
 

 

 
ABSTRACT 

ThestudysoughttodetermineinstructionalsupervisionofPerformanceLagAddressProgram(PLAP)atsecondaryschoollevel.
Twoschoolsparticipatedinthestudy(onefromformergroupA(S1)andtheotherfromformergroupB(S2)schools).Atotalof100
volunteerteachers(fiftyfromeachschooltype)participated.Aquestionnairewithclosedandopenquestionswasused.Dataw
asanalyzedusingachi-squareforindependencewhileopenendedquestionsshowing similar 
themesweregroupedtogether.The results showsignificant differencesby 
schooltypeonvision,curriculummodifications,staffdevelopmentclassroomsupervisionbyHODsandhead-
teachers.Teachercommentsindicatethathead-
teachersdonotsuperviseclassesandthereislittlestaffdevelopment.Nodifferenceswerefoundincollaborativeworkandreso
urcesbutteachercommentsindicatedthattherearenoteacherteamsinsamesubjectareasordifferentsubjects.Recommend
ationsonPLAParesuggested. 
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ThepurposeofthestudyistodetermineinstructionalsupervisionofperformanceLagAddressProgram(PLAP)atsecond-
aryschoollevel.Teachers’perceptionsonPLAPatformergroupA(S1)andformergroupB(S2)willbecompared.FormergroupA(S1)seco
ndaryschoolsarelocatedinformerEuropeanaffluentsuburbsandwereattendedbywhites,Indiansandcoloredstudentsonlyandscho
olsweresuperiorintermsofresourcesandtrainedstaff.FormergroupB(S2)secondaryschoolswerelocatedinurbanAfricanresidential
areas(similartoinner-cityareasinUSA)andwereinferiorintermsofresourcesandtrained teachers(Nkomaand Mapfumo,2013) 

TheMinistryofPrimaryandSecondaryEducationinZimbabwelaunchedthePerformanceLagaddressProgram(PLAP)inOctober2012
inManicalandProvinceafterrealizingtheunder-
achievementofstudentsatbothprimaryandsecondaryschoolswhichwascausedbythesocio-
economicmeltdownfrom2006to2008.(Nkomaetal.,2012;Herald,10Aug2013).Thecrisishadconsiderableimpactonseveralaspects
oftheeducationsystemparticularlyrelatedtofinancing,theteacherforce,participation,equityandlearningoutcomes(MOESAC,201
3).PerformanceLagAddressProgram(PLAP)isaresultofdeep-stickevaluationwhichentails assessing the teacher-learning process, 
teacher-pupilrecords, resourcesprovision, 
andmonitoringandevaluationprograms.Inordertoclosetheachievementgapsamanualforprimaryandsecondaryschoolteachersw
aswrittentospecificallyaddresstheproblemsofunderachievement(MuzawaziandNkoma,2011citedbyNkoma,2014).ThePLAPpro
gramaimstoimprovetheachievementofprimaryandsecondarystudentsbyre-
visitingthesyllabusandtargetingconceptsthathaveprovenpersistentlydifficultforpupilstocatchuponwiththeoverallaimofteachin
gfromthelastpointofsuccess.ThisimpliescurriculummodificationwhichComfort(1990)definesas“theadapt-
ingorinterpretingofaschool’sformalcurriculumbyteachersintolearningobjectivesandunitsoflearningactivitiesjudgedmostreason
ableforanindividuallearnerorparticulargroupoflearners”(p.397).Whenschoolcurriculumis 
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STATEMENTOFTHEPROBLEM 

 

viewedasaframeworkforguidingteachersitentailsmodifiedcontents,instructions,and/orlearningoutcomesfordi-
versestudentneeds(King-
Sears,2001).Hence,thegoalofmodifyingthecurriculumistomakeindividualscompensateforintellectualchallengesbycreatinglear
ningenvironmentswhichallowanindividualtoutilizeexistingskillrepertoireswhilepromotingtheacquisitionofnewskillsand 
knowledge(Switlick,1997p.236). 

ThePerformanceLagAddressProgramemphasizesfrequent andflexible within classabilitygrouping. 
Studentswhochangegroupsareexposedtodifferentpeercontexts,instructionalcontentandpedagogy.Theresearcherhasbeenane
ducationalpsychologistintheMinistryofEducationandhasobservedthatthisin-
classabilitygroupingismostlyfoundatprimaryschoollevelwhiletheorganizationatsecondaryschoolsismostlybasedonfriendshippa
irs. 

Thecausesofunderachievementinschoolsarecomplexandmaybedifficulttodetermine(Nkoma,2014).ForexamplestudiesinZimba
bwehaveshownthatthequalityofinstructionisaffectedbyhighteacher-pupilratio,inadequateremu-neration,inadequate 
supervision and poor 
incentives(Chivedzaetal,2012;Chakanyukaetal,2009;Makopa,2011;Nkomaetal,2013).Incentiveswereintroducedin2009tomotiv
ateteachersduetopoorremunerationbutonlytendedtocaterforurbanschoolsonlyandresultedinclashesbetweenhead-
teachersandteachersfornon-
paymentwerescrappedinAugust,2014(Chronicle,30August2014).Thepresentstudywillfocusonsecondaryschoolsasmoststudies
onPerformanceLagAddressProgramfocusedonprimaryschools(forexample,Nkoma,2013;2014).Organizationaldif-
ferencesbetweensecondaryandprimaryschools(forexamplesubjectspecializationandindirectsupervision)makeitnecessarytokn
owhowPLAPisbeingimplementedatsecondarylevel.InstructionalleadershipshouldbeviewedasanimportantcomponentofPLAPa
sitsfunctionsaredirectlyrelatedtosupportingclassroomteachingandlearning(Murphy,1988)whileitsindirectworkingshaveastatis
ticalsignificanceeffectonstudentachievement(Louisetal.,2010).ForPLAPtobeeffectivetheschoolvisionneedstohavehighexpecta
tionsforall(teachersandstudents)whichraisestheoverallachievementofallstudents(Porteretal2008).Thusinstructionalleadersne
edtovalueablendofsupervision,staffdevel-opmentand curriculumdevelopment(Southworth,2002)whileimplementingPLAP. 

Forexample,ifsomeform2studentsarefoundtobeachievingatsixthgradelevelinEnglishlanguage…doeshis/herEng-
lishteachercollaboratewithahistoryorDivinityteacher?Thedepartmentalizationatsecondaryschoolswarrantsastudyoninstructio
nalsupervision.ThedefinitionoptedinthisarticleisbyMurphy(1988)whoviewsinstructionalleadershipasaclassofleadershipfunctio
nsdirectlyrelatedtosupportingclassroomteachingandstudentlearning.ThisdefinitionisnecessaryforPLAPasitviewshead-
teachersasresponsiblefordevelopingacommunityofprofessionallearnersinwhichteachersworkcollaborativelyandinestablishing 
expectationsforqualitystudentworkandqualityteaching.Mctlife(2003)indicatesthathead-
teachersareresponsibleformotivatingteachersandstudents,ensuringasafeandsecureenvi-ronment, communicating toparents 
and otheradministrative responsibilities. Deputyhead-teachers and heads ofdepart-
mentsaretheinstructionalleadersfortheirdepartmentsbecausetheyattendtothedetailsofcurriculumdeliveryintheirsubjects(Sisk
in,1994)whilehead-
teachersfocusonbroadtypesofleadershipwhichentailscreatingtheconditionsforoptimalteachingandlearningbyensuringthatsch
oolpolicies,routines,resourcingandothermanagementdecisionssup-portandrequirehigh-qualitylearning. 

The researcher was a lead researcher in the design of PLAP and has heard negative comments about it at secondary 
schoollevelbysometeachers.Thecommentscenteredmostlyontoomuchworkduetoacademicdiversityofstudents,inabilityto 
teachprimarylevelmaterial and the requirementsof both schemeswhich are doneduring schoolholidaysand groupplans which 
are done soon after schools open after students are assessed to determine level of ability. Various 
stakeholdershavewidenedtheirexpectationsfromhead-
teachersdemandinghigheracademicresultsandperformancestandards(Weindling and Dimmock, 2006).In Zimbabwe, 
Chireshe(2011) found that curriculum as indicated by teachers is examina-tions oriented and hence teachers focus on 
preparing learners for examinations to achieve high pass rates and gain recog-nition while Mpofu (2000) indicated that 
African education systems tend to emphasize competition rather than cooperationamongst learners. However, studies have 
shown that instructional supervision improves classroom practices thus contrib-uting to students’ success through 
professional growth and improvement of teachers (Blasé & Blasé, 1998; and Sullivan,1991). Thus the study will look at the 
basic elements of instructional supervision with respect to PLAP: defining the schoolmission, managing the curriculum and 
instruction, supervising teaching, monitoring learner progress (Van Deventer andKruger, 2003). The head-teacher as an 
instructional leader of PLAP needs to provide direction, resources and support teach-ers thus he/she has an effect on teacher 
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attitudes towards teaching with an ultimate goal of improving achievement of alllearners. 



 

 

HYPOTHESES 

RESEARCHMETHODANDDATAANALYSIS 

RESEARCHDESIGN 

INSTRUMENTS 

DATAANALYSIS 

 

It is important to determine secondary teachers’ views on performance lag address program as it entails teaching academ-
ically diverse students. A manual for both primary and secondary school teachers’ (Nuzawazi and Nkoma cited by 
Nkoma,2014) did not take into cognizance the organizational differences (for example indirect supervision) between 
secondary andprimary schools. Studies have shown that some secondary school children are achieving at primary school level 
while othersare achieving at orabove their currentfromlevels(Nkoma et al2012;MOESAC,2013)hence it is important to 
determinehowsecondaryschoolteachers’planandteachdiverseclassroomsconsideringthelimitedresourcesinschools.ForPLAPto 
be effective these secondary school teachers have to start instruction from the student’s last point of success which mightbe 
at primary school level hence the need to collaborate with primary school teachers. The schemes are done during 
schoolholidays hence assuming students of average ability which might result in planning and instruction tailored for these 
stu-dents only. It is important todetermine how teacher teams from different subject areas collaborate (for example if 
someform two students (grade nine equivalent) are achieving at sixth grade in English, does this English teacher collaborate 
withhistoryteacher onteachingstrategiesandplanning?). 

1. Ho:ThereisnodifferencebetweenschoolvisionsonPLAPbyschooltype 

2. Ho:Thereisnorelationshipbetweenteachingresourcesbyschooltype 

3. Ho:Thereisnorelationshipbetweencurriculummodificationsbyschooltype. 

4. Ho:ThereisnoassociationbetweenclassroomsupervisorypracticesbyHODsorDeputyheadsbyschooltype. 

5. Ho:Thereisnodifferencebetweenstaffdevelopmentpracticesbyschooltype. 

6. Ho:Thereisnodifferencebetweeninstructionalsupervisionbyhead-teacherbyschooltype. 

 

Asurveyresearchdesignwillbeusefulinthisstudyasittakesintocognizanceself-reportedbeliefsandopinionsofpartici-pants 
(DavidandSutton, 2004) 

 
The district of study is Mutare urban were the PLAP program started in Zimbabwe.One secondary school from each 
schooltype (former group A (S1) and former group B (S2)) will be randomly selected for the study. A total number of 100 
volunteerteachers(50fromeachschooltype willbe selected). 

The questionnaire was designed using information from theliterature and structuredinto sevenpartswith a total of 33open 
and closed questions. These are divided into PLAP vision with three questions; curriculum modification (4 
questions);classroom supervision by heads of department/deputy heads (4 questions); staff development (9 questions); 
classroomsupervision by head-teacher (4 questions); teaching resources (3 questions) and collaborative work (6 questions). 
The in-strument was content analyzed by four school inspectors and three faculty of Education lecturers in Mutare and was 
pilotedat onesecondaryschoolandfound tobesuitable foruse inthisstudy. 

 
Authority to carry the study in Mutare was sort from the Deputy Provincial Education Director, Ministry o fPrimary 
andSecondary Education. When the authority is granted appointments with Heads-teachers were done. Teachers who volun-
teered to participate in the study were briefed about the purpose of the study and were given two days to answer 
thequestionsat their ownpace. 

PROCEDURE 

SAMPLE 
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RESULTS 

 

Datawasanalyzedusingachi-
squareforindependencewhilequalitativeresponsesfromopenendedquestionsshowingsimilarthemesweregroupedtogether. 

 
 

Generalobservationsofclassroomseatingarrangementshasshownthatstudentsseatinpairsinovercrowdedclassroomswhileteach
ers’record bookshaveshownwholeclassplanningin differentsubjectareas. 

ThefirsthypothesisstatesthatthereisnodifferencebetweenschoolvisionsonPLAPbyschooltype 

Table1:Observedandexpectedfrequencies(expectedinparenthesis)onteachers’viewsaboutPLAP
 Visionbyschoolt
ype. 

Schooltype Agree Neutral Disagree Total 

GroupA 45(38) 2(4.5) 3(7.5) 50 

GroupB 31(38) 7(4.5) 12(7.5) 50 

Total 76 9 15 100 

Chi-square(χ²)=10.76,p<0.01df=2(significant) 

Table 1indicates a significant difference by school type on visions about PLAP. Group A school agreed more on school 
visionthan group B school. Most teachers agreed that the school has a PLAP vision but group B school could not state what 
itentails. 

Thesecondhypothesisstatesthatthereisnorelationshipbetweenschooltypeandteachingresources 

Table 2: Observed and expected frequencies (expected in parenthesis) on teachers’ views on teaching resources by 
schooltype. 
 GroupA GroupB Total 

Agree 31(32) 33(32) 64 

Neutral 4(4.5) 5(4.) 9 

Disagree 15(13.5) 15(13.5) 27 

Total 50 50 100 

Chi-square(χ²)=0.52,p>0.05df=2(insignificant) 

The results indicate no difference in teaching resources indicating that resources are equally distributed. However, 
mostteachers’ in both school types indicated lack of primary school teaching resources to effectively teach those achieving 
belowgrade7levels.They also commentedlackofclassroomsforspecialclasses ofslowlearners. 

Thethirdhypothesisstatesthatthereisnorelationshipbetweencurriculummodificationsbyschooltype. 

Table 3: Observed and expected frequencies (expected in parenthesis) on teachers’ views about curriculum modification 
byschool type. 
 GroupA GroupB Total 

Agree 31(25) 19(25) 50 

Neutral 4(4.5) 5(4.5) 9 

Disagree 15(20.5) 26(20.5) 41 

Total 50 50 100 

Chi-square(χ²)=5.96p<0.05df=2(significant) 

The results show differences in curriculum modifications by school type with higher frequencies of agreement occurring 
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classroomsimpactnegativelyonthequalityofteaching. 
MostteachersingroupBschoolcommentedthattheydonotknowhowtomodifythe curriculum andinstruction for diverse students. 

Thefourthhypothesisstatesthatthereisno associationbetweenclassroomsupervisorypracticesbyHODsorDeputyheadsby 
schooltype. 

Table4:Observedandexpectedfrequencies(expectedinparenthesis)onteachers’viewsaboutsupervisionbyHODs/dep-
utyheadteachersbyschooltype. 
 GroupA GroupB Total 

Agree 35(30) 25(30) 60 

Neutral 6(5) 4 (5) 10 

Disagree 9(15) 21(15) 30 

Total 50 50 100 

Chi-square(χ²)=7.46p<0.05df=2(significant) 

The results show a significant difference in supervision by school type. Teachers’ comments in group B indicate that super-
vision is always scheduled and liked by them while that in group A was mostly unscheduled but infrequent but makes 
themwork harder.Most teachers in both school types indicated that these supervisions were formal and long. The fifth 
hypoth-esisstatesthatthereis no differencebetweenstaffdevelopmentby schooltype. 

Table 5: Observed and expected frequencies (expected in parenthesis) on teachers’ views about staff development by 
schooltype. 
 GroupA GroupB Total 

Agree 32(25.5) 19(25.5) 60 

Neutral 6(9) 12(9) 10 

Disagree 12(15.5) 19(15.5) 30 

Total 50 50 100 

Chi-square(χ²)=6.90p<0.05df=2(significant) 

TherearedifferencesinstaffdevelopmentbyschooltypewithhigherfrequenciesonstaffdevelopmentoccurringingroupA school. 
Comments from teachers in group A school indicated that they once invited school psychological personnel to givethemin-
servicetrainingonPLAP.MostteachersingroupBindicatedthattheyarerarein-serviceworkshopsonPLAPandare not sureonhow it 
is implemented.However, bothschool types indicatedthat arenot involvedin action 
researchtosolveteachingandlearningproblemsintheirschools. 

Thesixthhypothesisstatesthatthereisnodifferencebetweenschooltypeandinstructionalsupervisionbyhead-teacher. 

Table 6:Observed and expected frequencies (expected in parenthesis) on teachers’ views about supervision by head-
teacherbyschooltype. 
 GroupA GroupB Total 

Agree 33(19.5) 26(19.5) 59 

Neutral 12(11) 10(11) 22 

Disagree 5(9.5) 14(9.5) 19 

Total 50 50 100 

Chi-square(χ²)=15.96p<0.05df=2(significant) 

The results show a significant difference in instructional supervision by school type. Most teachers in group A school indi-
cated that the head-teacher is sets academic standards for all teachers while that at group B only encourages teachers 
toperformbetterandisevaluative.Teachers’commentsindicatethatthehead-teacherofgroupAfollowsuptheacademic 
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DISCUSSION 

 

performanceofstudentsbylookingattheirclasstestsandinvitingthemtotheofficeforcounselingandencouragement.Commentsfro
mteachersatbothschooltypesindicatethatthehead-teachersdonotdoanyclassroomsupervision. 

Thefifthhypothesisstatesthattherearenosignificantdifferencesincollaborativeworkbyschooltype. 

Table 5:Observedandexpectedfrequencies(expectedinparenthesis)onteachers’viewsaboutcollaborative workbyschool type. 
 GroupA GroupB Total 

Agree 36(31.5) 27(31.5) 63 

Neutral 1(3) 5 (3) 6 

Disagree 13(15.5) 18(15.5) 31 

Total 50 50 100 

Chi-square(χ²)=4.74p>0.05df=2(insignificant) 

Theabovetable5showsnodifferencesincollaborativeworkbyschooltype.Teachers’commentsfrombothschooltypesindicatethatt
herearenoteacherteamsfromsamesubjectanddifferentsubjectareastodiscussteachingapproaches. 

Results indicate significant differences by school type on school vision, curriculum modification supervision by HODs, 
staffdevelopment and supervision by head-teacher while they are no differences in resources and collaborative work by 
schooltype. Teachers agreed that all students can learn implying that given the right environment all students can achieve to 
thebestofthe ability. 

The PLAP vision in school type B was not clearly stated by the head-teacher as the teachers failed to state it. Hallinger 
(2003)posits that mission building activities on the part of head-teachers are the most influential set of leadership practices. 
Theseshould be clear to teachers and agreed upon. Research on school vision show that high expectations for all including 
publicstandardsraises the overallachievement ofallstudents(Porteretal2008). 

CommentsfromteachersingroupAschoolindicatedthattheyonceinvitedschoolpsychologicalpersonneltogivethemin-
servicetrainingonPLAP.MostteachersingroupBindicatedthattheyarerarein-
serviceworkshopsonPLAPandarenotsureonhowitisimplemented.TheresultsconcurwithNyaguraandReece(1999)whofoundtha
thead-
teachersinZimbabweputlittleeffortonstaffdevelopmentactivitiesforteachers.Howeverbothschooltypesindicatedthatarenotin
volvedinactionresearchtosolveteachingandlearningproblemsintheirschools.Professionaldevelopmentasanout-
comeofsupervisionshouldbeparalleltoteacherneeds(Johnsson,1993),asteachershavedifferentbackgroundsandexperiences,dif
ferentabilitiesinabstractthinking,anddifferentlevelsofconcernforothers(Beach&Reinhartz,2000;Glickmanetal.,1998;Wiles&Bo
ndi,1996).Hence,amorepurposefulprofessionaldevelopmenttargetedforindividualteachersisneeded.Thisincreasesthemotivati
onandcommitmentofteachersandultimatelyresultinginhigherachieve-mentofstudents.Inquiry-
basedsupervisionoractionresearch(Tracy,1998)isimportantforPLAPasitfocusesonsolvingreal-
lifeproblemsintheschoolthroughstaffdevelopment. 

The results indicate no differences in collaborative approaches by school type. However, teacher comments indicate 
thatthere are no teacher teams in same subject areas or different subject areas. Fink and Rescink (2001) posits that the head-
teacher needs to develop a community of professional learners in which teachers trust, depend on and learn from 
oneanother. Peer coaching as an approach to collaborative supervision (Showers and Joyce, 1996) involves team work 
askingquestions that clarify their own perceptions about instruction and learning (PLAP) which provides opportunities to 
refineteaching skills through immediate feedback and through experimentation with alternative strategies as a result of 
informalevaluation (Brown and McComick, 2000). Team work is important for PLAP as teachers provide daily support and 
encour-agement to each other and thus realize their interdependence as part of the whole school system. Peer coaching 
increasescollaboration among teachers and reduces the time burdenonhead-teachers onregular and collaborative work 
(Ebmeierand Nicklaus, 1999). Collaborative work is based on the process of a ‘critical friend’ (Costa and Kallick, 1993), where 
inteachers in groups ask questions to clarify their perceptionsof teaching and supervision. Thistrustedperson providesdatato 
be examined through another lens and offers critique of a friend’s work. This results in self-analysis, self-evaluation andself-
monitoringwhichGarmstonet al(1993)callcognitive coaching. 
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