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ABSTRACT 

The science heads of dep~-rtments in secondary schools in Zimbabwe are 
... ,.. 

• • i·,!:,. 

underutilized and as suc·~~their instructional roles are abandoned and 

neglected. Since they are very close to the learners, . this spills over to poor 

learning outcomes. Therefore, they must be empowered in key administrative 

matters and get the necessary administrative support; to enhance learning 

outcomes at "O" level. 

• A sample of science heads of ·department, school principals, science 

educators and science focus groups were surveyed to assess their 

perceptions of how they influence and impact on learners' performance in. 

sciences. The study focused on 8 secondary schools in Kadoma District in 

Zimbabwe. This sample illuminated how the instructional roles of science head 

of departments and the learning outcome of "O" level students in Zimbabwe is 

perceived. 

The study employed the qualitative approach in order to get an understanding 

of how informants interpret what goes on at the schools particularly in the 

,science department. Data was • analyse9 • .• using content analysis. What 
t • • . . • • 

emerged from literature reviewed, informants' responses and the researchers' 

orientation and values are the following· •• ·themes: HOD participation in 

development of science syllabi, instructional roles of science HODs, motivation 
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of learners in science, assessment of educators and learners' progress, 

significance of staff development and constraints faced by science HODs . 
. ".'; • 

,.· ·~-.. 
' ,)/~~;~ -

• "~ .,·.,..§_ 

The picture elicited by the st(l,d"y is that science HODs' participation in 

decision-maki_ng in secondary schools is minimal. In addition, learning 

outcomes at "O" level are poor because learners are not well motivated. 
• . I_ 

Further, HODs are overloaded with instruction~I and management 

responsibility and as such fail to cope with teaching and learning and above all 

supervision of subordinates. In view of this, assessment of both educators and 

learners is not done effectively. 

The study concluded by sugg,esting the following areas of further research: 

• A critical analysis of educators' job satisfaction in. the context of 

lea·rners' progress in ~cience. 

• Managing the implementation of curricular innovation in science 

departments in secondary schools. 



CHAPTER 1 

SCIENCE HEAD OF DEPARTMENTS AND STUDENTS' ACHIEVEMENT 
-!--t"'. 

_: ~{; .. 
' ::1.1 'tntroduction and backgroumf

1 

.o the research problem. 

tnJhe Republic of Zimbabwe, the Ministry of Education, Sport and Culture operates 

yr19~r the guidelines promulgated in her Client Charter's Missipn Statement, which 

:>aims to: 

· provide. high quality and relevant primary and secondary education to all children and 
individuals requiring non-formal education, 

.; ,. f?rni~late, revie.w policies. and coordinate programmes, 
'. ·~ • • provide institutions. and facilities that promote and preserve national 

·. -.idl3ntity and. cultural heritage, and _ . 
:"• '.<.fa~mtat~ c1ccess to participation in sports, recreation and culture in order to enrich the lives of 
·.·· .. ·.·.• .. >all fhepeople o.f Zimbabwe . _ 

(G:oyepin1~ritqfZirn_lJabwe: Ministry of Education, Sport·and Culture Client Charter 
,/1J)9E3:~). . ':,i,:> - •• • • • 

:\f .. "·"'·:·'. 

:~i;siii~!0i~!ITf ~fa;i"P~~§~~.~~.u~~mi~ §,'~~i~~ .. ;r~,~~ig:~~;g~:f ~~1{.?pd ·balances 

118
m:Rtt!l~if l!il1ii.:_,.r,:.r.ll,i;_:~illl,., .. 1,r .. ,;_~11111,11~~,~~~1tt:::s~:::::~ 

- ,, .': .' ~---··'/:',, '',,,,: . .:/,'.···.··,·' . :-}>)/;: .;,:.:_: .... ' ;" 

~-\,::\~j~een(!9.~;,'\o_ the customers (Schargel 

",,,..,. ..... ··.·_· ····•.•·• :r~[ef~fdre, it follows that research 

• e. a ,X!J,]nttiilt~B}i'Ukqrtant influence on both 

'lf !ilit!~~~[, Uwe attention has been 

(HODs) (O'Neill 2003:3). In 
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addition, the leadership role of the HODs has received little attention (Dinham & 

Green·2001 :46) as evidenced by sparcity of literature related to this study. 

,tll 

.' •: 

What emerges from the abov,js;, that HODs are not free to do things for 
~:,.,:r. 

themselves because school principals do not want to get out of their way. 

Effectively, what school principals manage· to do is to plant impediments (for 

example absence of support services, relevant materials, )nadequate personal 

training programmes, lack of funding to the science department) to the HODs' self 
,...-I 

actualization. Given that HODs are experts in their fields of study, with the 

necessary resources available, they can -take initiative and produce the best 

learning outcomes. 

There are many facets to Science HODs' leadership responsibilities, 

encompassing routine administration, curriculum leadership, moral leadership, 

supervision and evaluation. Furthermore, HODs are facing a complex task 

complicated further by the wide variety of developments in science and technology· 

the world over. For instance, teaching and supervision of science subjects has . . 

traditionally been problematic for HODs and school principals, given that many 

secondary schools in Zimbabwe cannot afford to purchase the necessary 

laboratory equipme_nt for experiments to be carried out. 

The challenge principals and HODs face is to find. ways and means of encouraging 

learners to carry out experiments i_n laboratories in order to foster developments in 
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science and technology. The culture of the ·hands-on experience for candidates 

goes a long way in motivating the learners and the subsequent improvement in 

their results at "O" level. 

It is against 'this background that there is heightened expectation by recent 

research efforts that Heads of Departments contribute or "add value" most to 

student learning outcomes (Qinham &- Green 2001 :49, Ferrucci & Carter 2004:2). 
( • 

The studies in science. have witnessed the continued examination of educational 

practices for opportunities of improvement They have demonstrated that 

substantial learning gains . are possible when the instructional roles of science 

HODs are articulated. Busher & Harris et al (2000: v) as in Dinham & Green 

(2001 :45) contend that: 

"subject leadership", "curriculum leadership" and even "moral leadership" rather than 
administration and "people management" have increasingly been recognized as central in 
bringing about educational change to meet the needs of the students 

In the study of' teaching in Sub Saharan Africa, the World Bank singled out 

outcomes as one of its six priorities for quality education (Oxtoby 1996: 104 as cited 

in Jansen 2001 :305). This view is echoed in the following statement: 

Without a sense of alignment behind a purpose we drift aimlessly. It cannot be any old 
purpose either. It must be one that galvanizes, energizes and enthrall people. 
(Bennis & Goldsmith 1997: xiv in Field et al 2000:86). 
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In essence, high learning outcomes can be achieved if the organizational context 

of secondary schools explicitly interacts with subject matter, which is reified 
•. 

distinctively through the exi$tencsiof_ subject-based departments. On this account, 
~- ,i~c•~r ,/f/!J. ;, 

the subject departments set the(· pace for learners' achievement through the 

programmes they design in line with requirements of the national curriculum .. 

Therefore, the key role of the subject leader is to-question continually, redefine and 

communicate the purpose ofthe subject area. 

It follows from the above that in educational circles, the benchmarks of national. 

interests are measured in learners' achievement. As an example, in Zimbabwe, the 

national pass rate at "O" level in public examinations is often between 20% and 

25%, (number of candidates with 5 passes or better) (Nziramasanga 1999:305). · 

Similarly, in South Africa, in the_ Western Cape Province in 1999, the Grade 12 

learners had a pass .rate of 52, 1 % (Riekert 2000 as in Logotlo and van der 

Westhuizen 1996:113). 

As a result of the poor performance, the stakeholders are seriously concerned with 

the learners' poor results· that suggest a significant wastage of resources. Coined 

• with the learners' poor outcomes is the concomitant emphasis upon the monitorial 

role of the chief executive given the principals' less time to perform the role of 

leading professionals (Pollard et al 1994 as in Alma 2000:3) .. As a matter.of fact, 

this study witnessed a pendulum swing toward_s examination of the instructional 

roles of science HODs and the _learning outcome of "O" level students with specific 
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. reference to the geographically-based Kadoma District urban secondary schools 

cluster in Zimbabwe. 

• 

Studies on the ·instructional roles•e.f. tt.Je HODs are presently at the centre stage in 

educational circles. As an example, White (2004:3) points out that this was so due 

to mounting political and social pressure on school accountability and standards 

regarding student-learning outcomes. The need for provisie>n of good learning 

outcomes triggered the publication of league tables of school examination results 

in the Uf)ited Kingdom (UK) and Australia (Boyle 1998 as in White 2004:3). In this 

view, the work of Harris et al (1995) and Sammons, Thomas and Mortimore (1997) 

are recent examples of studies that have considered the involvement of the subject 

department level in secondary school effectiveness studies. 

This study follows from the dualism that the instructional roles of science HODs 
. . 

have been neglected and that student.;.learning. outcomes at "O". level are poor. 

Stakeholders (who include parents,· subject te.achers, • su~Ject leaders, school 

principals, Ministry of Education, Sport and Culture,; Ministry Of Higher Education . 
. . 

and prosp~ctive employers) are concemed with this drop ,n·percentage pass rates 
. •-:: . 

. : ,•' •. ' ..• 

• measured by what learners achieve on completioffof a. colJrse (Melton 1996:420 

cited by Kotze 2003:32, Krathwohl 2000:4). In support of the above, Killen (1996:2) 
. .. 

maintains that learners' outcomes " ... warrantedJ:tccountability in education since it 

rested on the notion that if edu·cation·· is achieVihfrltsoutcomes, all is well". The 
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clientele perceive the learners'_ low outcomes at "O" level as a digression from the 

state mandated expectations. 

> . -~"'' 

In respect of the crucial role plax~d by HODs_ as middle managers, studies of the 
f?J. 

HODs as middle managers date from the mid -1980s and emphasize that they are 

a driving force in secondary schools and are: 

pre-occupied with routine administration and crisis management, having little time for 
strategic thinking, reluctant to monitor the teaching of their 6olleagues , experiencing 
considerable differences in the ways departments operate within a school and from 
school to school and that the department is the crucial "working unit" in the school, and 
the school performance and departmental performance are not extricably linked, and yet 
the key indicator of effective departments is their ability to professionally organize 
teaching, and time is a key constraint for HODs in carrying out their management and 
leading roles 
(Conners 1999:27 as cited by Dinham & Green 2001 :46). 

Conners, above acknowledges that HODs are overloaded with a lot of~ 

responsibili!Y yet they are not in the limelight He suggeststhat Hgps should be 
. . 

given adequate attention and time in order to effectiv€}Iy garry p~tJheir job 
. . 

specifications. Given this platform, what VJHt ~pp~c1r, Jtre .:9~sir~:ble • learning 
. . . . 

outcomes at "O" level. TherE}fore, th_e .• cufr€}nt ~tup}',~m J(),9U,§ e>n the ir1stru9tional 
• • : : .. . .. . . :· .•. • .. · ~: : . • . . ·. : . : • • ·:. _:_. •• • ••• .. _. : . . • ... _. • ·- • . • • • . 

roles of science •• HODs and the learning ... -outgom~ . Clf ''O __ · •.·. u_•-.J~. vel students in 
: • • , • ... ·.. •., • :_: :_: / .:- c· ·-\~- .,· ,. • ,- • , , •. • •. 

Zimbabwe. It will focus on Kadoma urba_n secondaryschoolsin Zimbabwe. These 
' .. , ·. •. --.. ·:_·._· ·.:·.:::.-' .. -.-··· .:·•;: ...•. ·, .·.•.:·. -:·- •,, 

. . 

schools have high learner populations a~d: tflerefore consUtute well-established 

secondary organizational structures. 

In view of the fact that teaching makes excessive demands on the educators, 

research supports_ a link between: 
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Participation in 

• Decision-making and commitment 

Motivation 

Job satisfaction 

Participatory democracy 

as in Jansen (1999:2). 

Prawat (1993:177), 

Angus (1993:30-31) 

Jenkins (1996:19), 

Duk~ et al (1981:25) 

• d~eh(~ J~~:284-285) and 

. Leithwood (19~6:93). 

The above observations allow classroom practitioners to take part in activities that 

centre in the region of t~aching and learning. The educators experience ownership 

of the whole process of teaching and learning if they take part in crucial matters 

that affect the teaching profession. If they are involved, a sense of self motivation 

is enhanced and therefore they enjoy being at the work place. In the final analysis, 

the educators would have greater decision-making· power as they feel that they are 

empowered. And this may also translate into. educators having to demonstrate 

greater efficiency, effectiveness and improved learning outcomes at· "O" level. 

Jansen (1999:240) goes further to emphasise that "the best way of finding what the 

people think of something is to ask them". In respect of this study, HODs would 

volunteer information on teaching and • learni'ng • so . that learners' educational 

outcomes would be satisfactory. 
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1.2 Statement of the problem . 

The instructional roles • of the science HODs have suffered from a long period of 
.. 

abandonment and neglect. lnde~~~,there is a dearth in literature relating the same 
' ··.i~. . 

. ,.!~~ ;J • 

(Turner 1996; Blandford 1997, ~McClendon and· Crowther, 1998 as cited in 

Fitzgerald 2004:3). It is acknowledged that most school-effectiveness research 

studies have been large-scale and directed at the level of the whole school (White 
. . 

2004: 11, Dinham and Green 2001, Harris et al 1995 and Sammons, Thomas and 

Mortimore 1997). In a sense, this is odd because. these studies stress the 

importance of an emphasis on teaching and learning in the school, yet it is the 

departmental rather than whole school manager11enfwhich is closest.·to this core 

function (Harris et al 1995:297). Adey (2000:429) concurs with the above by 

pointing out that while HODs increasingly accept responsibility and accountability 

for quality teaching and learning, they feel jll--equipped to carry out these. roles and 
: .· : - :.':··_:\:_·_:.,..>/i.:-_:. ;· :.;·':;:<:.(.>;-:., __ ... ,._'-.,. 

see themselves essentially as line managers . r~sp()n~ible for ensuring tha~ whole 
'/- ;· •• --.~ .. ·: . 

school policies and practices are translated into ac:tion at departmental level. 

It is acknowledged that secondary schools. ha\/$ .made<tremendous strides in the 

provision of quality education in ZimbabwE:· Bul, __ 9e>ntir1uing failure at "O" level and 
'· .. :,_·. ,· . 

neglect of HODs in school management und~rr11in~t.ryese gains, a crisis which can 
' • '.. \ : >; > 

threaten the achievement of the good intend€3d oUtcomes. Brown & Rutherford 
;" _.: ·--.-.-.-:-:-:-.. -.,: .•.· ... :. _;. • 

• (1998) as cited in Dinham & Green (2001:~fiii~JJthat we do not yet understand 

the complexity of the HO D's role and. t_t}~ t. initiatives need to be taken and 

obstacles overcome in order to facilitate' ~ijf !~Prove teaching and learning in . 
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secondary departments. The , little attention given to HODs in administrative 

matters spills over to poor learning outcom,es at "O" level. Given that the average 

percentage pass· rate at_"O" lev~t·-in Zimbabwe is 20% to 25%, it then becom·es a 
;.:-~ .. 

cause of concern to stakeholde~(~ziramasanga 1999:303). In the face of this 
-~ . . :f'!"' 

dualism of HODs' neglect and poor learning outcomes at "O" level in Zimbabwe, 

there is a definite need for recognition and empowerment of HODs for a realization 

of improved learners' achievement in schools. 

The effective management of the school's instructional programme is one of the 

key school management aspects that can· create favourable conditions in the 

school and promote a sound . culture of learning and teaching ensuring school 

effectiveness (Kruger 2003:29). _In Zin,babwe, for instance, in 2003, some schools 

did not produce a single candidat~ 'ith 5 "O'' level passes (Ncube 2003:5). This 

unpleasant trend i~ national examinations was an issue raised by Professor 

Makhurane in his speech at Chinhoyi Technical Teachers' College on 19 August 

1996 when he pointed out that stakehold_ers are perturbed due to uncontrolled poor 
,·. : . ; .: ' 

percentage pass rates at "O" level.Thos~:;hgfailfheexamination~:resortto using 
:. ••. .. · .. ·-.·· . . 

the certificates from the junior grad~s: 't>J{< tll;es~·:··a6 not foster' economic 
. . . ·.·.: . • . : •. 

development at all. He maintains that th~ \~JJJ;tibrJ sYitem lacks something 

because for those candidates who sat f~r th~ 1995'.'''C>'Jlevel examinations, 27000 
. . .. 

out of 117 000 managed to get five ~ubj~cts' 6J" ma'~e at' grade C or better. 

Furthermore, 

... Some 90 000 failed to obtain a full certificate .... Thus, while we boast of having done 
very well in the provision of education since independence, the largest single portion of 
our annual budget (2$4 billion) this financial year has gone to education, we have to . 
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admit that we have not done too well in ensuring that the money is ultimately put to 
maximum use as demonstrated by success· of our children in the schools. As a matter of 
fact, a large number of schools run by the Rural District Councils have invariably come 
out with a zero pass rate. Clearly something is wrong somewhere with our teaching 
(Makhurane as in Siyakwazi & Siyakwazi 1999: v) 

- •·: 
. ,..:, 

The low pass rate is most evide~n i-ural day and high-density suburb secondary 

schools. ·This revolves around the growing realizatio~ (by educators) that tighter 

controls and supervision have .run ~heir course in their ability to give productivity 

gains. 

Notwithstanding the failure by the schools to improve the learning outcomes, the 

government is making fr~ntic efforts to upgrade some of the secondary schools to 

high schools. This results in increases of the workloads of teachers who ·are in 

most cases highly demoralized and work under hostile conditions due to dwindling 

economic situations coupled by administrative deprivation (Herald Reporter 

2004:7). 

In the same vein as the above, Steyn (2000:267) states that most HODs perform at· 

low levels despite their possession of more talent or intelligence and creativity than 

their present jobs require or even allow. On the same note, Steyn (20_00:267) 

stresses the significance of recognizing the instructional roles of the HODs by 

pointing out that "... it is· often assumed that people who are familiar with their work 

• are in a better position to be creative to do more with less". 
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In order to clearly explore the instructional roles of science HQDs and the learning 

outcome of "O" l~vel students in Zimbabwe, i~ is important to define the term HOD. 

Kemp and Nathan (1989:77) as i~ Fitzgerald (2004:3) demonstrate the ambiguity 

of the term HOD, by stating th,he_re is no simple definition of subject head in 

secondary scnools. The operational definition is to say that the HODs are those 

people whose role places them between the senior management team and those 

colleagues whose job description does not extend beyond the normal teaching and 
( 

learning functions. 

Further, whilst there has been a great deal of concentration on effective schools 

and effective leadership usually as manifested by the school principal, researchers 

and policy makers have been slow to . focus on individual departments within 

schools and to question the overall effectiveness of this form of school organisation 

(Dinham & Green 2001:12). 

Given this lack of i~entity in administrative procedures in educational literature and 

students' poor outcomes, time would appear ripe for further investigation into the 

instructional roles of science HODs in secondary schools in Zimbabwe. This then 

brings our-attention to the main research problem of this study which can be stated 

as the following question: To what extent are science head of departments 

involved in the instructional roles and the learning outcomes of "0" level 

students in Zimbabwe? 
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1.3 Research questions 

Some of the critical· research questions that will assist to address this research 

problem are as follows: _ . 
• 

• Why are the instructional roles of s~ience HODs:abandoned and neglected? 

• In what way does a science HOD~ monitor and evaluate subject teachers' 

planning and assess learners' work and progress? . 
.. 

• • How does a science HOD inspire and enthuse subject teachers and support 

their professional develop~ent and training? • 

1.4 Purpose of the study 

Stakeholders are concerned with learners' poor performance at "O" level. This 

concern reflects back on science HODs who are the "foot soldiers" of the Ministry • 

of Education, Sport and Culture. They are charged with the responsibility of 

implementing policies, discharging this service judiciously and efficiently 

(Zimbabwe Education Act 1996:04). In addition, they are in touch with the work 

and they possess the expertise. In this study, effort will be made to explore the 
. . 

instructional roles of science HODs and the learning outcome of "O" level students 

in Zimbabwe. The study seeks to solicit information from science HODs about their 

perceptions on how they influence learners' performance at "O" level. On the 

whole, the research will pursue the following objectives that.are to:. 

• explore science HODs' instructional roles on learning outcome of "O" level 

students in Zimbabwe 
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• examine areas of role conflict between science HODs and school principals 

and the learning· outcome of "O" level students in Zimbabwe and 

• explore science HODs' profes~ional development provision and the learning 
' 

• . . • 

outcome of "O" level students !i1Zimbabwe . 

.. 1.5 Assumptions of the study 

In trying to explore the instructional roles of science HODs and the learning 
. • ( 

outcome. of "O" level students in. Zimbabwe, • the following factors can strengthen 

. the findings: 

• Overlooking the instructional roles· of HODs can have a negative impact on 

learners' achievements 

• Recognition of the significant instructional roles of science subject· leaders can 

have a positive effect on learning outcomes at "O" level 

• The empowerment of science subject leaders can be directly linked to students' 

- improved learning outcomes 

• The Ministry of Education, Sport and Culture in Zimbabwe wm cooperate by 

granting the researcher permission to have access to the secondcuy schools 

where the informants are providing services 

• School authorities, particularly the subjec:t h~cid,s. c:1r19. 5-ubje.ctteachers will 

assist by availing the necessary documents and ,. respCl[lding to both the 

questionnaires and interviews 
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1.6 Delimitations of the research 

Parameters are necessary with regard to the various ways in which science HODs 

perceive ._ their own preparation for the task of managing and leading the 

departments. This _study will focus -on Kadoma District urban secondary schools 
f 

duster in Zimbabwe. The study is specifically interested in investigating eight • 

secondary schools. Semi-structured interviews will be administered to one 

Education Officer (EO), . eight school principals and eight science HODs. In 

addition, focus group interviews will be administered to eight focus groups of "O" 

level learners distributed across the cluster. 

The interviews will be targeting the instructional leadership roles of science subject 

leaders and the learning outcome of "O" level students in Zimbabwe. Furthermore, 

questionnaires seeking to justify the instructional roles and functions of science 

HODs will be administered to sixteen subject teachers (two from each of the eight 

secondary schools). Effort will be als·o made to examine science "O" level results 

from each one of the eight secondary schools from 1999 to 2003. In addition, 

learners' notes and test exercise books as well as educators' mark lists, lesson 

observation critiques, minutes for staff development sessions will be checked. 

These will act as a measure of both subject leaders' • effectiveness and learners' 

· performance. 
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1. 7 Significance. and justification of the study 

Research generating knowledge on the instructional roles of science HODs is 

surfacing in the field of educati'Qn ·(Gold 2000, Adey 2000, Dinham and Green 

2001, Leithwood. 2003, . Fitzgeraf 2004 and White 2004). However, it is strongly 

felt that more has to be done in this field. In particular, more emphasis has to be 

exerted. on studies that hinge arou:"'Jd demonstrating the effectiveness of science. 
( 

HODs in order that they successfully lea~ their departments as their leadership 

. potential has a direct bearing on learners' pe.rformance. It is hoped that the study 

will unearth fundamental issues around the students' learning outcomes as they 

relate to the performance of science • HODs (refer to 1.1 introduction and 

background to the research problem). 

The participation of science HODs in making decisions at educational institutions 

could have implications, for example, refining policies about the central role the 

subject leaders play in school management and their impact on learners' 

achievement. • The study - can reveal the obstacles that impede the learners' 

achievements. In essence, th~ results of this study may witness development of 

policies that involve HODs in school management and increase ·their accountability 

on matter~ of the core business (teaching and learning). The study seeks to 

establish ways and means of strategically engaging the science_ HODs as the "hub" 

of the department. 
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If this study establishes the relationship betv.Jeer1 the instructional roles of subject . . . . . 

leaders and learners' achievements fn Kado~~·:[)istrict;·then that can act as the 

rudder in exploring professional d«3velopmerltpto\/i~iohJor decision-making. As a . . .... ; . . . , . ' :. ,• . ·.- . ·.· · .. · .. 

follow-up measure to the·· results~{ this· study;: :,~~:~~iqJ.E3ritmanagement training 

needs of scierice HODS ·can be !~tjfi~'f~~~;~'tliR;~~;ttiiri~Pact on learning 
" >:_ •,•:,:,•I ,-' :-~ ::, •.": ;-;:•,,::i-:'. /,;.:•\::/::\:\'\_:.;•~.'./:_~_,_.,,,:\?;:~ </••:<•.::' , , ':,:. -~ 

outcomes at "O" level. Essentially, a de~p·~r;u"hc:1J}$f~haf~~;!~f th~iroles of subject 

leaders in school management and . theik,~#<46{}:~H'iJ~~iB:~'t.~'/}i~·#()rrnance at "O" 
.·,c .-.;,> .. ••.•.' i •c',·/'.-o\/-};• •''}(·• •·. ,o ••• ,, 

. level will be of vital importance for stakeholq~r,~::,P~Hi¢tfr~t, i\~;h~re ~fate .. mandated 
: :.>'·_:.-,-/· .':\ _.·.::,,.: •. , _, :,L-~ ·_•_ ·; ::~ _ _',_·.,. ·?t(:\-·,:i·:··;:\} 

outcomes are concerned. i>;::: : • 
,; ·'.: 

1· 

Schwille (1993:698) asserts that I'~•~~·. th~ iir64uctivity.:}i1i~W\p(~ffefc:ti'l~ne~s sees • 

output of. the organization's ·prin,ary.·· .prC>.cessi,)~~;:ii':jt\~}"Y.9Rt~rip? /Jq/V1udge· .. • .• • goal 

attainment and emphasize the .search:>to[Cbt~~Qii~ti<:>H~1:hJ;6~f~ttE!tistics .•·.that 

maximize output." The emphasis· on ,this :accq~hf/i~,;~tt~~~~~ ·;.$fr.Jt,e3 institutional 
.'·; ;·,_:_·::),{:/\·>\?"·_···, -'/·:_ 

urban secondary schools cluster (Nzirafrl~~~r,'~~'/J~~~.)~?O)::rn- addition to the 

Nziramasanga commission • of iriqlJirY r~i~.),1\4d~~~f1§P/and training, which 

established that the percentage pass· rafe'qf: :-j~;~fr~t§\~t .''Cf level is between 20% 
'.:,-:·;_.·,_.·.:·=. 

and 25%, the following table illustrates ttj~ :19yfi~ercentage pass rate for the 

schools surveyed from 1999 to 2003~: 
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Table 1. 1 "0" level science % pass rate from 1999 to 2003 

School Year and% Pass Rate 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Average 
A 28 37.6 26.8 30 29.8 31 
8 25 33.3 11 • 17.1 29.2 23 
C 47.6 23.2 31 22.8 51.7 35 
D 25.5 11 28.5 20.5 13.5 20 ,· 
E 16.4 21 19.8 28.7 13.4 19:9 
F 22 27.1 35.5 •• 35.5 39 29 
G 70 68 53 53 62 64 

1.8 Limitations of the study 

In an"y. research work, the researcher is bound to be drawn back by possible 

constraints that centre on availability of time, traveling expenses, effectiveness of 

research instruments and accessing the latest documents on the topic in question 

amongst other things. In this study, the limitations include the following: 

• traveling expenses to the s~lected schools for interviews vyith science EO, 

school principals, science HODs, focus group interviews. for learners ; 

• postal expenses for questionnaires for subjectteachers; 

• limited time due to intensive and time-consuming nature of qualitative data 

collection; _ 

• low response rates on questionnaires, and 

• costs incurred in stationery, typing, printing and binding of the thesis. 








































































































































































































































































































































































