaluation design that 

tracked a counterfactual, the project did aim to explore the range and variety of impacts that were 

reported as a result of the CoPs’ activities in a rigorous manner. Impact evaluation, according to the 

DPME “Seeks to measure changes in outcomes (and the well-being of the target population) that are 

attributable to a specific intervention”. The evaluation also took into account the OECD DAC criterion 

of Impact, which is defined as: “The positive and negative changes produced by a development 

intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended”. 

 

Evaluation Limitations 

The following limitations should be taken into account when reading this evaluation report:  

 The evaluation was conducted at the end of 2013, about a year after the CoPs were 

initiated, with limited resources. It was therefore not possible to conduct a more elaborate 

evaluation. 

                                                           
12

 Department of Performance Monitoring and Evaluation in the Presidency (DPME). (2011).  National 
Evaluation Policy Framework.  
13

 OECD Development Assistance Committee. (2010). Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based 
Management. Retrieved September 16, 2013, from Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development: 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/daccriteriaforevaluatingdevelopmentassistance.htm 
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 The draft theory of change used to guide this evaluation was not adapted in full. After 

implementing for a year, the facilitators of the CoPs had not really articulated the Theory of 

Change. When the TOC presented in this report was introduced as a conversation started by 

the evaluation team, the facilitators agreed that it was a fair representation of the process 

that they followed. It was agreed that it may be necessary to interrogate the TOC in more 

detail before planning for 2014 would commence, but at the time of writing this report, this 

was not yet done. One of the issues that may need to be taken into account with the TOC as 

represented in this report, is that it focuses on the communities as a collective, whilst it is 

possible that changes at individual schools and within persons are not fully depicted.   

 The implementation evaluation components drew strongly on attendance data, and the 

perspective of the implementers of the project. Although perspectives were verified as far as 

possible, (through triangulation with the Sense of Community survey) it is possible that the 

implementation results may be somewhat biased.  

 The results evaluation component was limited to impact story data, and an analysis of the 

degree to which the CoPs had fostered a sense of community. This does not give an 

extensive view of the changes that the CoPs facilitated, but provides a sense of the kinds of 

changes that occurred. Since the collection of impact stories was only introduced as an 

evaluation tool in October of 2013, it is possible that many of the change stories may have 

gone unreported, either because participants forgot about them, or did not regard them as 

big changes. The impact claims have been verified as far as possible (given the challenges of 

confirming times for interviews between November and January), and participants were 

asked to provide a sense of the contribution made by the CoPs. This does not, however, 

exclude the possibility that participants may have incorrectly attributed changes to the CoPs, 

when in fact it may have been caused by another influence. Where this risk was possible, it 

is pointed out in the text of the evaluation.  

 

Evaluation Findings 
This section sets out the evidence and findings that emerged from the various evaluation methods in 

relation to the four evaluation questions: 

1. Was the level of participation in the CoPs consistent? 

2. Did a well-established sense of community develop? 

3. Is there evidence to suggest that the CoPs did what was expected in terms of the draft TOC? 

4. What are some of the changes that the CoP brought about?  

Question 1: Was the level of participation in the CoPs consistent?  

This section of the report reviews the attendance data with view of making conclusions about the 

level of participation in the CoPs. Good and consistent attendance indicates that the CoPs have 

value, and are more likely to be sustained in the future. It also points the finding that the CoPs have 

been successfully established.  
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Evaluation method and Data source 

The evaluation method used to measure the level of participation in the Ekurhuleni North CoP and 

the Gauteng East CoP was a quantitative attendance analysis.  The data source used was the 

attendance registers (collected as monitoring data by the Bridge facilitators) for all the sessions since 

the inception of the respective CoPs.  

Completeness of data source 

All attendance data could be accounted for. Attendance registers were signed by the principals 

present at each Ekurhuleni North and Gauteng East CoP meeting. The data source can therefore be 

deemed complete. The limitation of the attendance analysis is that it demonstrates trends rather 

than individual commitment by each principal.   

Analysis of participation  

The attendance was generally good. The attendance rate for both CoPs is further elaborated below.  

Ekurhuleni North CoP 

The figure below depicts the attendance rate at each of the Ekurhuleni North CoP meetings during 

2012 and 2013.  

Figure 4: Average attendance in the Ekurhuleni North CoP 
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Figure 5: Average attendance in the Ekurhuleni North CoP 

 

The Principals of the Ekurhuleni North CoP maintained good average attendance across 2012, with a 

slight increase in 2013. This shows that the principals continue to consider the CoP meetings as 

valuable.  

Figure 4 illustrates a somewhat sporadic attendance trend in 2012 and 2013. The main reason for 

this is due to an ongoing challenge the CoP faces:  District meetings often interfere with CoP 

meetings and principals are compelled to attend District meetings. The meeting on 14 March 2012, 

for instance, only included 50% of the principals as the District called a last minute meeting. The 

steep decrease in attendance for the October 2012 meeting was due to a disengagement process in 

the area. As a result, the District called the principals into a meeting to discuss the disengagement.  

The meetings in 2013 show a relatively good attendance with the exception of the meetings in May 

and August. On 15th May 2013 a special meeting was held to discuss the GPLMS curriculum with 

GPLMS representatives. Only 43% of the principals attended as two of the principals do not use the 

GPLMS curriculum and therefore the meeting was not relevant to them. The low attendance in 

August was due to CoP fatigue whereby principals were in the process of preparing their schools for 

the ANA exams. The attendance of the meeting on 27 August was particularly low as a unique 

meeting was called for both CoP groups to interact with a principal from an independent school in 

Johannesburg. The meeting was not held in the Ekurhuleni North District and the group had already 

had a meeting in August, all of which contributed to a low attendance.  
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Gauteng East CoP 

The figure below depicts the attendance rate at each of the Gauteng West CoP meetings during 

2013.  

Figure 6: Average attendance in the Gauteng East CoP 

 

 

Figure 7: Average attendance in the Gauteng East CoP 
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2013, the CoP was still in its formative period whereby there is a need for increased structure and an 

establishment of common goals to ensure a commitment by all principals. The CoP has included 

changes such as one principal retiring and another attending very rarely. The rare attendance of one 

principal has resulted in a decision to exclude her from the CoP in order to ensure a consistently high 

attendance by all principals which is important for building cohesion and trust. As with the 

Ekurhuleni North Principals, the meeting in August was a unique meeting which included both CoPs 

at a District centre. This resulted in principals having to drive a relatively far distance to attend the 

meeting, which may have been the reason for a low attendance. The last meeting of the year on 27 

November illustrates the facilitator’s sense of CoP fatigue whereby the principals are tired and 

distracted during exams and toward the end of the year. While the attendance was at 60 % it is 

important to note that the majority of the principals were over an hour late for the meeting and 

complained about being very busy with the completion of reports before school closes.   

Summary: Question 1 

In conclusion, both Principals CoPs demonstrate a good consistent level of participation by 

principals. While the Ekurhuleni North CoP demonstrated a somewhat sporadic attendance trend, a 

sense of commitment is evidenced by a good average attendance of 76 % in 2012, with an increase 

to 79% in 2013. This shows that the principals in the Ekurhuleni North CoP are committed and 

continue to find the CoP relevant. The Gauteng East CoP shows a relatively lower average 

attendance of 66 %; however this is a new CoP and it is still establishing cohesion between and 

commitment by all principals. Although it is likely that interference from other activities such as 

District meetings are likely to continue in 2014, the facilitators may want to agree to meet less 

frequently in the last term, since there seems to be evidence that end-of-year commitments may 

interfere with principals’ ability to attend CoP meetings.  

 

Question 2: Did a well-established sense of community develop?  
This section of the report aims to answer the question – did a well-established sense of community 

develop? It draws on data from a sense of community survey and a social network analysis. 

Evaluation Method and Data source 

This section includes a presentation of the findings from the sense of community survey (refer to 

Annexure A) that was administered at the end of 2013 to CoP members (principals). The CoP Survey 

includes questions that gauge the sense of community in terms of collaboration, sharing of 

information, relationships between members as well as benefits from CoP engagements.  

It also contained a section which aimed to collect information relevant to Social Network Analysis. A 

social network analysis shows the changes in the number and quality of connections within a 

community. This section of the survey gathered data on the number of existing relationships in the 

two CoPs before the start of the CoPs, and after the CoPs were established, at the end of 2013. 

This question asked members to indicate a yes or a no if they have collaborated with other members 

of the CoP before and after joining the CoP. These included three questions as follows: 
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 Did you know this person? 

 Did you share information? 

 Did you collaborate on projects? 

There were some issues, with especially the Social Network Analysis answers provided by CoP 

members, which have a bearing on the findings presented in this section. The Social Network 

Analysis section of the survey required participants to indicate whether they had existing 

relationships or newly established relationships with other members of the CoP. Although the tool 

had clear written instructions and was verbally introduced, it seems that some of the respondents 

misinterpreted some of the questions which influenced the responses. For example – some of the 

participants indicated that they did not know the key facilitator, despite the fact that it is extremely 

unlikely for them to not know the key facilitator after the many CoP interactions. Some of the 

inaccurate responses might be because English is not the first language of some of the Principals, 

and because the survey was administered at the end of the last CoP for the year (which is a busy 

time for Principals in preparing to close schools) before lunch, which could have resulted in rushing 

through the survey and providing incomplete/inaccurate responses. Where possible inappropriate 

responses were treated as missing data points.  

Completeness of data source 

The sense of community survey and social network analysis question was completed by 11 (65%) of 

the 17 CoP participants. Five of the seven principals within the Ekurhuleni North CoP and six of the 

ten Gauteng East CoP participants.  This response rate is relatively low for a face-to-face 

administered survey. This is possibly because the last meetings of 2013, during which the surveys 

were administered, were not particularly well attended. Scope for additional follow up was limited 

by the end of the school year. The reader is therefore cautioned to take into account the likelihood 

that responses may not be totally representative of all participants.  

Profile of Respondents 

The figures below illustrate the gender, age and qualification profile of participants in the survey 

with view of contextualising the responses in the following section.  

Figure 8: Gender and Age of Participant respondents 

 

The majority of respondents were male (82%) and only about 18% were female. The overall age 

profile of this cohort was divided between ages of 51-60 (55%) and 41-50 (45%). The Ekurhuleni CoP 

includes two females and five male principals. In the Gauteng East CoP, there are eight males and 

two female principals.  
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The figure below indicates the highest qualification of respondents.  

Figure 9: Highest Qualifications indicated by Survey Respondents 

 

About 55% of principals that were surveyed reported a Bachelor’s Degree as their highest 

qualification, followed by 27% with Honours Degrees. About 9% of the respondents reported a 

Diploma and 9% reported a Higher Degree as highest qualification. Furthermore, as indicated by the 

table below, the majority of principals (36%) have between 25-29 years of principal experience, 

followed by 27% with 20-24 years of experience and 30-34 years’ experience. Only one principal 

reported principal experience of over 35 years. 

Figure 10: Principal Experience by Category (Nr and %) 

 

Analysis of comments made by participants in the CoPs 

This section indicates how principals felt about the CoP environment, CoP Meetings, and CoP 

Achievements.  
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CoP Environment,  
Figure 11: Trust within the CoPs 

 

Overall, 91% of the principals felt they could trust the facilitator and 90% felt they could trust other 

principals. One respondent, however, strongly disagreed with this view. It is understood that this 

respondent may have misunderstood the question. 

Figure 12: Safe Environment to share school information 

 

All respondents agreed that the CoP offers a safe environment to share important information about 

their schools. About 64% strongly agreed and 36% agreed.  

Furthermore, CoP members that completed the survey also confirm that there is respect within the 

group towards each other. About 64% strongly agreed with this statement and 27% agreed. 

Nonetheless, one respondent (9%) remained neutral about mutual respect within the group. 
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Figure 13: CoP member’s responses on showing respect and sharing common interests 

 

There is also a high level of common interests within the group with over half of the respondents 

strongly agreeing (55%) and 36% agreeing to sharing common interests. Only one (9%) respondent 

remained neutral to having any common interests with other CoP members.  

Figure 14: CoP Group Collaboration 

 

The CoPs are reported to have a strong collaboration between members who completed the survey. 

They help each other (45% strongly agree and 45% agree), they share experiences (45% strongly 

agree and 45% agree), they share ways of addressing problems (45% strongly agree and 45% agree) 

and work together on those common problem (45% strongly agree and 45% agree). Nonetheless one 

participant strongly disagreed or remained neutral on these group collaboration issues.  
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CoP Meetings 
Figure 15: CoP conversations on social and personal issues 

 

When it comes to social and personal interactions, it seems that there was adequate room for this at 

the CoP - 43% said this type of exchanges happened frequently or very frequently. Even more of the 

respondents indicated that social and personal exchanges happened outside of the CoP. This shows 

that for the majority of the participants, the CoP is a comfortable space and that there might have 

been existing relationships between principals outside of the CoP.  

Figure 16: CoP conversations on teaching and learning issues 

 

Teaching and learning discussions are reported to take more centre stage with 55% of respondents 

frequently discussing them at the CoP. More than half indicates that these discussions also happen 

outside of the CoP – 53% said that they had frequent or very frequent conversations about teaching 
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and learning outside of the CoP. This once again points to the fact that there might be existing 

relationships outside of the CoP that benefits the CoP and are influence by the interactions within 

the CoP.  

Figure 17: CoP Conversations on school education challenges 

 

The high level of discussion on teaching and learning as shown in the figure above is further 

expressed in the frequent (64%) and very frequent (36%) conversations on issues or challenges 

facing their respective schools and education in general. This indicates that the CoP isn’t only a place 

to give expression to general concerns, but that the focus is on Teaching and Learning – the major 

responsibility for principals.  

Figure 18: CoP Problem-solving 

 

These regular discussions on education and school challenges at the CoP aim to arrive at problem 

solving. Seventy percent of respondents report that they frequently discuss various solutions, and 

77% report arriving at solutions at CoP meetings. This means that the CoP isn’t only a place where 

people complain about their problems, but that it does seem to support problem solving.  
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Figure 19: Working with other Principals outside the CoP 

 

Efforts to identify challenges and find solutions are expected to lead to high collaboration within and 

outside the group as an objective of the community of practice. Respondents reported that they 

frequently (64%) and very frequently (9%) work with other principals outside the CoP. This is 

followed by about 27% who reported to occasionally working with their fellow principals outside of 

the CoP. Either principals may have already had good collaboration going which may have been 

galvanized further by the space provided by the CoPs, or this collaboration may have happened 

irrespective of the CoPs.  

Figure 20: Sharing resources within CoP 

 

When it comes to supporting each other and sharing resources within the CoP, 55% of respondents 

reported that they frequently / very frequently shared resources. About 18% reported to doing it 

occasionally and another 27% (32 respondents) said they never shared resources or very rarely 

shared resources within the CoP. This means that the CoP is a valuable place for maximising 

resources.  
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CoP Achievements 
Figure 21: The degree to which the Principals CoP has helped to better understand issues and challenges 

 

CoP members that respondent to the survey, reflected on their achievements and the benefits of 

participating in the CoP and how they have been helped. All but one principal (91%) reported to 

have been helped very much when it comes to Leadership, Management and Communication in 

their schools. About 64% said they had been helped very much with the Basic Functionality of their 

schools and the same percentage reported gains in the area of the Quality of Teaching and Learning 

and Education Development. The majority (55%) of principals consent that they have been very 

much helped with Curriculum Provision and Resources for their schools.  
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Help with Parents and the Community, School Infrastructure, School Safety, Security and Discipline 

and Learner Achievement were all reported as supported with 45%  of respondents saying the CoP 

helped “very much” or “somewhat”. School Governance seems to be a particularly well received 

topic - 45% of the principals said the CoP helped “very much” and 36% said the CoP helped 

“somewhat”. 

This provides overwhelming evidence in support of the idea that the CoPs are being seen as 

valuable. 

Social network analysis  

This section presents the results of the three SNA questions:  

 Did you know this person? 

 Did you share information? 

 Did you collaborate on projects? 

These findings contribute toward answering evaluation question 2: “Did a well-established sense of 

community develop?” 

The responses to these questions are presented below firstly for the Ekurhuleni North CoP and 

thereafter the Gauteng East CoP.  

Ekurhuleni North CoP 

Five Principals of the seven within the Ekurhuleni North CoP responded to the question, did you 

know each of the persons within the CoP before and after their participation in the CoP. 

Figure 22: Principals that indicated a ‘Yes’ to knowing the following members Before and After their participation in the 
Ekurhuleni North CoP 
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Principals within the Ekurhuleni North CoP each knew about 2 to 4 of the other principals before the 

CoP started. This shows that they have had already made connections with each other before the 

CoP with some making connections after their participation in the CoP, for example with Principal 2. 

However, fewer principals indicated knowing the Bridge Coordinators before the CoP (2) as 

compared to after the CoP (3 and 4). Three of the five principals indicated knowing the facilitator 

after their participation in the CoP. Two indicated not knowing the facilitator after their participation 

in the CoP which shows that they may have misinterpreted the question or did not know who the 

facilitator was as the facilitator was mentioned by name in the survey instrument. 

Figure 23: Principals that indicated a ‘Yes’ to sharing information with the following members Before and After their 
participation in the Ekurhuleni North CoP 

 

With regard to the question on sharing information with members of the CoP, principals indicated 

sharing information amongst other principals before their participation in the CoP. This has 

increased amongst a few principals (for example, Principal 2, 4 and 5) after their participation in the 

CoP. All five principal respondents indicated sharing information with principal 5 within the CoP. 

Principals sharing of information with the Bridge Coordinators also increased after their participation 

in the CoP as compared to before. This is the same for the CoP facilitator. 
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Figure 24: Principals that indicated a ‘Yes’ to collaborating on projects with the following members Before and After 
their participation in the Ekurhuleni North CoP 

 

Collaboration on projects has increased amongst principals since they started participating in the 

CoP. At least three of the five principals indicated that they started collaborating with other 

principals since the start of the CoP. This is the same with regard to the Bridge Coordinators and the 

Facilitator, with one teacher indicating collaborating on projects before participating in the CoP. This 

shows that the CoP has enabled an environment within which collaborating on projects amongst 

members can take place. 

Gauteng East CoP 

Six principals of the ten within the Gauteng East CoP responded to the three questions. It should be 

noted that a low number of Principals responded with a ‘yes’ to the three questions (Did you know 

this person? Did you share information?, Did you collaborate on projects?) which shows that there 

are low levels of sharing of information and collaboration after participating in the CoP.  
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Figure 25: Principals that indicated a ‘Yes’ to knowing the following members Before and After their participation in the 
Gauteng East CoP 

 

Fewer principals in the Gauteng East CoP indicated knowing members of their CoP before and after 

their participation in the CoP. Principals within the Gauteng East CoP claimed to know each other 

before and after the CoP. This shows that they had already connected with each other before the 

CoP with two new connections being made after their participation in the CoP, for example with 

Principal 7 and 8. This is the same with the Facilitator and Bridge Coordinators, with none of the 

principals indicating knowing the Bridge Coordinator2.  

Figure 26: Principals that indicated a ‘Yes’ to sharing information with the following members Before and After their 
participation in the Gauteng East CoP 
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With regard to the question on sharing information with members of the Gauteng East CoP, 

principals indicated sharing information with the same principals before and after participation in 

the CoP. Information sharing amongst principals have therefore not increased after participation in 

the CoP. There is potential within this CoP for members to increase information sharing. However 

due to the low response rate (6 of 10) to the survey this cannot be generalised to the remaining 

members. Information sharing with the Bridge Coordinators and the facilitators is also low before 

and after principal’s participation in the CoP. 

Figure 27: Principals that indicated a ‘Yes’ to collaborating on projects with the following members Before and After 
their participation in the Gauteng East CoP 

 

Very few principals indicated that they have collaborated on projects before and after participation 
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Overall, the incomplete survey information suggests that the Gauteng East CoP does not seem to 

have created benefits of sharing and collaborating beyond what existed prior to the CoP. This might 

be because the CoP is still in its founding phase, but may also point to a need for more immediate 

community building.  However, responses show that members in the Ekurhuleni North CoP have 

increased their connections, sharing of information and collaboration amongst Principals as well as 

Bridge Coordinators and the facilitator from before to after participating in the CoP. 

  

1

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1
2

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

1

1

0

0 1 2 3

Principal1

Principal2

Principal3

Principal4

Principal5

Principal6

Principal7

Principal8

Principal9

Principal10

Facilitator1

Bridge Coordinator 1

Bridge Coordinator 2

Nr of Teachers

Principals that indicated a 'Yes' to collaborating on projects with the 
following members Before and After their participation in the Gauteng East 

COP?
After participation in COP Before participation in COP



Evaluation of the Bridge Principals CoP v2.1 January 2014 

40 
 

Social Network Diagrams  

The following visual representations show the growth in the number of collaborative relationships 

between participants of the two CoPs.  

Figure 28: Social Network Diagram depicting collaboration in the Ekurhuleni North CoP 

 

When the collaboration in the Ekurhuleni North CoP is investigated, it seems that Principals P4 and 

P6 seems to have been relatively well networked prior to the start of the CoP.  Towards the end of 

2013, however, all of the principals indicate collaborations with each other.  
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Figure 29: Social Network Diagram depicting collaboration in the Gauteng East CoP 

 

The density of collaboration relationship in the Gauteng East CoP was relatively limited in 

comparison with the Ekurhuleni North – both prior to the start of the CoP, and since the CoPs have 

started. Principals P9 and P4 seem to be nodes of more interaction, and this could be taken into 

account when further plans for collaboration in 2014 is developed.  

Summary: Question 2 

Literature suggests that both tangible and intangible outcomes are necessary for Communities of 

Practice to function properly.  Sense of community and trust are examples of the intangibles. The 

survey responses shows that there is some sense of community in both CoPs, but that the CoP that 

has been running for a longer period of time, the Ekurhuleni North CoP, are doing better.  

There is a high level of trust within both CoPs, as almost all of the principals indicated they could 

trust the facilitator and other principals. All respondents agreed that the CoP offers a safe 

environment to share important information about their schools. The majority of respondents also 

indicated that members show respect towards each other and share common interests. In terms of 

collaboration, almost all of the respondents indicated that they help each other, share experiences 

and ways of addressing problems as well as work together on common problems within the CoP.  

With regard to social and personal interactions, it seems that there was adequate room for this at 

the CoP, and almost half of the principals said this type of exchanges happened frequently or very 

frequently, with this taking place more often outside of the CoP.  
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The CoP discussions are, however, on topic and not merely an opportunity to get together and 

socialize. Teaching and learning discussions, conversations on school education challenges are 

engaged, and the focus is clearly on discussing and solving problems. The majority of principals 

within both CoPs indicated that they better understand issues and challenges relating to; Leadership, 

management and communication (91%), quality of teaching and learning (64%) and curriculum 

provision and resources (55%) as a result of participating in the CoP. 

Although both communities seem to be established, the Ekurhuleni North CoP shows more sharing 

of information and collaboration amongst members. Responses from principals in the Gauteng East 

CoP show that this may not be as well established as Ekurhuleni North and there may be a need for 

more time to develop a sense of sharing and collaboration amongst its members. However, constant 

monitoring of this is needed to determine the pace at which this is taking place and whether support 

may be required in this regard. 

 

Question 3: Is there evidence to suggest that the CoPs did what was expected in 

terms of the draft TOC?  

This section of the report aims to answer the questions – did the CoPs do what they set out to do (As 

depicted in   
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Figure 2 in the section titled “The draft Theory of Change used for the evaluation in this report” on 

page 17), and it is based on an analysis of the facilitator’s reports for all sessions.  If the CoPs were 

making progress in terms of the Theory of Change, one would expect that the facilitators report 

would contain evidence of  

Problems identified  

Existing capacities identified 

Solutions identified 

Evaluation method and Data source 

The evaluation method used included a content analysis of the facilitators’ workshop reports. The 

data source used was the facilitator reports for all sessions. 

Completeness of data source 

Notes were taken by the facilitator in each CoP meeting and were used for this part of the 

evaluation. 

Analysis of Facilitators report 

Annexure C summarises the major issues, as well as any out of the ordinary aspects that may have 

occurred during the Principals’ CoP meetings.  The section that follows presents a qualitative analysis 

of these meeting topics.  

Focus of meetings 

Although the COPs did not articulate which content areas would be expected to be covered in the 

conversations at the outset, the following figure presents the CoP facilitators’ view of the range of 

comments that may have been discussed.  
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Figure 30 Areas for Whole School Improvement – Expected areas of CoP interest 

 

When the actual topics as listed in Annexure C are coded qualitatively against the expected areas of 

interest as per the Whole School Development diagram, it is clear that the two CoPs had very 

different focus areas. See the table below:  
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Table 1: Frequency count of coded Topics discussed by CoPs.  

Topic Ekurhuleni North Gauteng East 

1. Learner Achievement 3 1 

2. School Safety Security and Discipline  5  

3. School Infrastructure    

4. Parents and Community  2 2 

5. Basic Functionality of the School   1 

6. Leadership Management and 

Communication  

3 6 

7. Governance and Relationships 3 3 

8. Quality of Teaching and Learning and 

Education Development  

4 2 

9. Curriculum Provision and Resources  10 2 

10. Functioning of the CoP 4 5 

11. Other  2 

 

The Ekurhuleni North CoP spent very many of the sessions discussing curriculum issues – especially 

in regards to the GPLMs. The next most frequent topic of discussion in this CoP was School Safety, 

Security and Discipline.  

The Gauteng East CoP spent lots of time talking about Leadership, Management and Communication 

issues, but also discussed a variety of other topics, including problems and issues experienced at 

individual schools which may have included all or some of the expected content areas.  

Ekurhuleni North 

The topics discussed by the Ekurhuleni North CoP were indicated as follow (In descending order of 

frequency):  

Curriculum Provision and Resources 

The GPLMS was a particular point of discussion in this CoP. After a few sessions in which principals 

discussed issues with the PLMS, a session was held which also included teachers and members of the 

GPLMS Design team to engage on these issues. This was a valuable opportunity for mutual learning 

and reflection that likely would not have happened if not for the CoP.  The Annual National 

Assessments (ANAs) and curriculum resources such as the maths dictionary was also discussed.  
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 General Challenges with GPLMS  

 GLPMS issues- lack of consolidation and structure and too fast paced  
 Difficulty with covering the curriculum  

 GPLMS issues: pace-setters do not allow in-depth discussion and development of learner-

based topics  

 This meeting included V.Moodley, L.Nkosi & teachers speaking to GPLMS representatives 

about the challenges they face with the curriculum  

 GPLMS-lack of consolidation  
 Issues with ANA- lack of District support & dual approach with GPLMS  

 Lack of clear guidance for ANA exams  

 Lesson plans given by the department are too long  

 Principals need to talk to teachers about maths dictionary and proposed visited by head of 

Auckland Par Primary  

 

School Safety Security and Discipline 

The issues of discipline as well as safety (and road safety specifically was discussed in the CoP. The 

facilitator of the CoP agreed to look for a DVD resource from SciBono to provide more input into the 

discussions.  

 Discipline challenges in schools  

 Discipline issues: schools are required to take on parental as well as academic duties, thus 

there is a clash of accountability  

 Safety in schools  

 Need for road safety guide to share with learners  

 Pat to find out lessons on safety-DVD-Pat to ask Sci-bono  

Quality of Teaching and Learning and Education Development 

A variety of issues that may be associated with learners and teachers’ ability to engage with good 

quality teaching and learning and education development issues were also discussed. These 

included: 

 Literacy issues- learners speaking in mother tongue languages in foundation  

 Lack of understanding mathematics is related to language 

 Over assessment  

 How to create a ‘better self-image’ of teachers  

Governance and Relationships 

Relationships between management, staff and districts were discussed, as well as more general 

governance issues involving standards. The specific list includes: 

 Need to set standard of schools in the CoP  

 Need for trust and good relationships with staff  
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 District intolerance and lack of support  

Learner Achievement  

Learner achievement was directly or indirectly discussed in relation to general literacy and numeracy 

and specific challenges with the ANAs.  

 Numeracy & literacy challenges 

 Bad literacy and numeracy results of learners 

 Challenges with ANA 

Leadership, Management and Communication 

Three meetings focused on leadership, management and communication issues such as: 

 Focus on the role of the principal  

 Need to create common ethos  

 SADTU situation in schools and the disengagement  

Parents and Community 

Issues such as the following were discussed under parents and community 

 Lack of computer skills  

 Struggle to get parental involvement  

Functioning of the CoP 

Other discussions related mostly to the functioning and participation of the CoP itself. The following 

list of issues came up: 

 Need for pairing of principals to collaborate external to the CoP  

 The aspect of building self-worth to be part of on-going debates amongst the CoP. 

 Only two members attended the meeting due to disengagement issues at the schools  

 Brief planning for 2014 meeting  

Gauteng East 

The Gauteng East CoP spent more sessions than the Ekurhuleni North CoP talking about issues 

relating to the functioning of the group and participation of principals, possibly because it is a newer 

CoP. The most frequent area of conversation revolved around Leadership Management and 

Communication.  

Functioning of the CoP 

 Welcome and introductions to CoP 

 Explanation of BRIDGE’s goals  

 Lack of submission of required information to BRIDGE by principals 

 Late coming of principals 
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 Difficult to attend CoP meetings at the end of the year as principals and teachers are busy 

with reports  

Leadership Management and Communication  

Motivation and time management of staff were frequently mentioned topics of discussion whilst 

leadership issues such as the principal’s role and the ethos of the school also came up.  

 Motivation of staff 

 Lack of motivation of teachers  

 Poor time management of teachers- teachers should stay after school to plan for lessons 

 Need for time management course for teachers 

 Focus on the role of the principal 

 Need to create common ethos 

 

Governance and Relationships 

Staff relations, union relations, and race relations were all covered under governance and 

relationship issues 

 Need for trust and good relationships with staff 

 SADTU action in the area  

 Racism in schools  

Curriculum Provision and Resources  

The Gauteng East CoP did not discuss curriculum issues as frequently as the Ekurhuleni North, CoP, 

but among the issues discussed, featured:  

 Curriculum management 

 Lack of 3D shapes used in classrooms 

Other issues  

Other topics of discussion included:  

Learner Achievement   

 The ANA- Can’t benchmark nationally 

Quality of Teaching and Learning and Education Development  

 Problem relating to learners having difficulty linking concrete and abstract concepts in 

maths 

 Language challenges- code switching , teachers poor English 

Parents and Community  

 Struggle to get parental involvement  



Evaluation of the Bridge Principals CoP v2.1 January 2014 

49 
 

 How to fundraise?  

Basic Functionality of the School 

 Not enough days for teaching in the school calendar  

Other 

 Each principal reported on individual challenges at their schools 

 Principals reported on individual challenges at their schools 

Degree to which the meetings carried out TOC activities 

The degree to which the meetings helped the principals to identify problems, capacities, and 

solutions, or helped them to execute or report on the implementation of solutions (As per the 

theory of change) is depicted below:  

Ekurhuleni North 

 Problems 
identified 

Capacities 
identified 

Solutions 
identified 

Solutions 

planned 

Report on 

solutions 

implemented 

Feb-

August 

2012 

Lack of 

communication 

between CoP 

members and 

the facilitator 

between 

meetings 

- email 

-cell phone: 

whatsapp/bbm/mxi

t 

-Virtual CoP 

-communicate via 

Skype/Facebook- 

each principal 

would need a 

personal laptop to 

do so 

- reminder 

telephone calls 

 

 

-Fundraising for 

a laptop 

- continue email 

correspondence 

-explore online 

platforms  

-have whatsapp 

group 

-Approach 

Coza Cares to 

donate 

laptops to 

principals 

-develop a 

whatsapp 

group for 

principals Cop 

- SMSWeb to 

send bulk 

sms’s to 

remind 

principals 

about 

meetings 

-Laptops donated to 

principals, resulting 

in improvement of 

communication 

between all parties 

- SMSWeb is used to 

send bulk reminder 

smses to principals 

 

June 

2012 & 

August 

2012 

A need to set 

high standards 

for schools in 

the CoP 

-Visit a private 

school to learn 

from their standard 

setting 

-discuss standards 

within groups 

-visit each other’s 

-Facilitator has a 

contact at St 

Dunstan’s 

School 

-Principal from 

a high quality 

school to speak 

-A.Ally to Visit 

to st Dunstan 

School and 

report back to 

CoP 

- M.Thiel, 

principal of 

Dominican 

-A.Ally visited st 

Dunstan’s and 

reported back to CoP 

on findings. 

Standards were then 

set. 

-M.Thiel attended a 

CoP meeting and 
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 Problems 
identified 

Capacities 
identified 

Solutions 
identified 

Solutions 

planned 

Report on 

solutions 

implemented 

schools to learn 

from each other 

to principals 

-Principals to 

lead by example 

School to 

attend CoP 

with the 

principals  

shared his 

experience and 

learnings of being a 

principal 

- Mrs Vanessa 

Moodley, the 

principal of Actonville 

Primary, has built a 

fully-resourced 

library and maths 

centre in her school, 

which has set a high 

standard and 

example for other 

principals to make 

use of. 

March 

2013 & 

Novem

ber 

2013 

-mathematical 

challenges 

-Lack of maths 

understanding 

due to language 

issues 

-Work with Maths 

teachers from 

schools in the CoP 

-conduct a Grade 8 

maths test on 

learners from CoP 

schools and do an 

item analysis to 

find the common 

maths challenges 

learners face when 

entering high 

school 

-Hold a 

professional 

development 

workshop for 

teachers. 

-Grade 4- 7 

Maths teachers 

to meet in a 

sub-CoP to 

discuss 

challenges and 

develop 

solutions 

-Grade 4-7 

Maths 

teachers CoP 

from 

Actonville 

school to 

meet every 6 

weeks 

-Grade 8 

maths test to 

be conducted 

in January 

2013 

- Maths teachers CoP 

are developing a 

maths dictionary of 

terms in the learners 

language to improve 

their understanding 

of terms 

 

May 

2013 

GPLMS 

curriculum 

challenges- lack 

of consolidation 

& structure, fast 

paced, no 

feedback to 

principal, 

teachers use 

little initiative 

and creativity  

Pat to speak to 

GPLMS connections 

Teachers and 

principals to invite 

reps to hear their 

opinions 

Invite GPLMS 

representatives 

to explain 

difficulties with 

GPLMS and 

request 

guidance   

GPLMS reps 

invited to a 

CoP meeting 

GPLMS reps listen 

and gave permission 

to teachers and 

principals to change 

the structure and 

pace of curriculum to 

suit their needs 

2012-  Lack of District -CoP to approach -Invite Papi the -Papi invited - CoP collectively 
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 Problems 
identified 

Capacities 
identified 

Solutions 
identified 

Solutions 

planned 

Report on 

solutions 

implemented 

October 

2013 

tolerance and 

support of 

principals 

District as a 

collective  

-District official to 

attend a CoP 

meeting biannually  

-Pat to report back 

to District   

District Director 

to a CoP 

meeting 

-CoP to 

approach 

District as a 

collective 

to CoP 

meeting 

discussed their 

challenges with Papi. 

Papi took feedback 

on district interaction 

with the principals 

back to the District. 

 

March 

2013 

How to create a 

caring school 

-set high standards 

-implement values 

-share resources 

-workshops 

-BRIDGE to 

distribute 

helpful reading 

materials 

- SAIDE 

provided a 

free toolkit for 

principals on 

how to create 

a caring 

school 

- Principals use the 

toolkit and 

implement some of 

the lessons learnt 

from the material. 

Principals reported 

that the toolkit is 

useful and relevant.  

2012-

2013 

Feelings of 

isolation, lack of 

support and 

guidance in the 

principal role 

-share experiences 

with each other in 

CoP 

-CoP provides safe 

and open 

environment 

-CoP is emergent- 

principals can guide 

sessions 

 

-share 

experiences in 

CoP 

-deal with 

challenges as a 

collective 

-guide each 

other 

-provide 

emotional 

support 

-ensure trust, 

peer support & 

common 

purpose 

- CoP to be 

safe 

environment 

for honest and 

open sharing 

-ensure 

cohesion and 

trust is 

developed 

 

The principals have 

indicated in word 

and action that the 

CoP provides the 

opportunity for them 

to seek advice, 

emotional support 

and has developed 

their self-awareness. 

2012-

2013 

Lack of 

resources in 

CoP schools 

-share working 

practice 

-share resources 

within schools 

-bulk buying 

-collective 

- share working 

practice 

-share 

resources 

within schools 

-bulk buying 

-share 

working 

practice 

between 

principals 

-share 

resources 

between 

- B.D Moeketse has 

adopted 

administration 

policies and 

templates from 

V.Moodley and 

institutionalised 

these in his own 
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 Problems 
identified 

Capacities 
identified 

Solutions 
identified 

Solutions 

planned 

Report on 

solutions 

implemented 

fundraising -collective 

fundraising 

principals school. 

- T.Vilakazi has 

changed his school’s 

timetabling to a 

more efficient and 

effective method, as 

a result of the CoP’s 

recommendations. 

2012-

2013 

Fundraising 

challenges in 

the schools 

-collective 

fundraising 

-CoP to utilise the 

facilitator and 

BRIDGE’s 

connections 

-share fundraising 

ideas within CoP 

-share 

fundraising 

successful 

practice ideas in 

CoP 

-collective 

fundraising  

-in each CoP 

meeting 

principals to 

report on 

working 

practice 

generally and 

specifically 

with 

fundraising  

-V.Moodley and A. 

Ally have both been 

successful in raising 

money for their 

schools by raffling a 

donated cell phone. 

Lindi Nkosi, the 

principal of 

Magalelagase 

Primary School, used 

this idea and was 

able to raise R8,000 

for her school. 

-share ideas to sell 

popcorn, cake and 

sweet sales to raise 

funds 

 

Gauteng East 

 Problems 
identified 

Capacities 
identified 

Solutions 
identified 

Solutions 

planned 

Report on 

solutions 

implemented 

16 May 2013 Lack of 3D 

shapes used in 

classrooms 

-fundraising of 

shapes 

-build shapes 

-use play douw 

-share shapes 

-share shapes 

amongst schools 

-show examples 

of working 

practice using 

3D shapes for 

teaching and 

learning 

- principal 

shared 

examples of 

3D shapes to 

be used in 

the 

classroom 

-principals 

discussed 

implementing 3D 

shapes in 

classrooms with 

teachers 
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 Problems 
identified 

Capacities 
identified 

Solutions 
identified 

Solutions 

planned 

Report on 

solutions 

implemented 

2013 Need for sharing 

due to lack of 

resources 

- share working 

practice 

-share resources 

within schools 

-bulk buying 

-collective 

fundraising 

-share working 

practice 

-share resources 

within schools 

-share 

working 

practice 

between 

principals 

-share 

resources 

between 

principals 

-visit each 

other’s 

schools 

Mr Nkosi 

reported that he 

had visited 

Brenthurst 

Primary to look at 

how this school 

had planned for 

next year and 

what systems 

were in place.  As 

he was in a newly 

set up school, he 

was looking for 

examples of good 

practice to assist 

him.   

 

2013 Mathematical 

challenges 

-Work with 

Maths teachers 

from schools in 

the CoP 

-conduct a 

Grade 8 maths 

test on learners 

from CoP 

schools and do 

an item analysis 

to find the 

common maths 

challenges 

learners face 

when entering 

high school 

-Hold a 

professional 

development 

workshop for 

teachers. 

-Grade 4- 7 

Maths teachers 

to meet in a 

sub-CoP to 

discuss 

challenges and 

develop 

solutions 

-Grade 8 

maths test 

to be 

conducted in 

January 

2013 

-Grade 8 maths 

test to be 

conducted in 

January 2013 

27 November  Racism in 

schools 

-set values in 

schools 

-learner 

workshops 

-share 

challenges and 

devise solutions 

-set values in 

schools 

-learner 

workshops 

-share 

challenges and 

devise solutions 

-run a 

diversity 

workshop 

It was agreed to 

run a diversity 

workshop early in 

2014 with staff at 

Brenthurst and 

Dalpark Primary 

Schools.   
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 Problems 
identified 

Capacities 
identified 

Solutions 
identified 

Solutions 

planned 

Report on 

solutions 

implemented 

within CoP within CoP 

Summary: Question 3 

Based on the evidence accumulated from the facilitator’s reports, the principals CoP meetings have 

helped the principals to identify problems, capacities, and solutions. Both CoPs have been enhanced 

and maintained due to the focus on existing CoP capacities and new opportunities.   

The Ekurhuleni North CoP shows the development from the understanding of issues, opportunities 

and challenges to the development of an awareness of the CoP capacities and finally the 

identification and implementation of solutions. The Ekurhuleni North CoP shows a wide range of 

examples whereby the CoP has achieved what is expected of it in terms of the draft Theory of 

Change.  

The Gauteng East CoP is a relatively new CoP and therefore does not demonstrate the same 

magnitude of reported solutions to problems as the Ekurhuleni North CoP. The facilitator’s reports 

show that the CoP has developed common purpose and an understanding of issues, opportunities 

and challenges but there is a need for the CoP to take this to the next stage and to tap into its 

capacities to address challenges, devise solutions and implement these.  

While both CoPs are doing what is expected of them to a certain extent, evidence shows that a 

number of major issues raised in CoP meetings were not taken forward, nor were solutions 

identified and implemented. It can therefore be said that these meetings need to be more aligned 

and structured in terms of the Whole School Improvement Plan. It is important that the actions are 

followed up after each meeting.  
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Question 4: What are some of the changes that the CoP brought about?  

Evaluation method and Data source 

As a way of obtaining first-hand accounts of some of the changes that the CoP has brought about, 

principals and the CoP team were asked to express (using the Impact Story tool) what these changes 

may have been. Principals were asked to complete the template (refer to Annexure B) during one of 

their meetings in order to document the stories. 

The Impact Story tool consists of a story collection template and an evaluation rubric that 

allows for the story to be captured, verified and analysed. Project participants are 

encouraged to share examples of changes in skills, knowledge, attitudes, motivations, 

individual behaviours or organizational practice. The tool encourages respondents to think 

about the degree to which the evaluated programme contributed towards the mentioned 

change, and also asks for the details of another person that may be able to verify the 

reported change. The analyst collects the story, verifies the story and then codes the story 

using a rubric. When a number of stories are collected in this way, they are then analysed 

together with other evaluation data. 14 

Completeness of data source 

Sixteen impact stories were collected for inclusion in this report, and eleven of these were verified 

telephonically (the remaining five did not provide any contact details of a person that could verify 

the story). It is possible that far more accounts of changes are available, but since the time at which 

principals were asked to recall these stories were a particularly busy time of year, it is possible that 

many of the stories may have gone untold. The Bridge project manager and project facilitator were 

asked to provide additional impact stories in February 2014 at the time of reviewing the initial 

findings of this report which were sent through to the evaluation team in March and updated in this 

report. The stories presented here, however, do provide a sense of the range of impacts noticed.  

Although sixteen stories were analysed, principals did not give in-depth accounts of their stories. 

This had a somewhat negative effect on the analysis of the data. Ideally the stories should be 

narrated and then captured, this was however not always possible. As a result the paper based 

impact stories template was completed by principals. The richness in the data source may thus have 

been reduced as it is often easier to tell a story than it is to write a story.  

Analysis of Impact Stories 

Examples of Stories 

Below are some of the accounts given by the principals, Project manager and Facilitator in response 

to a question eliciting major changes that they have seen since attending the CoP.  

Laptop initiative, surveys, maths teachers meetings, debrief session for principals. Laptop 

was a blessing to the school, tools used to evaluate learners. 

                                                           
14

 Williams, B. & Chilalika T. (2013). Working rigorously with stories: Introducing the Impact Story Tool. 
Unpublished paper in the conference proceedings of the 2013 South African Monitoring and Evaluation 
Conference .  
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Quality of teaching and learning, educator development, curriculum provision, access to 

resources, learner achievement. Improved performance of underachieving learners, better 

reflecting by teachers 

Adopting administrative policies from another school. Institutionalise them at own school, 

improved administration policies 

Peer teaching, visit another school, organised by principals. Teachers can learn from a school 

that is achieving good results academically 

Sharing of ideas (3D shapes in mathematics) on teaching concepts and practice. Potential to 

improve teaching and learning in maths. Sharing ideas for resources. 

Sharing of working practice. Change in school’s timetabling at one school to a more efficient 

and effective method. Electronic timetabling which saves time, resources and is more 

effective. 

Analysis of Stories 

Respondents were provided with ten options from which to select the areas that they felt were 

affected or areas in which they noticed change caused by participating in the CoP. Respondents 

were able to select more than one area of impact therefore one story may have several areas of 

impact. The graph below shows these areas. These areas are based on the Whole School 

Development model which the CoP uses. 

Figure 31: Impact Areas / Attribution to CoP 

 

Leadership, Management and Communication is the impact area most chosen by respondents as 

showing a noted change, as 11 stories highlighted this particular area. Only one story highlights 

School Safety, Security and Discipline. None of the 16 stories are linked to the impact area of Parents 

and Community or any other impact area. 
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As part of the analysis the impact stories were further reviewed and were grouped into four 

common categories of impacts. These impacts covered more than one of the impact areas shown 

above. The impact categories and some examples of the impacts are provided in the table below: 

Table 2: Impact Categories and Examples 

 

Impacts Examples 

1 Information sharing, team building, confidence, 

developing leadership skills and values, sharing 

best/working practice (11) 

Sharing of the following: fundraising ideas, challenges, 

advice, resources, admin policies, training manual for 

SGB elections, maths concepts and practice (3D 

shapes), electronic timetabling, encourages teachers to 

reflect 

2 Laptop and improved access and 

communication (2) 

Tool used to evaluate learners 

3 Improved learner results, motivated staff and 

having extra classes (2) 

Motivated staff, volunteer to hold extra classes, Close 

to 20% increase in ANA results of Grade 6 learners 

4 Peer teaching, visiting other schools organised 

by principals (1) 

Teachers can learn from a schools that is achieving 

good results academically 

 

Eleven (11) of the 16 impact stories were about sharing as well as building confidence and 

developing leadership skills. Sharing ranged across the following: information, challenges, 

administrative and fundraising ideas as well as sharing of maths concepts and practice. Overall this 

encouraged reflection and a better working practice. In addition two of the impact stories 

highlighted the improved access of communication through the laptops provided, a further two 

stories highlighted improved learner results as a result of motivated staff and additional contact 

time. 

Overall most respondents felt that the CoP gave them a chance to share ideas with each other as 

well as a chance to strengthen and build relationships with their colleagues which has opened up the 

lines of communication.  

In addition respondents were asked to indicate whether the impact they identified would have 

occurred in any way if there was no Community of Practice. The responses to this question are 

shown in the figure below. 
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Figure 32: Impacts identified would have occurred in any way if there was no CoP (yes, no, partially) 

 

Four of the 16 stories (25%) would not have occurred in any way if there was no CoP and 11 of the 

16 (69%) would have partially occurred if there was no CoP. It was indicated that only one story 

would have occurred if there was no CoP. It is therefore evident that change can often be attributed 

to the CoP. The specific activities that partly and fully contributed to the impacts being realised is 

highlighted below. 

Table 3: Specific CoP Activities that fully and partially contributed to the impacts identified 

Regular constructive meetings and sharing at these meetings (9) 

Monthly visits to other schools (2) 

Workshops e.g. On how to use GPLMS from educators (1) 

Open communication channels within CoP and to higher offices (2) 

The activity using the Whole School Improvement Diagram (1) 

 

The activity that was highlighted to have contributed to nine of the impacts being realised is the 

regular CoP meetings and the sharing that takes place at these meetings. The activity of monthly 

visits to other schools was highlighted to have contributed to the change in two stories and an 

additional two stories highlighted the activity of open communication channels within the CoP to 

have contributed to change. 

Additional analysis of the responses was undertaken using a rubric to determine the level of impact 

(significant, tenuous, not applicable) on learners, teachers and school resources. The impacts were 

further categorised in this regard and this is shown in the following figure. 
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Figure 33: Level of Impact on Learners, Teachers / Principals and School resources 

 

Based on the number of individuals each change has affected and the type/level of change, it is 

possible to deduce the level of impact as demonstrated in the graph above. Each story is analysed to 

determine its level of impact on learners, teachers and school resources. Where change is seen to be 

neither Significant nor Tenuous, it is reported to be Not Applicable – in most cases because there 

was not enough information to classify the impact level.   

Analysis of stories to determine the impact they had on learners shows that nine of the 16 stories 

were not directly linked to learners, three stories had significant impact on learners and four stories 

had a tenuous impact on learners. Level of impact on teachers is slightly higher than that on learners 

as four stories had a significant impact on teachers and principals and there are less non-applicable 

towards teachers (five). Seven of the stories showed a tenuous impact on teachers and principals 

and on school resources. Four impacts showed a significant impact being made on the school 

resources. 

Verification of Stories 

Of the 16 impact stories provided 11 stories included contact details of persons that could verify the 

story. These contact persons were called to verify the impact in June 2014 some time after the 

impacts were identified. Ten of the 11 impact stories were verified with verification examples and 

one was partially verified. Detailed examples provided also included additional impacts that were 

highlighted by some of the verification contacts. The table below includes the verification examples 

provided 

Table 4: List of verification examples of impacts 

I concur, she is one of our very effective principals and she was not aware of her contribution. The 
communication and reflection to be seen as a leader and whether they are doing what they need to do. 
They should never reflect, and more awareness of the position they are holding. I worked with them, and 
they are more aware, more confident in what they are doing as they know what they are doing. 

This is true, teachers are being engaged. Mainly looking at Maths for example, learners given tests and 
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got the results and we felt we needed to meet with Grade 7 and 6 teachers in sharing teaching 
methodologies. They met and identified a need. So there are demonstrations where teachers come up 
with different methodologies. Maruba in Actonville is better resourced which assists Wattville which is 
under resourced. 

This is correct. Pat has brought tools to the COP that helps to create a caring school, we could bench mark 
our schools and how we are doing against it. There was a checklist that looked at all aspects of the school 
like learners, school organisation and this takes place on a continuous basis the sharing of information 
within the COP. Also there is interaction amongst the principals like in Benoni there was a survival kit 
which we learnt from so Pat brings all the strengths of the schools and we learn from this.  

I was summoned by the district about a labour issue and I got advice from the COP and due to this I knew 
how to handle the issue as I got advice on my personal matter and improvement in my confidence. I no 
longer feel alone, we even look forward to our next challenges and it is not a one man thing, for example, 
Vanessa assisted with faxes. 

Yes, I brought it back to the school and got cell phone from MTN and from another teacher. It did help as 
we are looking forward to a jumble sale that we are planning on having and the cell phone  raffle we are 
to do it once a year and it is part of our fundraising plan. If something is good practice within the COP 
then Pat asks if we could implement in our schools. In addition the COP was supportive of me when I was 
not well and they encouraged me to stay as I wanted to leave. Also the COP does not judge and if one of 
us is not doing things right then we can correct them in a nice manner. 

The main adoption was values, using the hand with one value on each finger for example, respect, love, 
sharing, which we got from Vanessa. We communicated this to learners in the school assemblies and this 
is how it got instilled as a part of life and the strengthening of the value system within the school. 
Because before the teachers knew about the values but now the learners know what values they need to 
adopt. This has addressed the issue of bullying in the school and learners have learnt to be respectful and 
have love for one another and share it amongst one another. Bullying has lessened in the school because 
of this. 

He was reaching out to our school and created a learning space between his and my school. We have a 
Grade 1 COP in our school and he aligned his visit of teachers with our COP and this is an opportunity of a 
role to play in assisting other teacher as long as there is a need. There is sharing across the school but 
there is a stronger sharing relationship between our schools. The issues and sharing of ideas is just in time 
rather than just in case and the because of the COP we deal with what is happening at the moment and 
deal with it now as it is relevant to the context. 

When I arrived the school was dysfunctional there was no computer in the school. Then when we got the 
laptop it was used in the school for the admin and this helped a lot and it was a blessing for me - there 
was one computer for 1255 learners which was bad. Now we can email and communicate with the COP 
and also I have got someone to come in and set up a website for the school which is running.  

Mr Mashaba from Khombindlela School was enthusiastic and gave a report back to the COP a while back 
on the use of the 3D shapes by the teachers in the school. We did not use this in our school as yet but I 
have shared it with the teachers.  

In 2009 when I joined the school the timetable was done manually and then I followed it for 2 to 3 years 
but when I had discussions with other principals I felt I had to change the situation and got people to 
show me how to do it electronically. Now in 10-15min time I am able to do the timetabling for the whole 
school and there is no mistake. Pat and Kaley came to the school to encourage me to it electronically. 
Chances of clashes and which teachers are free I can see easily, now that it is done electronically. 

 

As can be seen the verification examples provided are detailed and led to the expression of 

additional examples of impacts that have since took place within the CoP. Three of these additional 

impact examples are provided below: 

Also GPLMS for under achieving learners the context was cramped and then Pat spoke to the 

head office and someone from there came through and listened to what we had to say, the 

changes were made and implemented which would not have happened otherwise. 
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From the COP there is a lot of learning from principals, sharing of ideas, coming together 

common problems chatted. For example, I had an incident of burglary in our school where 

the doors of the toilet were stolen. I knew where the doors where and wanted to go there 

myself to get the doors back. But I was advised by the COP when I shared the story with them 

that I should not go but report the incident to the police, give them the information and let 

them assist. This advice helped as the doors were recovered and it was a good decision not to 

go there on my own for my own safety. 

We looked at group practice as part of the maths workshop on teaching of Maths in Grade 7. 

The impact was directed and looked at when needs arise and how to strategise on how to 

look at teaching. 

It can be seen that impacts are focussed on the addressing of the needs and challenges that arise 

within the schools which vary mostly across the area of Leadership, management and 

communication. Hence constant documentation of stories of impacts will assist in determining the 

extent to which the project has achieved it desired outcomes. 

Summary: Question 4 

In spite of the limitation in data, working with these impact stories has allowed an account from the 

principals and Bridge project team (Project manager and facilitator) on how the CoP is contributing 

to their school. The highest level of impact is on Leadership, Management and Communication – 

which is also the area that has been highlighted as the topic of most discussion in one of the CoPs. 

None of the principals were able to share an impact story relating to Parents and Community. Over 

60% of the stories attribute the changes they have noticed partly to the CoP and 25% directly to the 

CoP. These stories indicate that the CoP has a more significant impact on teachers / principals and 

on school resources than learners. 

Eleven of the 16 impact stories provided a verification person. Ten of the 11 impact stories were 

verified with detailed examples provided and one was partially verified. Three additional impacts 

were provided through the verification process which also stressed the importance of the CoP in 

playing a role in extending communication to higher levels within the department of education, 

providing advice in addressing issues of safety within a school as well as engaging on maths teaching 

strategies through workshops. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations  
Overall, the data seems to suggest that the CoPs are delivering value, because principals are 

attending regularly, the discussions are on topic and leads towards principals’ increased 

understanding of issues and opportunities. There are examples of tangible plans for improvement 

projects in schools being developed out of the discussions, and principals have been able to 

recognise a variety of impacts – particularly in relation to Leadership, Management and 

Communication in schools as a direct or partial consequence of participating in the CoPs.  

The Ekurhuleni North CoP, having been in operation longer, sees better attendance, greater trust 

and cohesion, and more collaboration amongst all principals than the Gauteng East CoP. The focus 

on particularly GPLMS issues and seizing an opportunity to give feedback to the developers of the 

GPLMS materials shows that this CoP is functioning well as a collective. Although the Gauteng East 

CoP is still in its founding phase, it would be important to monitor progress in order to make sure 

that the whole collective is strengthened. (Facilitators to action on an ongoing basis) 

Attendance data and reports from the facilitator seems to suggest that CoP fatigue may emerge 

towards the end of the year – It may be necessary for the staff to plan for a lighter engagement 

cycle in the last term of the year. Continued engagement with the District may also help to build a 

better understanding of mutual schedule requirements, although it is unlikely that all CoP - District 

meeting clashes will be possible to eliminate. (Facilitators to action during the planning phase for 

2014) 

A review of the facilitator reports suggest that there are a number of major issues raised in CoP 

meetings which aren’t taken forward, nor were solutions identified and implemented. This may 

point towards the need for meetings to be more aligned and structured in terms of the Whole 

School Improvement Plan, and follow more deliberate strategy to move from problem exploration to 

problem solution. It may also be necessary to keep track of actions to be followed up after each 

meeting. (Facilitators to action during the planning phase for 2014, and then monitor on an 

ongoing basis) 

Finally, despite the reflective value delivered by this evaluation report, the evaluation was severely 

limited by the availability of data, lack of verification opportunities, and confusion on the part of 

respondents when faced with questionnaires. It is recommended that an evaluation strategy for 

2014 be developed up front, and that all of the limitations outlined in this report be mitigated to 

the degree possible, when the next round of evaluation data is collected. (Action by the facilitators 

and evaluation team during 2014 planning phase). 
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Annexure A: CoP Survey (Ekurhuleni North and Gauteng East) 
Dear Participant, please complete this survey which will help BRIDGE to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

Principals Community of Practice. IMPORTANT NOTE: The information you supply on the questionnaire will be 

treated as confidential.  This applies to both information about yourself, as well as information about people 

with whom you have some interaction. Your participation is greatly appreciated. 

Section A: PERSONAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION: 
This section requires that you provide your personal information. Check the options with X where applicable 

1. Your Name & Surname 
 
 

2. Your School 
 
 

3. Gender 
O Male                        
O Female 

4. Age 

O 20 – 30 
O 31 – 40 
O 41 – 50 
O 51 – 60 
O 60+ 

5. Highest level of qualification 

O Grade 12/Standard 10/Form5/Matric 
O NTC I 
O NTC II 
O NTC III 
O Certificate with less than grade 12/STD 10  
O Diploma with less than grade 12/STD 10  
O Certificate with grade 12/STD 10 
O Diploma with grade 12/STD 10 
O Bachelors Degree 
O Bachelors Degree and Diploma 
O Honours Degree 
O Higher Degree (Masters, Doctorate) 
O Other 
O Please specify 

6. Years of experience teaching 

 
7. Years of experience as principal 

 
 

8. When did you join the CoP? 
 
 

9. How many meetings have you attended this year? 
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Section B: SENSE OF COMMUNITY RATING: 
Please indicate if you agree or disagree with the following statements, by placing an X in the relevant block 
next to each question.  
 

 

1.Strongly 
Disagree 

2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. 
Agree 

5. 
Strongly 
Agree 

1. I can trust the facilitator of the CoP O O O O O 

2. I can trust the other principals who 
participate in the CoP 

O O O O O 

3. The CoP environment is safe for me 
to share information about my 
school 

O O O O O 

4. Members of the CoP show respect 
towards each other 

O O O O O 

5. Members of the CoP all share 
common interests 

O O O O O 

6. Members of the CoP help each other O O O O O 

7. Members of the CoP share 
experiences 

O O O O O 

8. Members of the CoP share ways of 
addressing problems 

O O O O O 

9. Members of the CoP work together 
on common problems 

O O O O O 
 

Section C: SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS. Please tell us how you collaborated with other members of the CoP 

before and after joining the CoP 

 

Before joining the CoP  

 

1. Did you know this 
person? 

2. Did you share 
information? 

3. Did you collaborate on 
projects? 

Mr (Abdul) Azeez Ally Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Aru Verasamy Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Boze Moeketsi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Nash Sangweni Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Tom Vilakazi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mrs Lindi Nkosi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mrs Venessa Moodley Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Themba Madlopha Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Madoda Hadebe Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Pat Sullivan Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Kaylee Mottee Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Tshego Thulare Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 
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 After joining the CoP  
4.  5. Do you know this 

person? 
6. Do you share 

information? 
7. Do you collaborate on 

projects? 

 Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr (Abdul) Azeez Ally Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Aru Verasamy Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Boze Moeketsi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Nash Sangweni Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Tom Vilakazi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mrs Lindi Nkosi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mrs Venessa Moodley Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Themba Madlopha Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr Madoda hadebe Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Pat Sullivan Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Kaylee Mottee Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Tshego Thulare Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 
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Section E: FOCUS AREAS: 
Please indicate (with an x next to each point) to what degree the Principals CoP helped you to better understand 
the issues and challenges related to... 

 

1.Not at 
all 

2.Not 
really 3.Undecided 4.Somewhat 

5.Very 
much 

1. Basic functionality of schools O O O O O 

2. Leadership, management & 
communication in schools 

O O O O O 

3. Governance & relationships in schools O O O O O 

4. Quality of teaching & learning & 
education development 

O O O O O 

5. Curriculum provision & curriculum 
resources 

O O O O O 

6. Learner Achievement O O O O O 

7. School Safety, security & discipline O O O O O 

8. School Infrastructure O O O O O 

9. Parents & community O O O O O 

Section D: COLLABORATION:  
How frequently do you engage in the following activities with other members of the Principal’s CoP 

 0. Never  1. Very 
rarely (once 
or twice per 
year) 

3. Occasionally 
(Three to four 
times per year) 

4. 
frequently 
(About 
once a 
month) 

5. very 
frequently 
(About 
weekly) 

1. Do you have social conversation 
and share personal information at 
the CoP? 

O O O O O 

2. Do you have social conversation 
and share personal information 
with other principals outside of the 
CoP? 

O O O O O 

3. Do you work with the principals 
outside of the CoP? 

O O O O O 

4. Do you have conversation about 
teaching and learning in the CoP 
with the principals? 

O O O O O 

5. Do you have conversation about 
teaching and learning outside of 
the CoP with the principals? 

O O O O O 

6. Do you have conversations about 
issues/challenges facing your 
school/ education in the CoP? 

O O O O O 

7. Do you discuss possible solutions 
to the issues in the CoP? 

O O O O O 

8. Do you find solutions to issues 
discussed in the CoP? 

O O O O O 

9. Do you share resources with the 
other principals in the CoP? 

O O O O O 
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Dear Participant, please complete this survey which will help BRIDGE to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

Principals Community of Practice. IMPORTANT NOTE: The information you supply on the questionnaire will be 

treated as confidential.  This applies to both information about yourself, as well as information about people 

with whom you have some interaction. Your participation is greatly appreciated. 

Section A: PERSONAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION: 
This section requires that you provide your personal information. Check the options with X where applicable 

10. Your Name & Surname 
 
 

11. Your School 
 
 

12. Gender 
O Male                        
O Female 

13. Age 

O 20 – 30 
O 31 – 40 
O 41 – 50 
O 51 – 60 
O 60+ 

14. Highest level of qualification 

O Grade 12/Standard 10/Form5/Matric 
O NTC I 
O NTC II 
O NTC III 
O Certificate with less than grade 12/STD O 10  
O Diploma with less than grade 12/STD 10  
O Certificate with grade 12/STD 10 
O Diploma with grade 12/STD 10 
O Bachelor’s Degree 
O Bachelor’s Degree and Diploma 
O Honours Degree 
O Higher Degree (Masters, Doctorate) 
 Other Please Specify 

15. Years of experience teaching 

 
16. Years of experience as principal 

 
 

17. When did you join the CoP 
 
 

18. How many meetings have you attended this year?  
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Section B: SENSE OF COMMUNITY RATING: 
Please indicate if you agree or disagree with the following statements, by placing an X in the relevant block 
next to each question.  

 

1.Strongly 
Disagree 

2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. 
Agree 

5. 
Strongly 
Agree 

10. I can trust the facilitator of the CoP O O O O O 

11. I can trust the other principals who 
participate in the CoP 

O O O O O 

12. The CoP environment is safe for me 
to share information about my 
school 

O O O O O 

13. Members of the CoP show respect 
towards each other 

O O O O O 

14. Members of the CoP all share 
common interests 

O O O O O 

15. Members of the CoP help each other O O O O O 

16. Members of the CoP share 
experiences 

O O O O O 

17. Members of the CoP share ways of 
addressing problems 

O O O O O 

18. Members of the CoP work together 
on common problems 

O O O O O 
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Section C: SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS. Please tell us how you collaborated with other members of the CoP 

before and after joining the CoP 

 
Before joining the CoP  

 

8. Did you know this 
person? 

9. Did you share 
information? 

10. Did you 
collaborate 
on projects? 

Mr. Godfrey. Makgabutlane Mabubnda Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Jacob. Nteie. Tshetlo Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Johannes. Khomisana Mashaba Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Lemson. Motsoseng. Mashigo Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Modishe. Sidney. Kgope Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Qeleli. Desmond. Lengoasa Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Vusi Nkosi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mrs. Razia. Ghanshi Badasie Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms. N. Nzoyi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Pat Sullivan Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Kaley le Mottee Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Tshego Thulare Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

 

 After joining the CoP 
  

 11. Do you know this 
person? 

12. Do you share information? 13. Do you collaborate on 
projects? 

Mr. Godfrey. 
Makgabutlane 
Mabubnda Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Jacob. Nteie. Tshetlo Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Johannes. 
Khomisana Mashaba Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Lemson. Motsoseng. 
Mashigo Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Modishe. Sidney. 
Kgope Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Qeleli. Desmond. 
Lengoasa Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mr. Vusi Nkosi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Mrs. Razia. Ghanshi 
Badasie Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms. N. Nzoyi Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Pat Sullivan Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Kaley le Mottee Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 

Ms Tshego Thulare Yes / No Yes / No Yes / No 
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Section D: COLLABARATION:  
How frequently do you engage in the following activities with other members of the Principal’s CoP 

 0. Never  1. Very 
rarely (once 
or twice per 
year) 

3. Occasionally 
(Three to four 
times per year) 

4. 
frequently 
(About 
once a 
month) 

5. very 
frequently 
(About 
weekly) 

10. Do you have social conversation 
and share personal information at 
the CoP? 

O O O O O 

11. Do you have social conversation 
and share personal information 
outside of the CoP? 

O O O O O 

12. Do you work with principals 
outside of the CoP? 

O O O O O 

13. Do you have conversation about 
teaching and learning in the CoP? 

O O O O O 

14. Do you have conversation about 
teaching and learning outside of 
the CoP? 

O O O O O 

15. Do you have conversation about 
issues/challenges facing your 
school/ education? 

O O O O O 

16. Do you discuss possible solutions 
to issues? 

O O O O O 

17. Do you find solutions to issues 
discussed? 

O O O O O 

18. Do you share resources ? 
O O O O O 

 

Section E: FOCUS AREAS: 
Please indicate (with an x next to each question) to what degree the Principals CoP helped you to better 
understand the issues and challenges related to... 

 

1.Not at 
all 

2.Not 
really 3.Undecided 4.Somewhat 

5.Very 
much 

10. Basic functionality of schools O O O O O 

11. Leadership, management & 
communication in schools 

O O O O O 

12. Governance & relationships in schools O O O O O 

13. Quality of teaching & learning & 
education development 

O O O O O 

14. Curriculum provision & curriculum 
resources 

O O O O O 

15. Learner Achievement O O O O O 

16. School Safety, security & discipline O O O O O 

17. School Infrastructure O O O O O 

18. Parents & community O O O O O 
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Annexure B: Impact Story Template 
Impact Story Template 

Please use a separate form for each story 

 

During the principal’s meeting, you shared an example of how the community of practice contributed towards 

an impact in your organization. Please fill in this story template with as much detail as possible and hand it 

back to any of the Bridge staff, or email it to Kaley@bridge.org.za By completing this story template, you help 

us to record the information in a format that will be useful for evaluating the community of practice. Your 

comments may be anonymously quoted in an evaluation report.  

 

Question 1: Which of the following areas were affected by the impact you noticed? (Mark all that apply with 

an x to the left of the relevant description) 

 

O Basic functionality of the school O Learner Achievement 

O 
Leadership, management and 

communication 
O 

School Safety, security & discipline 

O Governance and relationships O School Infrastructure 

O 
Quality of teaching & learning and 

education development 
O 

Parents and community 

O 
Curriculum provision & curriculum 

resources 
O 

Other: 

 

Question 2: Please narrate the key points of your example here again (Pay attention to WHAT the impact 

was, WHO was impacted, WHY this is an improvement (SO WHAT?) and how the community of practice 

CONTRIBUTED to it)  

 

WHAT?  

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Kaley@bridge.org.za
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WHO?  

 

 

 

 

SO WHAT?  

 

 

 

 

CoP’s  

CONTRIBUTION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 3: Do you think that this impact would have occurred in any way if there was no Community of 

practice? (Mark the relevant choice with an x) 

3.1   O Yes  O Partly   O No  

 

3.2   What specific activity / aspect of the community of practice contributed to the impact 

being realised? 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Question 4: In order to verify the information, we may need to contact you at a later stage. Please provide 

the particulars below:  

Your Name & Surname:  

 

Email:  

Your Organization:  

 

Cell phone:  

Position:  

 

Date   

 

Question 5: Is there someone else that might be able to confirm this story?  

5.1 O No  O Yes (Please provide the details below) 

 

Person’s Name & 

Surname: 

 Email:  

Person’s Organization:  

 

Cell phone:  

Position:  

 

 

 

Thank you for your time and attention to this task. 
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OFFICE USE ONLY: Number: 
Impact: 1-5 Individuals, 6 – 30 Individuals, 31 – 100 individuals; Organizational; System Wide 
Impact on Learners: Significant, Tenuous, Not Applicable 
Impact on Teachers: Significant, Tenuous, Not Applicable 
Impact on School Resources: Significant, Tenuous, Not Applicable 
Change:  Value; Attitude; Skill; Knowledge, Individual Behaviour, Organizational Behaviour 
Verified: Yes / Partly / No / Not Yet 
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Annexure C: Topics Discussed in the CoPs 

Table 5: Topics Discussed in Ekurhuleni North CoP 

 Major issues that were discussed Did any out of the ordinary aspects 

occur 

Meeting 1- 

February 2012 

 Numeracy & literacy challenges  The facilitator reported that Rona 

Mawela of the District has 

offered District support of the 

CoP and its processes.  

Meeting 2- 

March 2012 

 Need to set standard of schools in 

the CoP 

 Need for pairing of principals to 

collaborate external to the CoP 

 Agreed that it would be beneficial 

to visit a private school to assess 

the standard of maths and 

literacy at the school 

 Saide Creating a Caring School 

toolkit distributed to CoP 

members 

Meeting 3- May 

2012 

 Literacy issues- learners speaking in 

mother tongue languages in 

foundation phase 

 How to create a ‘better self-image’ 

of teachers 

 T.Vilakazi reported that he has 

changed his school’s timetabling 

to a more efficient and effective 

method, as a result of the CoP’s 

recommendations. 

Meeting 4- June 

2012  

 The aspect of building self-worth to 

be part of on-going debates 

amongst the CoP. 

 GPLMS-lack of consolidation 

 Discipline challenges in schools 

 A.Ally reported that he has visited 

St Dunstan’s on the 4 June with 

his Deputy and 2 HoDs 

 Agreed that teachers should be 

encouraged to speak in English 

during school time so that 

children can pick up phrases and 

conversations. 

 Reflections on team work and 

trust in CoP 

 

Meeting 5- 

August 2012 

 Challenges with ANA 

 SADTU situation in schools and the 

disengagement 

 Coza Cares donated laptops to 

each principal in the CoP to assist 

with communication amongst 

each other and the facilitator. 

 Request for computer skills 

training 

Meeting 6- 

September 2012 

 Issues with ANA- lack of District 

support & dual approach with 

GPLMS 

 A.Verasamy shared survival book 

with principals in CoP, which 

contained a range of standard 

words and exercises for all 

Grades in the school 

 Agree to undertake bulk buying 
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 Major issues that were discussed Did any out of the ordinary aspects 

occur 

of stationary and other materials 

Meeting 7- Oct 

2012 

 Only two members attended the 

meeting due to disengagement 

issues at the schools 

 

Meeting 8- Feb 

2013 

 Lack of computer skills 

 Challenges with GPLMS 

 Bad literacy and numeracy results 

of learners 

 Discipline issues: schools are 

required to take on parental as well 

as academic duties, thus there is a 

clash of accountability 

 Derek Moeketse said he would 

like to visit Actonville Primary 

school to look at the facilities and 

systems in place so as to compare 

with his school’s 

Meeting 9- 

March 2013 

 GPLMS issues: pace-setters do not 

allow in-depth discussion and 

development of learner-based 

topics 

 Lesson plans given by the 

department are too long 

 Lack of understanding mathematics 

is related to language 

 Bose noted and reported that he 

had visited Venessa’s school to 

look at how her admin block had 

been set up, and had adopted 

some of the policies that Venessa 

had devised for her school 

 T.Vilakazi reported that he had 

been motivated by discussions in 

the CoP and had decided to try 

and solve some pressing issues in 

his school and not to wait for the 

District to help 

 

Meeting 10-

April 2013 

 GLPMS issues- lack of consolidation 

and structure and too fast paced 

 

 Agree to harness the collective 

voice to approach GPLMS 

representatives to discuss their 

issues 

Meeting 11-May 

2013 

 This meeting included V.Moodley, 

L.Nkosi & teachers speaking to 

GPLMS representatives about the 

challenges they face with the 

curriculum  

 The GPLMS reps agreed that the 

principals and teachers could 

change the pace and structure of 

the curriculum to suit teacher 

and learner needs. 

Meeting 12- 

June 2013 

 Lack of clear guidance for ANA 

exams 

 Safety in schools 

 Need for road safety guide to share 

with learners 

 Sharing of fundraising ideas- 

raffle a cell phone 

Meeting 13- 27 

August 2013 

 Focus on the role of the principal 

 Need for trust and good 

relationships with staff 

 Mike Thiel of the Dominican 

College shared his challenges of 

being a principal in an 
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 Major issues that were discussed Did any out of the ordinary aspects 

occur 

 Struggle to get parental 

involvement  

 Need to create common ethos 

independent low-fee school 

Meeting 7- 

August 2013 

 Pat to find out lessons on safety-

DVD-Pat to ask Sci-bono 

 Principals need to talk to teachers 

about maths dictionary and 

proposed visited by head of 

Auckland Par Primary  

 Approach made to Coza Cares to 

support Breadbin 

 Principals to monitor ANA results 

to be shared between schools at 

a later date 

Meeting 15- 

October 2013 

 Difficulty with covering the 

curriculum 

 District intolerance and lack of 

support 

 Over assessment  

 The District official, Papi attended 

the meeting.  Principals raised 

issues such as lack of district 

involvement, over assessment 

and ANA issues 

Meeting 16- 

November 2013 

 Brief planning for 2014 meeting  
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Table 6: Topics Discussed in Gauteng East CoP 

 Major issues that were discussed Did any out of the ordinary aspects 

occur 

Meeting 1- 12 

March 

 Welcome and introductions to CoP 

 Explanation of BRIDGE’s goals 

 

Meeting 2- 18 

April 

 SADTU action in the area 

 Each principal reported on 

individual challenges at their 

schools 

 How to fundraise? 

 

Meeting 3- 16 

May 

 Language challenges- code 

switching , teachers poor English 

 Lack of 3D shapes used in 

classrooms 

 Not enough days for teaching in 

the school calendar  

 

Meeting 4- 11 

June 

 The ANA- Can’t benchmark 

nationally 

 Problem relating to learners having 

difficulty linking concrete and 

abstract concepts in maths 

 Need for time management course 

for teachers 

 Lack of motivation of teachers  

 Mr Mkwanazi announced his retirement  

Meeting 5- 30 

July 

 Principals reported on individual 

challenges at their schools 

 Lack of submission of required 

information to BRIDGE by 

principals 

 Mr Mabunda from Dalpark Primary had 

visited Mrs Badasie from Brenthurst 

Primary, to share and exchange ideas on 

aspects within their school 

Meeting 6- 27 

August 

 Focus on the role of the principal 

 Need for trust and good 

relationships with staff 

 Struggle to get parental 

involvement  

 Need to create common ethos 

 Mike Thiel of the Dominican College 

shared his challenges of being a principal 

in an independent low-fee school in 

Johannesburg 

Meeting 7- 21 

October 

 Motivation of staff 

 Poor time management of 

teachers- teachers should stay 

after school to plan for lessons 

 Curriculum management 

 Mr Nkosi reported that he had visited 

Brenthurst Primary to look at how this 

school had planned for next year and 

what systems were in place.  As he was in 

a newly set up school, he was looking for 

examples of good practice to assist him.   

Meeting 8- 27 

November 

 Late coming of principals 

 Difficult to attend CoP meetings at 

the end of the year as principals 

 It was agreed that Pat would speak to the 

District and request to run a maths test 

early in 2014, with Grade 8 learners, from 
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and teachers are busy with reports  

 Racism in schools  

the secondary schools to which learners 

from CoP schools attend. An item analysis 

would then be conducted to identify 

common problems stemming from 

Primary school 

 It was agreed to run a diversity workshop 

early in 2014 with staff at Brenthurst and 

Dalpark Primary Schools.   

 


