CHAPTER 1


INTRODUCTION
Background to the Study
In the year 1998, the Ministry of Education through Teacher Education Department (TED) introduced the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in all Basic (Primary) and High (Secondary) Schools. The Ministry of Education found it necessary to adopt the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) system for continuing professional development for serving teachers tosucceed the Action to Improve English, Mathematics and Science (AIEMS) Project,which was launched in 1994 and ended in 1998. The AIEMS Project offered in-service education training to all the teachers in English, Mathematics and Science subjects, with schools and Teachers’ Resource Centres as meeting places (MoE-AIEMS Manual, 1994 and MoE-Guidelines on High School SPRINT and CPD, 2004).

Through the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) system, teachers were provided with the opportunity to participate in in-serviceeducation for teachers (INSET) programmes within their respective schools. This was as stipulated in the national policy document, Educating Our Future (1996:116) that “the majority of in-service programmes will focus on school needs and will be based in schools themselves or Teachers Resource Centres.” The same document further stated that if continuing professional development of teachers was to be a truly integral part of the professional life of a teacher, it had to be genuinely incorporated into the daily routine of the school. It needed to be part of the school day as the teaching and learning processes themselves. Behind this need to update teachers in recent trends of teaching and learning, lied the background of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools.

The introduction of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) system in basic schools required the input of all key stakeholders such as the teachers, school administrators, INSET Coordinators and Ministry of Education officials at national, provincial and district levels for its successful implementation. It alsorequired resources such as human, financial and materialto be reorganised in order to meet the requirements of the new programme.  Teachers,who were the implementers, needed orientation; time was to be found within the existing school curriculum for conducting the activities under the new programme; and an efficient and effective monitoring and evaluation system needed to be established if the programme was to be implemented effectively.

Statement of the Problem
From the year 1998, the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) systemhas been used for in-service education for basic school teachers in Zambia. Most of the in-service teacher education initiatives had been and have continued to be delivered to schools and the teachers through the SPRINT system. Since then there has not been any specific study conductedabout its implementation in basic schools in Chipata District, hence inadequate informationabout its effectiveness as the vehicle for conducting in-service education for teachers at school level. This study therefore, sought to address this issue.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in 10 selected basic schools in Chipata District by documenting teachers’ and head teachers’ roles and the challenges they faced.    

Objectives of the Study
The study had the following objectives:
i. To assess the roles teachers and head teachers played in implementingtheSchool Programme of In-service for the Termactivities in basic schools.
ii. To seek information on the challenges teachers and head teachers faced inimplementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term activities in basic schools.
iii. To find out from teachers and head teachers ways of improving the implementationof the School Programme of In-service for the Termactivities in basic schools.

Research Questions
The following were the research questions:
i. What roles did teachers and head teachers play in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term activities in basic schools?
ii. What challenges did teachers and head teachers face in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Termactivities in basic schools? 
iii. What did the teachers and head teachers think were the ways of improving the implementation ofthe School Programme of In-service for the Termactivities in basic schools?
Significance of the Study
The School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) was an educational innovation in Teacher Education of the Ministry of Education aimed at providing in-service training opportunities for basic (primary) school teachers. It was the vehicle by which all school-based in-service training was delivered for continuing professional development of teachers at school and zone Resource Centre levels. The findings of this study therefore,might provide useful information on the effectiveness of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools, which could be used by decision makers and other stakeholders at various levels of the education system to come up with improvement strategies.The study could also raise interest among teachers and researchers so that they might investigate further the problems affecting the implementation of school-based INSET programmes in Zambia’s basic schools.  

Conceptual Framework
Training and professional development underpin what a teacher can accomplish in a school. The essential competencies required in every teacher are mastery of the material that is taught, and skills in communicating that material to pupils in a classroom situation. It is for this reason that in-service education programmes should be designed to enable teachers deepen their knowledge, extend their professional skills and keep themselves abreast with changes and new developments in such areas as subject content, pedagogical approaches, assessment procedures, and school organisation and management.

However, the development and subsequent implementation of an in-service education programme requires coordinated effort by all stakeholders at various levels of the education system such as school, zoneand district as well as provincial and national levels. A detailed plan of the programme activities and implementation needs to be developed in coordination with all the participants in the programme. It requires mobilizing and putting in place necessary inputs like human resource, facilities, equipment and funds. It also calls for knowledgeable and effective leadership vested in theory, research, evaluation and practice (Waddimba, 1982 and Commonwealth Secretariat, 1993), for effective supervision, coordination and monitoring. Furthermore, the needs of schools and teachers should be given attention because it is in the schools that in-service education programmes are implemented by the teachers.

In this study, the researcher adopted Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Process and Product (CIPP) model, which puts emphasis on ideas for further improvement rather than on the importance and rightness of the programme under evaluation.

The CIPP model is one of the evaluation models that enable implementers to make decisions on programme implementation (Stufflebeam, 1983).Figure 1 below shows the CIPP framework for evaluation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT).






Figure 1: CIPP Framework for Evaluation of School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)
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Source: Adapted from Stufflebeam’s CIPP model, 1983.

Applying Stufflebeam’s CIPP model to the current study on the implementation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT), the assumption was that since SPRINT activities should be conducted in basic schools, evaluation was needed to provide not only the results, but also suggestions on implementation. This included taking into account all the inputs of the programme such as human resources, facilities, equipment and funds.

Structure of the Dissertation
This dissertation had six chapters. Chapter one presented the background information, statement of the problem, purpose, objectives, research questions and significance of the study. It also presented conceptual framework whereas Chapter two dealt with the review of literature on topics which were related to the subject under investigation.
The third chapter gave the description of the methodology that was used in the study. It also presented the research design, the study population, sample size and sampling procedure, data collection instruments and data analysis. 

In Chapter four, research findings were tabulated, presented andanalysed. Responses from questionnaires, interviews and data from documentaryanalysis were also presented and analysed in this chapter. Chapter five discussed the findings of the study, while chapter six presented theconclusion and recommendations based on the findings of the study.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
This chapter presents reviewed literature on the background, purpose, structure and components of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT). It proceeds to discuss factors that influence the implementation of INSET programmes and ends with the summary.

Background tothe School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)
Studies by Shaeffer et.al (1993); Kamwengo (1996) and, Chondoka and Manchishi (1999) have shown that from the mid 1980s to 2000, a number of INSET programmes had been launched and implemented in Zambia’s basic schools with support from different donor agencies. The programmes included the Self-Help Action Plan for Education (SHAPE) funded by the Swedish Development Agency (SIDA); the Action to Improve English, Mathematics and Science (AIEMS) Project with the support of Overseas Development Agency (ODA), now called Department for International Development (DfID);the Zambia Education Rehabilitation Project (ZERP) sponsored by the World Bank;and the Educational Management Training (EMT) with the support of African Development Bank (ADB). However, there was lack of continuity and sustainability when the mandate of respective donor agencies to support the programmes and projects got expired. This situation created a vacuum in as far as the provision of in-service education for teachers (INSET) activities was concerned. 

In 1998 the Ministry of Education through the Teacher Education Department (TED) decided to introduce a new programme called the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT). This new programme was the successor of the Action to Improve English, Mathematics and Science (AIEMS) Project, which was launched in 1994 and ended in 1998.

Like the AIEMS Project, the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) approach offered in-service education opportunities for teachers and school administrators within their respective schools.This was as expressed in all the three policy documents on education ─ the Educational Reforms (1977), Focus on Learning (1992) and Educating Our Future (1996).Educating Our Future (1996:116), for example, states that “the majority of in-service programmes will focus on school needs and will be based in schools themselves or in Resource Centres.” The document further stated that the programmes would become a permanent feature of the education system to cater for newly appointed personnel, to keep school head teachers abreast of changes and innovations, to extend their capacities for educational management and supervision and to sharpen the organisational and leadership skills of all the teachers in schools. From this perspective, it can be stated that the education policies regarding in-service training for teachers in the country set the stage for the adoption and inauguration of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools.

Purpose of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)
The School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) system wasan innovation by theTeacher Education Department in the Ministry of Education which was meant to help teachers, especially those whowere teaching in basic schools to participate in in-service teacher education programmes within their respective schools. Unlike the tradition in-service training programmes that required teachers to be on full-time at a college of education or university, the SPRINT model attended to the in-service education needs of teachers at their places of work with the extensive use of Teachers’ Resource Centres. The model usedsmall teachers’ groups which met on regular basis at school, zone or district resource centres to identify and discuss professional issues related to their work (MoE-SPRINT Manual, 1998and Mwale, 2006). 

JICA (2006) reported that the School Programme of In-service for the Term(SPRINT) was a problem solving in-service programme of teacher professional development which had been practised in Japan from as far back as 1960,and it was still being used in the Japanese schools. The system was based upon small groups of teachers of less than 10 whichmet regularlyat least once a month to plan, implement, evaluate and revise lessons collaboratively. The meetings were held at school or Teachers’ Resource Centres (TRCs) that were well-resourced with equipment and educational materials for the teachers to use during discussions and lesson demonstrations in small teachers’ groups. At each Teachers Resource Centre there was a trained In-service Coordinator to facilitate the meetings and to give professional advice on matters related to in-service education for teachers (INSET) activities.

The SPRINT system had also been used for a long time inother countries such as Australia, Philippines and Malaysia, and it was found to be an effective model for improving classroom teaching and sustainable as a teacher continuing professional development programme (Chew and Lim, 2005).

In Zambia, the School Programme of In-service for the Term(SPRINT) represented the vehicle by which school-based in-service training was delivered to teachers. The Teacher Education Department of the Ministry of Education coordinated all in-service education for teachers (INSET) activities in SPRINT. Like in Denmark, Japan and other countries that had been using the SPRINT system,the modelin Zambia was based upon small teachers’ groups that met once in every two weeks to discuss issues specific to classroom practice and the teaching profession in general. The meetings were held at three levels:

i. School level where a School In-service Coordinator (SIC) coordinated and monitored the school-based in-service programmes in his or her school under the supervision of the school head teacher. Some meetings focused on issues decided by the teachers themselves while others were concerned with educational development arising from outside the school.

ii. Zone level where a Zone In-service Coordinator (ZIC) managed the system in all schools in his or her home zone under the supervision of the zonal head teacher.

iii. District Resource Centre (DRC) where the District Resource Centre Coordinator (DRCC) facilitated the meetings apart from providing professional guidance on issues regarding INSET activities.

Several topics were discussed in Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT.MoE-SPRINT Manual (2007a) lists the following:

· Primary Reading Programme (PRP), in which teachers discussed methods of teaching in literacy (NBTL-New Breakthrough To Literacy; SITE-Step In To English; and ROC-Read On Course), in the lower and middle basic grades.
· Preparation of schemes of work, weekly forecasts, lesson plans and making and using teaching and learning materials.
· Basic school curriculum development and evaluation where teachers discussed changes and developments that were taking place in the school curriculum and strategies of implementation and evaluation.
· HIV and AIDS Education ─ here teachers learnt skills of taking care of pupils and fellow teachers who might be infected with the virus or affected by the HIV and AIDS pandemic.
· National Competency, Testing and Assessment ─ teachers identified factors influencing the performance of pupils in national examinations and devised methods of continuous assessment at school level.
· Classroom Management ─ teachers learnt the skills of organising classroom resources including learners.
· Gender Education ─ teachers identified and discussed some unfair practices of gender discrimination in schools and devised strategies for dealing with them, and
· Conditions of service for teachers ─ teachers talked about their needs and the teaching profession in general.

The Primary Teacher’s Diploma by Distance Learning (PTDDL) offered by the National In-service Teachers’ College (NISTCOL)-Chalimbana was also conducted in Teacher Group Meetings in SPRINT. Teachers in small groups met at zone or district resource centres to receive modular training materials and instructions from their tutors or mentors.

The other purpose of the School Programme of in-service for the Term was to help teachers develop professional competence, confidence, relevant knowledge and skills. As stated by Banda (2007), the system had been used to enhance teachers’ and school head teachers’ administrative and supervisory skills, and toorient newly recruited teachers and old teachers alike to new responsibilities.

According to MoE- Sensitisation Manual (2002) and MoE-SPRINT Manual (2007b), the rationale for the School Programme of In-service for the Term wasderived from the following:

· The concept of education as a continuous process;
· The fact that teacher education entailed pre-service and in-service as a matter of principle;
· The belief that teaching, like any other profession, should have self-renewal aspects;
· That pre-service training was just a foundation, hence, not adequate for life long teaching career of teachers; and
· The fact that developmental problems were not only enormous but also changing rapidly.
Waddimba (1982) observed that education generally was a continuous process and teacher education was equally a continuous process mainly through INSET. He further observed that the teaching profession by its nature relied heavily on in-service education for teachers (INSET), now referred to as continuing professional development (CPD), particularly in developing countries like Zambia where initial training other than a degree was shorter than four years. Guskey (1986)contended that pre-service programmes, no matter how good they might be, could only produce very good inexperienced teachers. Progressing from inexperienced to expert required a great deal of on-the-job learning by means of in-service education and training.

Commenting on the Danish Teacher Education (DTE) system, Nkhata (2001) pointed out that in Denmark where the initial teacher education lasted for a period of four years for primary school teachers leading to the award of a qualification equivalent to a degree, in-service training was still regarded to be very important. As soon as a teacher entered the teaching profession he or she became a member of a ‘teaching team’ at school. A typical team would comprise teachers of the same year group or teachers teaching the same subjects. Each team met at least once a week to plan the content and strategies of teaching at Teachers’ Resource Centres or at school.

From what has been discussed above, it can be noted that the purpose of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools was to enable teachers to share ideas, knowledge and skills and to identify challenges and search for solutions. Through the SPRINT model teachers identified their own in-service needs and solved problems that were common to their own situation. 
Structure and Components of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)
The basic components of the SPRINT system in basic schools included Teacher Group Meetings (TGMs), Head teachers’ In-service Meeting (HIM),School In-service and Monitoring (SIMON) and Grade meetings at Resource Centre (GRACE)supported by head teachers and School In-service Coordinators (SICs) through the Provincial, District and Zone Resource Centres.At high school level, key stakeholders were Heads of Department and Subject Associations. Details of the structure and components of the School ProgrammeIn-service for the Term (SPRINT) are shown in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2: Structure and Components of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)	
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Source: Adapted from SPRINT Manual of the Teacher Education Department, MoE, 1998, p.2
Teacher Group Meetings (TGMs)
Teacher Group Meetings(TGM) formedan important component of SPRINT. Workshops, seminars, in-house trainings and subject association meetings were conducted in Teacher Group Meetings at school or at the resource centers (MoE-SPRINT Manual, 1998).Each TGM was made up of three or more teachers but not exceeding ten. In case of schools with less than three teachers, a cluster approach was used to constitute teachers’ groups. This system applied to schools which were found within the same zone butlocated far apart.

Teacher Group Meetings (TGMs) took place every two weeksduring the school term among teachers who were teaching the same subject (upper basic) or who taught same grade or level (lower and middle basic). All the teachers including the head teacher were supposed to belong to one of the teachers’ groups. 

Head teacher’s In-service Meeting (HIM)
The Head teacher’s In-service Meeting (HIM) was used as a venue for the school head teacher and his or her teachers in the school to review the in-service activities of the previousterm and to plan for the coming term. 

Grade meetings at Resource Centre (GRACE)
These meetings were conducted during school holidays at zone or district Teachers’ Resource Centres (TRCs). The meetings were important because they enabled teachers to review the work of the term. One whole day was allocated to a particular group, usually consisting of teachers teaching the same grade level (grades 1-4 or 5-6) or teachers who taught the same subjects (grades 8 and 9). TheZone or District In-service Coordinator facilitatedall the meetings and provided professional guidance to the participants.

However,Mulundano (2006) and Mwale (2006)noted that there was poor attendance and participation of teachers at the GRACE meetings held at teachers’ resource centres.They found out that teachers were not ready to attend professional meetings during school holidays where they did not get any allowances. Mwale (2006) further noted that in some districts,long distances discouraged many teachers to attend professional meetings held at resource centers. He further observedthat learning designs in teachers’ groups were not rewarded by increased remunerations or perceived promotions,hence teachers were not motivated to participate in in-service programmes, particularly those that were organised during school holidays. 

School In-service and Monitoring (SIMON)
The School In-service Monitoring was carried out at two levels:

a) Internal monitoring which was conducted within the school by the school INSET committee, and
b) External monitoringthat involved the Zone Education Support Team (ZEST) and the District Education Support Team (DEST).

Monitoring and evaluation were part of the management system of the School Programme of In-service for Term in basic schools. Casley and Kumar (1987:2) defined monitoring as a “continuous assessment both of the functioning of the project activities in the context of implementation schedules and of the use of project inputs by targeted population in the context of design expectations.” It is an internal project activity, an essential part of good management practice and therefore, an integral part of day-to-day management. Mbulwe and Tembo (2004)also gave the meaning of evaluation as a periodic assessment of the relevance, performance, efficiency and impact of the project in the context of its stated objectives. 

Teacher’s In-service Credit Card (TICC)
The Teacher’s In-service Credit Card (TICC) was an essential component of the School Programme of In-service for the Term. It was given to teachers who took part in workshops, seminars or courses as a recognition for successfully completing their course requirements in the form of Professional Credits for which certificates were awarded (Educational Reform, 1977; MoE-SPRINT Manual, 1998).However, Mulundano (2006) and Banda (2007) noted in their studies that the in-service credits and associated certificates were not linked to any remuneration apart from contributing to the criterion that was used by theMinistry of Education for selecting teachers for promotions and as a pre-requisite entry for Primary Teacher’s Diploma by Distance Learning(PTDDL).

The School In-service Record (S.I.R) 
The purpose of the School In-service Record was to record all INSET activities which were done under SPRINT in the school. Ashton et.al (1985) emphasised that a record of school-focused in-service activities should be kept at school level for the purposes of periodic review of the activities. It was the responsibility of the school head teacher to ensure that details of in-service activities that were done at school, zone and district resource centers were recorded in the School In-service Record book and kept for safety in the head teacher’s office.

Factors that Influence the Implementation of INSET Programmes
Researchers and scholars who have done some works on INSET provision, management, monitoring and evaluation have identified several factors that affect the implementation of an in-service education programme. Gilley and Eggland (1989) suggested that for an INSET programme to succeed, it must be feasible, affordable and desirable. Fullan (1990) provides a list of factors that are important for a successful take off and subsequent implementation of an INSET programme. They are the following:

· Training needs
· Resources
· Support from school administrators
· INSET benefits
· Conditions of service of teachers
· Community participation

Training Needs
An INSET programme such as the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT), cannot take place unless a training need exists. A training need is usually the gap between the current and the desired results and knowledge. Blandford (2000) states that needs are not static, they change as individuals and the environment change.
It is the training need that determines the INSET delivery method. The in-service training delivery method in turn affects the number of participants in an INSET programme. Ashton et.al (1985) and Blandford (2000) concur with this view when they state that an effective in-service programme should consider the needs and interests of its clients. 

In the Philippines, Pontiveros (2001) explains that before an in-service education programme is finally drafted, a needs assessment is carried out by experts from the Teacher Education Institution (TEI) in consultation with the target clientele, the teachers, on their training needs. Teachers are encouraged to suggest possible training programmes they think answer their needs. With the assistance of experts, teachers draft a training programme that they believe would answer their need. According to Pontiveros (2001), this strategy was based on the philosophy thatthe target clientele knew what they needed but just did not know how to address their need. 

Resources
There are generally three forms of resources that affect the implementation of INSET programmes (Joyce and Showers, 1988 and Fullan, 1990).These include the following:

a). Physical Resources
The physical resources required for implementing INSET programmes include equipment, teaching and learning materials, desks, classrooms and well-resourced school libraries.Teaching and learning processes can effectively take place when the physical infrastructure of the school is sufficient andin good condition.In the same way, for an INSET programme to be implemented successfully, there should be adequate classrooms to accommodate all INSET activitiesin the school. 

Unfortunately, the scenario in most basic schools, especiallyin the rural and remote areasis as described by Kelly (1999) that, the physical infrastructure is run down and in need of urgent repair. In their evaluation study on Primary Education in Zambia, De Kemp et.al (2008) also found out that there was a shortfall of 8,500 classrooms, and 60% of the existing onesneeded to be rehabilitated. They attributed the poor state of school infrastructure to limited capacity by the government to allocate enough funds to the Ministry of Education in the national budget to be able to carry out infrastructure rehabilitation and construction.

b). Financial Resources
The financial resources neededto plan and implement INSET programmes such as the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT), havebeen reported and described by a number of researchers and scholarsas always being inadequate. Recent studies conducted on continuing professional development of teachers in Southern Province and Central Province by Mulundano (2006) and Banda (2007) respectively, indicate that teachers and school administrators experienced the problem of low funding to professional development programmes. Both studies cited limited funding by government to the Ministry of Education as a result of the low performance of the country’s economy.



c). Human Resource
Another essential component of an effective INSET programme is the personnel who can offer instructions and support to others in the areas that are under study. In-service coordinators and facilitators need to have the competence, knowledge and skills in INSET provision .They should be able to demonstrate expert knowledge invarious subjects under discussion to the point where they deal with its theory, organise practice with it, and help others sustain its use in the instructional setting. Apart from the teachers of the school, Morant (1981) suggests that different people with skills in various fields could be invited from outside the school. These may include teachers in nearby schools,community development workers, health personnel and agricultural extension workers.

Other than the physical, financial and human resources factors, time for planning, mobilizing the resources and for monitoring the implementation of an INSET programme should be made available. Glasser (1969); Joyce and Showers (1988)all mentioned time as crucial in the implementation of an in-service teacher education programme. They stated that if groups of professionals were to absorb knowledge and plan to use it, and if knowledge was to inform practice, time for planning its use needed to be provided in the workplace of the teachers and administrators. Unfortunately, teachers’ working time in Zambia’s schools appeared to be absorbed by so many activities. Kelly (1999) pointed out that with worsening pupil-teacher ratios due to increased enrolments, particularly in basic schools, time was in short supply. The teaching of double and/or triple sessions, which although maximised the use of classrooms, reduced time for teaching and learning as well as other school activities including INSET programmes.

Support fromSchool Administrators
Joyce and Showers (1988)pointed out that the school administrators had a particular important responsibility to see to it that teachers were provided with an opportunity to participate in in-service education programmes, and that the teachers were continuously informed about education policy and its changes. The school administrators were also expected to mobilize resources such as equipment, textbooks, teaching and learning materials as well as finances in the school. Joyce and Showers (1988) further maintainedthat effective implementation of an INSET programme required committed and supportive leadership at all levels of the education system. 

In his study, Kayungwa (2002) reported that effective school administrators offered help to their teachers when they needed it, they were supportive to teachers, rewarded teachers for doing a good job and ensured there was little conflict and/or tension between them and the teachers. Kayungwa (2002) also reported that incentives and rewards were used to build teacher motivation.

INSET Benefits
Morant (1981) observed that teachers became interested in INSET as a result of inducements or benefits that accrued to them on successful participation and completion of a programme. He also observed that teachers who felt that INSET programmes did not meet their needs either resisted attending or completely abandoned them.

However, Metuge (1982) observed that primary school teachers in Gambia were very keen to attend in-service teacher education activities through workshops, seminars and professional meetings from which they neither benefitted financially nor gained additional qualifications. Metuge further observed that there was no material inducement for teachers to attend workshops and other in-service meetings other than self-gratification and acquisition of more knowledge and skills.

According to Kamwengo and Ndhlovu (2004),some of the benefits of INSET included, among others, the following:

· Enhanced staff performance, including classroom practice;
· Improved school effectiveness and efficiency;
· Motivation of staff which includes re-invigoration of burned-out staff; 
· Elimination of deficiencies that are in the background preparation of teachers; and 
· Promotion prospects and increased status.

These are called long-term benefits. But there are also short-term benefits, which have been found to be popular among the teachers, and these are associated with allowances. In his study, Mulundano (2006) discovered that most teachers and head teachers associated the idea of incentives to allowances. But the real benefits of INSET go beyond monetary gain to include improvement in teachers’ professional growth and status.

Conditions of Service of Teachers
The conditions of service for teachers also contributed to teacher participation in school-based in-service activities. At the moment, most teachers in Zambia’s basic schools are working under difficult environmental conditions which do not encourage or stimulate them to continue growing in their profession and become more proficient. Among such environmental problems according to (MoE-Educational Reforms, 1977) are the following:

· Heavy teaching loads and large classes due to shortage of teachers, especially in rural and remote schools,
· The teaching of double or triple sessions, which affects the performance of teachers and makes the teachers feel burned-out or tired and discouraged,
· Lack of materials, books, equipment and other educational supplies, and
· Poor salaries, staff accommodation and uncertainties in promotion prospects, all make the teachers to feel discouraged to continue with professional development activities.

Community Participation
Joyce and Showers (1988) recognised the fact that planning and implementing a school-based INSET programme is a joint responsibility between the head teachers, the staff and external agencies such as Parents Teachers’ Associations (PTAs) and the local community. The parents or the community are supposed to work together with teachers in the promotion of education for their children. There should be consultations between teachers and PTAs on issues pertaining to fundgeneration, construction and repair of dilapidated classrooms and teachers’ houses, and ensure that problems of absenteeism, indiscipline and pregnancies among school girls are reduced in the school. The local communities particularly should have a role in the in-service education programmes in the school so that they are updated on new trends in the education system.

Summary
The reviewed literature showed that the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) system had proved to be a successful school-based in-service education programme in Australia, Japan, Malaysia and the Philippines. The success was attributed to a number of factors including the availability of equipment and educational materials in schools as well as teachers’ resource centres. In-service coordinators were well trained in organisational and facilitation skills and funds were available to sponsor refresher courses for all INSET providers.

The reviewed literature also indicated that the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) had been implemented in Zambia’s basic schools. The implementation process however, was hampered by several constraints including lack of modern equipment and educational materials in most schools and teachers’ resource centres, inadequate funding and the use of unskilled INSET providers at school, zone and district levels.

Furthermore, the reviewed literature has revealed that poor conditions of service for teachers serving in Zambian schools made teachers shun away school-based INSET activities. Teachers had heavy teaching loads and found it difficult to divide time between teaching and attending INSET activities under SPRINT. There were no incentives for participating in school-based INSET programmes hence, teachers were not motivated.



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter presentsthe methodology that wasused in this study. It constitutes research design, study sites,studypopulation, sample size and sampling procedure, research instruments, pre-test of the research instruments and data collection procedure.It proceeds to describe the problems encountered during data collection, limitation of the study and how the information collected was analysed in order to answer the research questions.  

Research Design
Thestudy used a descriptive research design. This design was chosen because the study relied on both qualitative and quantitative research methods. In addition, since the researcher sought to collect information about respondents’ opinions on the topic being studied, descriptive research design was ideal. The intended use of this design was consistent with that of Sidhu (2006), who pointed out that descriptive design could be used when collecting information about peoples’ attitudes, views and experiences.

Study Sites
The study was conducted in 10 basic schools run by Government in Chipata District in the Eastern Province of Zambia. Eight (8) of these schools were located within Chipata Township. These were: Hillside, Umodzi, Lunkhwakhwa, Lutembwe, Munga, Walela, M’chini and Saint Betty basic schools. The other two (2) were located in the outskirts or peripheral of Chipata Township. They were: Gondar and Nyakutwa basic schools.
Study Population
Thestudy population comprised all teachers, head teachers and school in-service coordinators of government basic schools in Chipata District.

Sample Size
Thesample size was 119 respondents, who included 10 head teachers, 10 school in-service coordinators and 99 teachers.Table 1 below gives the characteristics of the respondents in terms of gender, highest qualification obtained and period of service.

	
CHARACTERISTC
	
TEACHERS
	
HEAD TEACHERS
	SCH. IN-SERVICE COORDINATORS

	                   -
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Male

	Gender
	60
	39
	7
	3
	6
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Highest Qualification
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Prim. Teacher’s Cert.
	51
	20
	1
	1
	3
	3

	Prim. Teacher’s Dip.
	5
	3
	2
	1
	2
	0

	Sec. Teacher’s Dip.
	3
	16
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Advanced Diploma
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Bachelors’ Degree
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Period of Service
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Below 5 years
	27
	15
	0
	0
	1
	0

	6-10 years
	19
	10
	2
	0
	3
	2

	11-15 years
	11
	12
	1
	0
	1
	1

	16-20 years
	3
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1

	Over 21 years
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0


Table 1: Characteristics of Respondents

Sampling Procedure
In selecting the 10 basic schools in Chipata District, purposive sampling was employed. This meant that the 10 head teachers and 10 school in-service coordinators were also selected purposively.Purposive sampling is beneficial to the researcher because respondents have special knowledge and perception about the subject under study that add value and richness to the research (Kombo and Tromp, 2006).

The 99 teachers were however, randomly selected from the study population in the 10 sampled basic schools. Random sampling technique was used to give all the teachers in the study population an equal chance of being included in the sample.

Research Instruments
In this study, questionnaires and interview schedules were used to collect data.For triangulation purposes, documentary analysis was also employed. Relevant school documents such as log books and school in-service record (S.I.R) books were consulted.

Questionnaires
Two sets of questionnaires consisting of both closed-ended and open-ended questions were used. One set (Appendix A) was administered to school head teachers while the other set (Appendix B) was administered toteachers. The items in the questionnaires covered respondents’ background information, roles and the constraints they experienced in implementing (SPRINT) activitiesin basic schools.

Questionnaireswere used as data collection instruments because they could be presented to each respondent in exactly the same way. This minimizes the role and influence of the researcher and tend to be more objective in comparison of results (White, 2005 and Best and Kahn, 2008). In this study, 99 teachers and 10 head teachers completed questionnaires.
Interview Schedules
These were pre-written lists of questions that the researcher used to guide the interviews with head teachers and School In-service Coordinators,(see Appendix C).  The researcher used interview schedules to capture the views, opinions, attitudes and beliefs of the respondents on the subject under study.They were aimed at gettingthe respondents to open up so as to secure more information about the effectiveness of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in 10 selected basic schools. 

Documentary Analysis
Documents such as log books and school in-service record (S.I.R) books were consulted to get more information about the status of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools. The purpose of studying the documents was to triangulate information gathered by other research instruments used in this study.

Pre-test ofResearch Instruments
Before carrying out the actual research, the researcher carried out a pre-test of the research instruments. The exercise was done between 27thJune, 2009 and 13th July, 2009, in three basic schools in Katete District.The schools were Mwaziputa, Omelo Mumba andMatunga basic schools. The primary purpose of pre-testing the research instruments was to check clarity, strengths and weaknesses of the items in the questionnaires and interview schedules as well as to test whether the instruments would get intended responses from respondents.


DataCollection Procedure
Data collection was done from 22 September, 2009 to October 20, 2009. A letter of introduction to all authorities involved was obtained from the Assistant Dean (Post-Graduate studies), School of Education, before going into the field.

At every school, the researcher first met the school head teacher in order to ask for permission to distribute the questionnaires to the teachers and conduct interviews with school in-service coordinators.Questionnaires were distributed to school head teachers and teachers to complete. The respondents were told to read instructions that accompanied the questionnaires before completing them. The researcher cautioned the respondents not to write their names or identities on the questionnaires in order to ensure anonymity and confidentiality. 

Problems Encountered During Data Collection
In some schools, it was not possible to find all the teachers at once. Some teachers reported for work in the morning, while others were teaching in the afternoon. Also some teachers were very busy as they were time tabled to teach double and/or triple sessions. This situation made the researcher to wait for long hours before all the teachers could complete the questionnaires. 

Also, some head teachers and school in-service coordinators were not readily available for interviews because they were either too busy with school work or they were out of school. In such circumstances, fresh appointments were made. Thisproved to be very expensive in terms of transport costs as the researcher visited one research site twice and in some extreme cases three times. 

Limitation of the Study
The study was carried out in 10 selected basic schools in Chipata District. Thismeans that the sample was rather small considering the entire population of teachers of all basic schools in Chipata District. The findings of this study therefore, could not be generalised to other basic schools in the province.

Data Analysis
The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used to analyse quantitative data from the questionnaires, while qualitative data that were obtained through interview schedules and documentary analysis were analysed by coding and emerging themes were used to answer research questions. Computer generated tables of frequencies and percentages were used in describing distributions of the variables which were presented in form of tables,bar graphs and pie charts. 








CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH FINDINGS
Introduction
Thechapter presents the findings of this study.The presentationwas based on the information that was collected through the research instruments of the study, and in line with the study objectives.

RolesTeachers and Head Teachers Played in Implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)Activities in Basic Schools

Participation of Teachers and Head Teachers in Planning ofSPRINT Activities 
Teachers and head teachers were asked whether or not they participated in the planning of SPRINT activities in their respective schools. Their responses were as shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Participation in PlanningSPRINT Activities

	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Yes
	79 (79.8%)
	10 (100%)

	No
	19 (19.2%)
	-

	Not Sure
	1 (1.0%)
	-

	TOTAL
	99 (100.0%)
	10 (100%)










Table 2 above shows that majority of the teachers, 79 and 10 head teachers indicated that they participated in planning SPRINT activities. Information obtained from School In-service Record (SIR) bookalso revealed thatteachers and head teachers took part in planningINSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) at school level.All the 10 school in-service coordinators said that they were involved in scheduling SPRINT activities in their respective schools.

KeepingRecords of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)Activities by Head Teachers
Information obtained from respondents revealed that all the 10sampled basic schools kept records of the SPRINT activities which were done at school, zone and district resource centres. Table 3 below shows the responses from teachers and head teachers. 

Table 3: Keeping SPRINT Records 
	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Yes
	74 (74.8%)
	10 (100%)

	No
	22 (22.2%)
	-

	Not Sure
	3 (3.0%)
	-

	TOTAL
	99 (100.0%)
	10 (100%)











Most of the teachers, 74and all the 10head teachers indicated that in-service activities were recorded in the School In-service Record (SIR) book that was kept in the head teacher’s office.
Participation of Teachers inthe School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities
Teachers were asked to indicate the number of times they attended and participated in INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) per term. Figure 3 below gives the responses from the teachers.

Figure 3: Number of Times Teachers Participated in INSET Activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) per Term  




In Figure 3 above, 4 teachers never attended and participatedin INSET activities under SPRINT. Three (3) of these were male teachers and only one (1) was a female teacher. All of them possessed secondary school teacher’s diploma. However, 26teachers participatedbetween 1-2 times, 53 teachers indicated having participated 3-4 timesand 16 teachers participated 5-6 times.It was also found out that some teachers were not attending Grade meetings At Resource Centres (GRACE). One of the head teachers had this to say:

“We have teachers who have just graduated from colleges of education and those who have been teaching for a long time. Newly appointed teachers say that there is nothing new to learn in SPRINT because they learnt everything in colleges, while old ones claim to have experience. So, they cannot participate in INSET activities under SPRINT.”


Monitoring of the School Programme of In-service for the Term(SPRINT) Activities by Head Teachers
As to whether or not head teachers supervised SPRINT activitiesin their schools, 57teachers indicated “yes,”while 39teachers indicated “no” and 3teachers were not sure.

Head teachers were also asked how often they monitored SPRINT activities to check if teachers were implementing themintheir respective classrooms. Their responses were as indicated in Figure 4 below.

Figure 4: Monitoring of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities by Head Teachers



In Figure 4 above, five (5) head teachers monitored SPRINT activities in classrooms termly, three (3) head teachers monitoredmonthly, one (1)head teacher monitored fortnightly and another one (1) monitored weekly.
“At every school there is a school INSET committee that is responsible for all activities under SPRINT. It comprises the head teacher, deputy head teacher, senior teachers and the School In-service Coordinator. Anyone of these members can be assigned to monitor whether or not teachers are implementing what they discuss in SPRINT meetings in their respective classes,” explained one of the head teachers.

Teachers’ Performance in Classroom Instructions 
Head teachers were further asked to rate teachers’ performance in classroom instructions following their participation in INSET activities under SPRINT. The responses were as shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Rating Teachers’ Performance in Classroom Instructions

	RATING
	FREQUENCY
	PERCENT

	Very Good
	2
	20

	Good
	5
	50

	Fair
	3
	30

	Poor
	0
	00

	TOTAL
	10
	100



	










Table 4above shows that 2 head teachers rated teachers’ performance in classroom instructions as very good, 5 indicated “good” and 3 indicated “fair.”All the 10 School In-service Coordinators said that teachers’ performance in classroom instructions following their participation in INSET activities in SPRINT had improved.
Support for the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities by School Administrators
On whether or not school administrators supported INSET activities under SPRINT, 94 teachers indicated that school administrators supportedthe activities, 4 teachers indicated “no” and 1 was not sure. Table 5 below gives the teachers’ responses on school administrators’ support for SPRINT activities in basic schools.

Table 5: School Administrators’ Support for School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities
	RESPONSES
	FREQUENCY
	PERCENT

	Yes
	94
	94.9

	No
	4
	4.1

	Not sure
	1
	1.0

	TOTAL
	99
	100










All the10School In-service Coordinators stated that SPRINT activities received support from school administrators in form of advice, monitoring and evaluation.

Relationship between Teachers and School Administrators
Teachers were further asked to rate the relationship between teachers and school administrators during SPRINT meetings. The responses were as shown in Table 6 below.

	
Table 6: Relationship between Teachers and School Administrators
	RATING
	FREQUENCY
	PERCENT

	Very Good
	48
	48.5

	Good
	44
	44.4

	Fair
	5
	5.1

	Poor
	2
	2.0

	TOTAL
	99
	100










In Table 6 above, 48 teachers indicated that the relationship between teachers and school administrators was very good, 44teachers indicated that it was good, 5teachers indicated “fair” and 2 indicated “poor.”

Community Involvement
In Figure 5 below, 86 teachers indicated that they did not involvethe local communities in SPRINT activities, while 11indicated that the communities were involved and only 3teachers were not sure. Figure 5 below shows the responses from the respondents.
Figure 5: Community Involvement

Nine (9)head teachers also pointed out that INSET activities under SPRINT were professional activities that were meant for teachers only. However,one head teacher said that people with specialized skills like health workers, agricultural extension workers and community development assistants were occasionally invited to attend Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT to give a talk on issues of school health and nutrition, HIV and AIDSand environmental education.

Challenges Teachers and Head Teachers Faced in Implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities in Basic Schools

Inadequate Time
Table 7 below gives teachers’ and head teachers’ responses on inadequate time for conducting INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools.


Table 7: Inadequate Time
	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Strongly Agree
	78(78.8%)
	7(70%)

	Agree
	11(11.1%)
	3(30%)

	Disagree
	10(10.1%)
	-

	Strongly Disagree
	-
	-









The District Resource Centre Coordinator, the Zone In-service Coordinators and School In-service Coordinators also noted that time to conduct SPRINT activities was insufficient. 
Negative Attitude of Some Teachers

Regarding negative attitude of some teachers, responses from teachers and head teachers were as indicated in Table 8 below.

Table 8: Negative Attitude of Some Teachers  
	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Strongly Agree
	41(41.4%)
	4(40%)

	Agree
	30(30.3%)
	2(20%)

	Disagree
	15(15.2%)
	3(30%)

	Strongly Disagree
	13(13.1%)
	1(10%)

	TOTAL
	99(100.0%)
	10(100%)









Eight (8) School In-service Coordinators disclosed during interviews that teachers with Diplomas and Bachelors degrees and newly appointed teachers as well as old serving teachers had negative attitude towards SPRINT activities. Two (2)said the attitude of teachers towards SPRINT was fair. 

InadequateFinancial Support
Most of theteachers, 92 and9 head teachersagreed that there was inadequate financial support for INSET activities under SPRINT in basic schools. But 7 teachers and 1 head teacher disagreed. The District Resource Centre Coordinator (DRCC) during in-depth interviews also stated that there was limited funding to school-based INSET activities. It was up to individual schools to raise funds to support and sustain the activities. All the 10School In-service Coordinators also revealed that there was inadequate financial support for school-based INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools.

Inadequate Classrooms for Conducting SPRINTMeetings
Majority of the teachers,63and 9head teachersagreed that there was a shortage of classroomsfor holding SPRINT meetings in basic schools. However, 36teachersand 1 head teacherdisagreed.

Insufficient Skills of School In-service Coordinators
The District Resource Centre Coordinator and all the head teachers disclosed in separateinterviews that the School In-service Coordinators and facilitators did not have formal training in INSET organisation and facilitation. They saidthat the School In-service Coordinators and facilitators were teachersappointed among class teachers by the school administration to help in the organisation and facilitation of school-based INSET activities.

Poor Services at Teachers’ Resource Centres (TRCs)
Eighty four (84)teachers andeight (8)head teachersindicated that there were poor services at Teachers’ Resource Centres, while15teachers and 2 head teacherswere not sure. However, the District Resource Centre Coordinator in an interview explained that the teachers’ resource centers were being used by teachers who were pursuing the Primary Teachers’ Diploma by Distance Learning (PTDDL) with National In-service Teachers’College (NISTCOL)-Chalimbana.

Lack of Consistency in Monitoring and Evaluation of SPRINT Activities
Table 9 below shows teachers’ and head teachers’ responses on lack of consistency in monitoring and evaluation of SPRINT activities by Education Standards Officers. 

Table 9: Lack of Consistencyin Monitoring and Evaluation
	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Strongly Agree
	82(82.8%)
	9(90%)

	Agree
	-
	-

	Disagree
	17(17.2%)
	1(10%)

	Strongly Disagree
	-
	-

	TOTAL
	99(100.0%)
	10(100%)










In an in-depth interview, the District Resource Centre Coordinator disclosed that INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schoolswere not consistently monitored and evaluated by Education Standards Officers.     All the 10 school in-service coordinators stated that there was lack of consistency in monitoring and evaluation of SPRINT activities in basic schools. 

Lack ofMotivation
Teachers and head teachers were further asked whether or not lack of motivation among teachersaffected the implementation of SPRINT activities in basic schools.Responses were as given in Table 10 below.


Table 10: Lack of Motivation
	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Strongly Agree
	84(84.8%)
	9(90%)

	Agree
	11(11.1%)
	1(10%)

	Disagree
	4(4.1%)
	-

	Strongly Disagree
	-
	-

	TOTAL
	99(100.0%)
	10(100%)










Results in Table 10 above showthat 84teachersand 9head teachers strongly agreed that lack of motivation among teachers was aconstraint to the implementation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities. Those who only agreed were 11 teachers and 1 head teacher, whereas 4 teachers disagreed.

Ways of Improving the Implementation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities in Basic Schools

Extending Time for SPRINT Activities

Teachers and head teachers were asked whether or not there should be extension in time for SPRINT activities. Their responses were as indicated in Table 11 below.




Table 11: Extending Time for the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities
	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Yes
	81(81.8%)
	10(100%)

	No
	8(8.1%)
	-

	Not sure
	10(10.1%)
	-

	TOTAL
	99(100.0%)
	10(100%)









Change of Attitude of Teachers towards SPRINT Activities
Most of the teachers, 65 and 10 head teachers indicated that teachers needed to develop positive attitude towards SPRINT activities.All the 10 school in-service coordinators stated during interviews that new and old teachers should be sensitized on the importance of SPRINT activities.

Funding SPRINT Activities
Majority of the teachers, 92 and 9 head teachers agreed that SPRINT activities in basic schools should be funded. But 7teachers and 1 head teacher disagreed. All theschool in-service coordinators also stated that financial support for SPRINT activities was required in basic schools. 

“There is need for the Ministry of Education through the District Education Board Secretary to support SPRINT activities financially, as doing so will enable schools to implement the activities effectively,” explainedone of the in-service school coordinators.
Improving Equipment and Educational Facilities at Teachers’ Resource Centres
Table 12 below presents teachers’ and head teachers’ responses regarding the improvement of equipment and educational facilities at Teachers’ Resource Centres.

Table 12: Improving Equipment and Educational Facilities at Teachers Resource Centres
	RESPONSES
	TEACHERS
	HEAD TEACHERS

	Yes
	87(87.9%)
	10(100%)

	No
	7(7.1%)
	-

	Not sure
	5(5.0%)
	-

	TOTAL
	99(100.0%)
	10(100%)








Establishing School Libraries
On establishing libraries in basic schools, 63 teachers and 9 head teachers indicated that libraries should be built in basic schools. All the 10 School In-service Coordinators and the zone head teachers said during in-depth interviews that libraries should be built in basic schools.“Well-equipped libraries, with new text books and modern facilities like computers and internet will enable teachers andpupils have access to latest information regarding current issues in the education system,” said one of the head teachers during an in-depth interview.

Training of School In-service Coordinators in Organisational and Facilitation Skills  
All the 99 teachers and 10 head teachers indicated that School In-service Coordinatorsrequired formal training to equip them with facilitation skills. The District Resource Centre Coordinator in an interview disclosed that In-service Coordinators in schools and zone centres needed to be trained in organisational and facilitation skills.

Consistency in Monitoring and Evaluation of SPRINT Activities  
Most of the teachers, 86 and 9 head teachers suggested that Education Standards Officers should regularly monitor and evaluate INSET activities under SPRINT in basic schools. However, 14 teachers and 1 head teacherwere not sure as whether or not SPRINT activities should consistently be monitored.

Providing Incentives for Teachers
Regarding the provision of incentives, most of the teachers, 84 and 8 head teachers agreed that teachers participating in INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) should be provided with incentives to motivate them. But 15 teachers and 2 head teachers disagreed. All the school in-service coordinators pointed out that teachers, INSET coordinators and facilitators needed to be motivated by giving them some allowances.The District Resource Coordinator in an in-depth interview also disclosed that zone head teachers and zone in-service coordinators go round schools, walking long distances monitoring SPRINT activities without any allowances paid to them.





CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
Introduction
In this chapter, the research findings are discussed under three sub-sections namely:
· Roles teachers and head teachers played in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities in basic schools,
· Challenges teachers and head teachers faced in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities in basic schools, and
· Ways of improving the implementation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities in basic schools.

Roles Teachers and Head Teachers Played in Implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities in Basic Schools.

Participation of Teachers and Head Teachers in Planning of SPRINT Activities
The majority of the teachers,head teachers and school in-service coordinators indicated that they participated inplanning INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term. The researcher noted that all the schools used the Head teacher’s In-service Meeting (HIM), one of the components of SPRINT to plan for INSET activities.The activities included classroom practice and management, school curriculum review, teaching methodologies, continuous assessment and assessment procedures, conditions of service, discipline and conduct of teachers and pupils. 
Head teachers and School In-service Coordinators disclosed during interviews that all school based in-service activities were planned at the beginning of each school term during the Head teachers’ In-service Meeting (HIM), chaired by the school head teacher. They explained that the purpose of Head teacher’s In-service Meeting was to review the in-service activities of the previous term and to make plans for the new term, (see figure 2 on page 15).All the teachers in the school were expected to attend the Head teacher’s In-service Meetings, which were held in the first week of each school term to review the INSET activities of the previous term and to plan for the new term.

The above findings were in line with what Banda (2007) found out in basic and high schools in Central Province. Teachers and head teachers made use of the structures of SPRINT to plan and conduct the school-based programme called Strengthening of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education (SMASTE). Despite low commitment and negative attitude of some head teachers and teachers, Banda (2007) noted that the majority of school head teachers and teachers attended and participated in the planning and organisation of INSET activities under SMASTE using the SPRINT structures.

Keeping Records of the School Programme of In-service for the Term(SPRINT) by Head Teachers
As revealed by the outcomes of this study, teachers and head teachers in the selected basic schools recorded INSET activities underSPRINT in the School In-service Record (SIR) book. The School In-service Coordinators updated the SIR book on weekly basis. The details that appeared in the record book included records of Head teacher’s In-service Meeting, membership and attendance of each teacher at Teacher Group Meetings in the school, brief details of Grade meetings at the Resource Centre (GRACE), School In-service Monitoring (SIMON) visits and running totals of In-service Credits accumulated by each teacher as a result of in-service activities undertaken, for example, attendance at the subject associations conferences.

In his study, Mulundano (2006) found out that school managers organised, planned and kept records of INSET activities that contributed to professional growth of teachers in basic schools in Livingstone.Ashton et. al(1985) also emphasized that records of school-focused in-service activities should be kept at school for the purposes of periodic review of the activities. For this purpose, it was the responsibility of the school head teacher to ensure that details of INSET activities done at school zone or indeed at district resource centres were recorded and kept for safety in the head teacher’s office.

It was important for schools to keep records of INSET activities under the SPRINT system. This was because it enabled teachers to do periodic reviews of the activities and determine as to whether or not the set goals and objectives of SPRINT were being achieved. 

Participation in the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities
The outcomes of the study were that 96 teachers and 10 head teachers participated in INSET activities underthe School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT). However, 26teachers did not often participate in the activities. Out of twenty six (26) teachers who rarely participated in SPRINT activities,thirteen (13) were male teachers in possession of a secondary teacher’s diploma.Ten (10)were those who had been in service for less than five years, while three (3) had been teaching for more than sixteen years.
The study findings also revealed that Grade meetings at the Resource Centre (GRACE) were poorly attended by most teachers.In separate interviews with head teachers and School In-service Coordinators, it was disclosed that teachers were not willing to participate in INSET activities from which they never benefitted in terms of allowances and/or increased remunerations. The teachers perceived workshops as a means of extra income. They would rather attend workshops where they were paid allowances than participating in SPRINT activities where they did not get anything.

In the first place, teacher participation in the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities should not be a chore, but an opportunity for teachers to make decisions about teaching and learning, to review pupils’ work and discuss how to strengthen classroom instructions as well as finding solutions to some of the problems affecting the teaching profession. Teachers, regardless of their qualifications, gender and period of service, should realize that teacher education includes pre-service and in-service, and that pre-service training is just a foundation hence, not adequate for life long teaching.

Secondly, it is unfortunate that most teachers associated incentives for participating in INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term to short term benefits like allowances.This was not correct. Teachers should instead change their way of looking at school-based workshops as income generating activities, to that of being avenues to continuously improve on their learning for their own benefit and that of pupils.
In the study done by Metuge (1982),it was found out that primary school teachers in Gambia were keen to attend in-service education programmes from which they neither benefitted financially nor gained additional qualifications. Metuge noted that teachers participated in INSET activities not as a result of material inducement or perceived remunerations, but for self-gratification and acquisition of more knowledge, skills, right attitudes as well as increased professional status.

Monitoring of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)Activities by Head Teachers
All the head teachers in the 10 sampled basic schools monitored the INSET activities under SPRINT. Figure 4 indicates that five (5) head teachers monitored the activities once in a term, three (3) did the monitoring monthly, one (1) monitored every two weeks and another one did the monitoring of in-service activities under SPRINT weekly. 

It was the responsibility of school head teachers to oversee all the school-based INSET activities by way of management, coordination and monitoring. Head teachers were expected to make actual visits to classrooms to check if teachers were implementing what they discussed during SPRINT meetings.This was because the focus of INSET activities in SPRINT was the classroom. It was in the classroom where teachers were experiencing problems and concerns of teaching hence, the need to find out if the activities were beneficial to both the teachers and pupils. The findings of this study showed that those teachers who participated in INSET activities in SPRINT preformed well in classroom instructions.

Theabove findings conform with those of Glasser (1969) andBanda (2007)whoin their studies stated that schools that regularly conducted in-service education training for teachers through workshops, seminars andprofessional meetings, reported improvement inteaching skills of teachers in most of the subjects.De Kemp et. al (2008) also observed that, schools that were participating in in-service education programmes aimed at improving the competence, skills of teaching and quality of classroom and school management, produced 50% better results than comparable schools.

Support for the School Programme of In-service for the Term(SPRINT) Activities by School Administrators
Generally, the research findings revealed that school administratorsin the 10 selected basic schoolssupported INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT).All theSchool In-service Coordinators said that school administrators supportedSPRINT activities in form of advice, encouragement to teachers andthrough monitoring and evaluation.

The school administrators had the responsibility to ensure that good teaching and learning environments prevailed in the school. They also had a duty to plan and mobilize resources for the whole school including requisites for school-based INSET activities. The school head teacher was expected to lead his or her staff towards innovative, productive and developmental ideas so that there was less dependency on external assistance.

Furthermore, school administrators had a particular important responsibility to see to it that teachers were availed opportunity to participate in school-based in-service education programmes, and that teacherwere continuously informed about education policy and its changes. They should look at professional development as a life-long learning process that required continuous induction, encouragement and appraisal of all the staff in the school. 
Relationship between Teachers and School Administrators
On relationship between teachers and school administrators, research findings in Table 6 on page 39clearly showed that teachers and head teachers collaborated during INSET activities in SPRINT. Most of the teachersindicated that the relationship between teachers and school administrators was very good.

These findings were in line with Mwanza (2004), whopointed out that school administrators should always ensure that less tension and conflict existed between them and the staff in order to achieve good results for the school.Mwanza however, warns that head teachers can either motivate or demotivate teachers in the school.  It is therefore, important that head teachers are aware of the in-schoolfactors which affect teacher effectiveness in the school. For example, some teachers become interested in INSET activities as a result of inducement or benefits that are accrued to them on successful completion of a programme.In this regard, effective collaboration between the teachers and school administrators is achieved when those in administration are willing to offer help and reward their teachers equally for doing a good job, and work towards creating harmony between them and their staff.

Community Involvement
The involvement of local communities in school affairs is very important because parents need to know what their children are learning and how they are progressing, both in academic and non-academic activities. They also want to be updated on new developments taking place in the education sector. However, the study findings revealed that 86% of the teachers indicated that the local communities were not involved in SPRINT activities, whereas 11% said the communities were involved and only 3% were not sure as to whether or not the local communities participated in INSET activities under SPRINT.

Kelly (1999) identified some of the areas in which local communities could direct their participation in the school including raising the learning achievement of pupils; increasing the levels of access, participation, retention and completion among girls and other disadvantaged children; improving school infrastructure; raising funds for the school; and enhancing school credibility among parents and other members of the wider society. 

Lack of consultation and coordination between teachers and community members (parents) can negatively affect programme implementation and community participation. So, involving communities in in-service education programmes such as the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) is very important.

Challenges Teachers and Head Teachers Faced in Implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)Activities in Basic Schools

Inadequate Time
Inadequate time was one of the challenges which teachers and head teachers experienced in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term activities in basic schools. The majority of the teachers, head teachers and school in-service coordinators agreed that time was insufficient to divide between teaching and attending in-service activities in Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT.

According to De Kemp et. al (2008),time in most basic schools was in short supply due to double and triple class sessions. The situation did not only cause reduction in time for teaching especially in the lower grades, but it also affected other school programmes such as INSET and extra curricular activities. This was because teachers were always busy and felt tired at the end of each working day. Therefore, they did not find time to attend to other school activities including INSET activities in SPRINT.

Joyce and Showers (1988) also pointed out that time was an important factor in implementing an INSET programme. They contended that there was little use in orienting teachers to in-service education programmes without giving them enough time to do the activities. They further stated that if knowledge was to inform practice, time for planning its use needed to be provided in the workplace of the teachers and administrators. Unfortunately, the common practice was that granting authorities did not let demands for expansion in school programmes to be followed by expansion in the time available. Thus, teachers found themselves in a situation of droppingsome activities in the school including attendance at INSET activities in SPRINT. Consequently, the implementation process was negatively affected. 

Working time for teachers in Zambia’s basic schools was absorbed by so many activities including the teaching of double and/or triple sessions which although maximised the use of classrooms, reduced time for teaching and learning processes as well as for participation in school-based INSET activities.The majority of the teachers and head teachers said that there was little or no time to conduct school- based INSET activities due to various programmes that were running in schools including personal matters. 
Negative Attitude of Some Teachers
The research findings revealed that 71.7%of the teachers and 60% head teachers agreed that negative attitude of some teachers was a challenge in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term activities in basic schools. Only 28.3%of the teachers and 40%of the head teachers disagreed.

Duringinterviews with head teachers and school in-service coordinators, it was disclosed that teachers teaching in upper basic classes did not want to participate in Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT. They said that the activities were not meant for upper basic classes, but for the lower and middle basic grades. The head teachers and school in-service coordinators further disclosed that diploma and bachelors degree holders shunned school-based in-service teacher education programmes. This included those teachers who had been workingfor less than five years and those who had been in service for more than sixteen years. Theyalso had a negative attitude towardsINSET activities under (SPRINT).

One of the School In-service Coordinators during in-depth interviews explained that long serving teachers had negative attitude towards SPRINT activities.They claimed that there was confusion over which teaching methodologies to follow, especially in the lower and middle basic grades due to so many INSET programmes that had been introduced in basic schools. They also said they had enough experience hence, there was no need for them to participate in SPRINT activities and some of them were retiring soon.

In contrast to thesefindings, Morant (1981) stated that in-service education programmes were meant for all serving teachers to develop skills needed in providing for the diverse needs and problems of individual pupils, and for the acquisition of techniques and skills necessary for cooperative action research and utilization of school resources. It is important therefore, that teachers should understand and appreciate the benefits of improving their professional development. They should not depend on experience or skills they acquired during pre-service training because teaching like any other profession, should have self-renewal aspects. Teachers also needed to know that they should not always be paid for their personal professional development, and that the benefits of participating in school-based INSET activities were beyond material and financial gains.

It should however, be pointed out here that, most teachers serving in Zambia’s basic schools were working under difficult environmental conditions which did not encourage or stimulate them to continue growing in their profession and become proficient. The low salaries, lack of suitable accommodation and uncertainties in promotion prospects, and the low status of the teaching profession contribute to the low morale and apathy towards school-based INSET activities. Teachers did not have sufficient allowances to motivate them hence, tended to supplement their meager income by moonlighting which in turn compromised the amount of time they were supposed to be in school and participate in professional development activities like the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) meetings.

It was also revealed by one of the head teachers during in-depth interviews that more work had been overloaded on teachers as they were required to attend SPRINT meetings during school day after normal working hours without additional income or allowances given to them. So, teachers were not encouraged to participate in INSET activities under SPRINT.
In addition to the above poor conditions of service of teachers, some basic schools especially those in rural and remote areas of the country were found far from zone and district resource centres. Teachers had to travel long distances to attend INSET and other professional meetings held at zone or district teachers’ resource centres at their own expenses. This also caused teacher apathy towardsSPRINT activities, particularly those that were conducted during school holidays.

Also, teachers resisted INSET programmes which were off-loaded on them by Teacher Education Department of the Ministry of Education without their inputs. As the main actors, teachers neededto be consulted and their views accommodated before an in-service teacher education programme such as the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) was conducted in schools.

Inadequate Resources
Inadequate financial, material and human resources in basic schools were among the challenges teachers and head teachers faced in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities. Over 92%of the teachers and 90% head teachers indicated that INSET activities in SPRINT were not funded and the money which the schools received from the Ministry of Education through the District Education Board Secretary (DEBS) was not enough to cater for INSET activities in SPRINT.

The District Education Standards Officer (DESO) during in-depth interviews disclosed that it was not possible for the Ministry of Education to allocate adequate funds to all basic schools.This was because of the huge number of schools which were depending on government for funding and other educational requisites. The District Education Standards Officer further explained that since the pull out of the Department for International Development (DFID) in 2004, INSET activities in basic schools had not been receiving any form of financial support from the Ministry of Education. This scenario retarded progress in terms of teacher professional development activities in mostbasic schools in Zambia.

Similarly, the state of physical infrastructure of schools including equipment and educational materials affected the smooth implementation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term activities in most schools. The research findings showed that over 60%of the teachers and 90% head teachers indicatedthat there was a shortage of classrooms, inadequate equipment and, teaching and learning materials in schools.The School In-service Coordinators disclosed that out of 10 sampled basic schools, only one had a school library.

At one of the schools that participated in this study,the researcher observed that teachers were holding Teacher Group Meetings outside classrooms under tree shades due to limited number of classrooms. This particular school had a triple class session system.The classrooms were always occupied with pupils. This situation was very discouraging to the teachers and it contributed to teacher apathy and absenteeism at SPRINT meetings.

In the study conducted by De Kemp et. al (2008), it was observed that despite government effort through the Ministry of Education of building more schools and supplying equipment such as mobile science laboratories, textbooks, desks and teaching and learning materials, some schools still experienced shortfalls due to huge numbers of pupils enrolled in schools. In rural and remote places, teachers and pupils were finding it difficult to access latest information on education due to absence of school libraries, computers and internet facilities. Also classrooms were not adequate for teachers to use during SPRINT meetings.

Insufficient Skills of School In-service Coordinators
Generally, all the teachers andhead teachers indicated that School In-service Coordinators did not undergo any formof training to equip them with organisational and facilitation skills pertaining to school-based INSET activities. The District Resource Centre Coordinator also confirmed this during in-depth interviews, that In-service Coordinators in schools and at zone centres were teachers appointed by school head teachers to assist in the planning and implementation of INSET activities in SPRINT at school or zone level.

However, effective implementation of an INSET programme requires personnel with adequate knowledge in the organisation and facilitation of the programme’s activities in order to guide the participants well. In the Philippines for example, the implementation of anINSET programme includes training of in-service providers who are expected to become trainers of trainees in their respective region, division or school. The trainers are provided with INSET materials which include Facilitator’s Guide; Presentation Plan for Facilitators; and Master Set of Resources (Pontiveros, 2001).The Master Set of Resources contains all the learning materials(inputs) that serve as the bases for participants’ construction of new knowledge. In this way, in-service coordinators’ ability to organise and facilitate school-based INSET activities is enhanced. The Teacher Education Department in Zambia should work towards organising national workshops and seminars for INSET providers who should become trainers of trainees at provincial, district and zone levels.

Poor Services at Teachers’ Resource Centres
The study findings showed that majority of the teachers, 84.8% and 80%head teachersindicated that teachers’ resource centres provided poor services. The District Resource Centre Coordinator also said during in-depth interviews that teacher’resource centres, especially at zone level did not have the required facilities for teachers to do research and get information they needed for their SPRINT meetings.The District Resource Centre Coordinator further explained that there were no library facilities in most zone resource centres in Chipata District. Learning resources such as textbooks, educational journals, magazines, computers and Internet facilities were not available in all the zone resource centres.

According to MoE-AIEMS Manual (1994), Teachers’ Resource Centres were created under the Action to Improve English, Mathematics and Science (AIEMS) Project as professional support structures for teachers. Each Teacher’s Resource Centre had a conference room, a library, transport in form of a vehicle and other facilities such as overhead projectors, video cameras and equipment for material production which teachers used during AIEMS meetings (Mumba, 2001). Unfortunately, the study findings revealed that these facilities were no longer provided and most teachers did not use teachers’resource centres for research as it used to be at the time of the AIEMS Project between 1994 and 1998 under the sponsorship of the Overseas Development Agency (ODA).

In Japan, JICA (2006) reported that SPRINT activities were conducted at school or Teachers Resource Centres (TRCs) that were well-resourced with equipment and educational materials for teachers to use during discussions and lesson demonstrations in small teachers’ groups. At each Teacher’s Resource Centre, there was a trained In-service Coordinator to facilitate the meetings and to give professional advice on matters related to in-service education for teachers (INSET) activities. However, the situation in Zambia was different.Most basic schools and teachers’ resource centres were not sufficiently equipped with educational materials especially those in rural and remote areas of the country. A number of factors contributed to this state of affairs including inadequate funding by government to the education sector and lack of resourcefulness by teachers and head teachers in their respective schools.

Lack ofConsistency inMonitoring and Evaluation of SPRINT Activities
The results of this research studyrevealed that external monitoring and evaluation of INSET activities in SPRINT was not consistent.This was evidenced by the majority of the teachers84.8%and90%head teachers,who strongly agreed that monitoring and evaluation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term was not consistent in basic schools.

Monitoring and evaluation of INSET activities under SPRINT in basic schools is done at three levels: school, zone and district levels. The study findings showed that though not consistently done, school level (internal) monitoring was taking place in all the 10 basic schools that were sampled for this study.The findings also revealed thatzone and district (external) monitoring were rarely conducted.
At zone level, lack of transport and allowances for zone head teachers and zone in-service coordinators hindered frequent monitoring and evaluation of SPRINT activities.One of the zone in-service coordinators in an interview explained that it was difficult for them to visit all the schools in the zone in the absence of transport and allowances. The zone in-service coordinators also experienced problems in coordinating the activities alongside the teaching loads which they had since they were also teachers.

At district level however, the District Education Support Team (DEST) was charged with the responsibility of checking if teachers and head teachers in basic schools conducted and implementedINSET activities under SPRINT.But during in-depth interviews, the District Education Standards Officer pointed out thatmonitoring and evaluation of INSET activities under SPRINTby the District Education Support Teamin basic schools were constrained by several factors including limited funding by the Ministry of Education, inadequate transport for Education Standards Officers to go round all the schools in the districtandinaccessibility to some of the schools due to poor road infrastructure.

Monitoring and evaluation are however, important for two reasons: to check if the programme’s activities are being implemented and to assess the relevance, performance, efficiency and impact of the programme on the participants. As Casley and Kumar (1987) observed, regular monitoring and evaluation is essential for it enables the implementers of the programme to observe and record the activities taking place in a project or programme, analyze the results and recommend corrective actions or modification of objectives.Pontiveros (2001) explained that in the Philippines, monitoring and evaluation of INSET programmes were carried out by INSET experts engaged by the Department of Education, Culture and Sports (DECS).

In Zambia, the Teacher Education Department (TED) of the Ministry of Education monitored and evaluatedschool-based INSET programmes through Education Standards Officers. Unfortunately, the exercise wasmet with constraints of poor planning, limited transport and insufficient communication system, especially among rural schools. There was also a lack of written reports and feedbackon the set objectives of the INSET programmes that were being implemented in schools so that decisionmight be made on what should be done next.

Capacity building at lower levels was also not taken into consideration. In-service coordinators and zone head teachers were not adequately guided on how to plan and implement school-based INSET programmes such as the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT). They did not have adequate skills in INSET provision.

Lack of Motivation
 Lack of motivation among teachers contributed to poor attendance and participation in INSET activities in SPRINT. Results have shown that the majority of the teachers, 82.8% and90%head teachers indicated that motivation was a constraint in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities in basic schools.

Motivation has been a big challenge to the management of schools as it is not possible to satisfy every staff and every interest and needs of individual teachers. The Ministry of Education and school administrators should do something to persuade teachers to take part in school-based INSET activities. In normal circumstances, in-service teacher education programmes should be rewarded unless they are irrelevant. The Ministry of Education through Teacher Education Departmentneeded to device a system to reward teachers through promotions and salary increment upon successfully attending school-based INSET programmes.

Weightman (2004) discovered that among many ways in which teachers could be motivated included: appraising and recommending teachers for promotions; showing appreciation for their work by way of giving professional advice and practicing participatory decision making.All the teachers in the school should be accorded a chance of making contributions to matters related to school policy, management and development. In this way, teachers would be motivated and become part of the school administration.

Ways of Improving the Implementation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) Activities in Basic Schools

ExtendingTime for SPRINT Activities
It was found out during interviews withhead teachers and School In-service Coordinatorsthat timefor conducting INSET activities under SPRINT needed to be extended. This was to enable those teacherswho were involved in teaching double and triple sessions to take part in the activities. They suggested that a day in a month should be set aside for in-service education activitiesconducted at school, zone and district teachers’ resource centres to allow the teachers to complete SPRINT activities planned for a particular school term.
In countries like Denmark, Japan and Philippines where the SPRINT system hadproved to be a successful model in the provision of school-based INSET activities, the schedule of activities included time allotment for each activity so that there was no clash of events between school routine and INSET activities. This is what the Teacher Education Department in Zambia needed to adopt.The time when SPRINT meetings are held should allow all teachers in the school to attend and leave school work effectively executed with minimum interference.

Change of Attitude of Teachers towards SPRINT Activities
One of the ways in which teachers could be helped to start appreciating SPRINT activities in basic schools was through orientation and sensitisation. School head teachers should be conducting induction workshops for newly appointed teachers and old teachers alike on the importance of SPRINT activities.

It was also incumbent upon the teachers to realize the importance of school-based INSET activities as part of their professional advancement.This was because the knowledge and skills that they acquired during pre-service training were not sufficient for a life-long teaching. Their performance and proficiency in teaching relied on continuous learning through school-based in-service education programmes. Teachers should seize the opportunity of taking part in school-focused INSET programmes for their own professional development.School head teachers should also recognise and give incentives to those teachers committed to SPRINT activities as successful models for other teachers to emulate.This would promote the spirit of competitiveness among teachers and consequently promote positive attitude towards school-based INSET programmes.

Funding SPRINT Activities 
The majority of the teachers, 92.9% and 90% head teachers stated that SPRINT activities needed to be funded. They suggested that government through the Ministry of Education should increase funding to basic schools to support continuing professional development programmes.

The above findings were consistent with that of Pontiveros (2001), who found out that in the Philippines, INSET packages included financial support and all the materials that served as the bases for participants’ construction of new knowledge fromeducation departments.  In the same way, theMinistry of Education in Zambia needed to set aside some funds to facilitate theimplementation of INSET programmes at school, zone, district, provincial and national levels.

Improving Equipment and Educational Facilities at Teachers’ Resource Centres 
Most of the teachers, head teachers and school in-service coordinators said that Teachers’ Resource Centres needed to be improvedupon in terms of library textbooksand other educational materials for teachers to obtain information on teaching. Things like computers and internet facilities needed to be provided at teachers’ resource centres so that teachers could have access to recent changesand developments in the education sector especially in the area of continuing professional development.

Establishing School Libraries
All the schools, except one, that participated in this study did not have school libraries. Teachers did not have access to adequate and reliable sources of information for their discussions in Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT. Teachers travelled long distances to the District Resource Centre to look for current information on teaching methodologies, classroom practice and the teaching profession.

The study outcomes were that the majority of the teachers,63.6%, head teachers 90%and all the school in-service coordinators, suggested the construction ofschool libraries in basic schools so that teachers and pupils could have the opportunity to access information and do research within their respective school premises. They also suggested transport to enable them travel to and from zone and district resource centres. This was particularly important for rural and remote areas where schools were far from each other and distances to zone and district resource centres were long. 

Training School In-service Coordinators in Organisational and Facilitation Skills
The research outcomes showed that School In-service Coordinators (SICs) lacked skills in the organisation and facilitationof INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT). The majority of teachers and head teachers stated that School In-service Coordinators should be trained in INSET organisation and facilitation skills. This was because theimplementation of INSET activities under SPRINT in basic schools required personnel who could demonstrate expert knowledge to others.It was imperativetherefore, that School In-service Coordinators got trained in organisational and facilitation skills through training workshops, with INSET experts at hand to facilitate the training sessions.

Consistency in Monitoring and Evaluation of SPRINT Activities 
The majority of the teachers, 86.9% and head teachers,and 90%indicated that there should be improvement in monitoring and evaluation of SPRINT activities in basic schools. All the School In-service Coordinators pointed out that Education Standards Officers should regularly visitschools to check on whether or not teachers were implementing SPRINT activities.

There were however, difficulties encountered as Education Standards Officers monitored andevaluated SPRINT activities in basic schools. Firstly, Education Standards Officers were not enough to go round all the schools especially that there was an increase inthe number of schools, but without corresponding increase in the number of standards officers at district level. Secondly, transport was insufficient to enable standards officers to visit schools. Thirdly, schools in some areas, especially in rural and remote places, were far apart making it difficult to create school clusters for easy monitoring and evaluation of INSET activities under SPRINT.

To overcome the above challenges, capacity needed to be strengthened at lower levels.Zone head teachers and zone in-service coordinators needed to be equipped with the skills to plan for monitoring and evaluation of INSET programmes so that they could monitor INSET activities at that level.The procurement of bicycles could be considered as a cost-effective way to facilitate the movements of zone head teachers and zone in-service coordinators around schools and clusters of schools within their catchment zones. In this way, work for Education Standards Officers would be complimented, but funds should be made available for procuring INSET materials and allowances for the coordinators. 

Providing Incentives for Teachers 
Incentives and rewards are used to build teacher motivation. Unfortunately, thefindings of this study revealed that teachers attended and participated in INSET activities, but received no honorarium or promotion. The Ministry of Education should endeavor to honor teachers who are committed to school-based INSET activities in various remunerative ways. This is because the purpose of in-service education programmes is acquiring knowledge, salary increment, promotion and increased status.

Summary
The discussions of the findings in chapter five have shown thatteachers and head teachers in the sampled basic schools participated in INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) system. The study findings have also indicated that there was a relationship between teachers’ level of qualification and attendance at SPRINT activities, number of years in service and teacher participation in INSET activities under SPRINT. It was discovered that teachers who possessed secondary teachers’ diploma and those who had been teaching for many years rarely participated in the activities. The gender status of respondents however, did not have greater influence on teacher participation in SPRINT activities. 

Furthermore, the research results have revealed that teachers and head teachers experienced several constraints. These included the following: inadequate time for teachers to attend the activities; negative attitude of some teachers; insufficient skills of in-service coordinators; inadequate financial support and lack of incentives for teachers; poor services at Teachers’ Resource Centres; absence of library facilities  in schools and materials necessary for teachers to use as sources of information; insufficient classrooms for teachers to hold SPRINT meetings and lack of proper monitoring and evaluation strategies by Education Standards Officers.These constraints hinderedsmooth implementation of SPRINT activities in basic schools.















CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The conclusion and recommendations presented in this chapter were drawn from the outcomes of the study. The recommendations however, are not intended as a blue print for resolving challenges explored in this study. They are merely suggestions to help mitigate some of the challenges which affected the implementation of INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools. 

Conclusion
The implementation of the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities in basic schools was a challenge to all educational administrators in general, and school head teachers in particular. It was a task that required sound human, financial and material resources. It also called for effective managerial skills, individual and collective effort as well as commitment by all the teachers and head teachers. Effective and visionary leadership vested in theory, research, evaluation and practice was of paramount importance if SPRINT activities were to yield positive results in schools. The head teachers,who particularly bore the responsibility of facilitating and monitoring of the activities,needed the support of other stakeholders in the education system such as the teachers, education standards officers, government and the community.

Aside from financial constraints experienced by the schools, one main reason for negative attitude of some teachers was their lack of adequate knowledge about school-based INSET.
Teachers were not aware of the tremendous potential of school-based INSET activities in improving their classroom practice. Thus, there was need for sensitisation on the activities as alternative to conventional or traditional in-service training that required teachers to attend full-time courses at colleges of education and universities.

Recommendations
Based on the research findings, the following recommendations were made: 

· Time for conducting SPRINT activities in basic schools was found to be inadequate. Thisresearch report recommended that school authorities should increase time for conducting INSET activities under SPRINT.

· Government through the Ministry of Education should build more classrooms, establish school libraries, procure computers and install internet facilities in basic schools.
· School head teachers should ensure that School In-service Coordinatorswere trained in organisational and facilitation skills.


· The Teacher Education Department should be organising training workshops in INSET provision for school head teachers, deputy heads and senior teachers.

· The Ministry of Education should purchase and equip Teachers’ Resource Centres with modern equipment and educational materials like computers, internet and library facilities.
· Teachers needed to develop positive attitudetowards SPRINT activities. 

· School head teachers should regularlysensitize old and new teachers on government policy regarding school-based INSET programmes through induction or orientation workshops. 

· Education Standards Officers needed to regularly visit schools to monitor the implementation of SPRINT activities and prepare reports to schools and Ministry of Education national head quarters.

· Government through the Ministry of Education should allocate some funds to INSET activities under SPRINT to make them more attractive and remunerative in basic schools.

· Educational administrators and school head teachers should provide incentives to motivate the teachers.

Recommendation for Further Study 

Since this study was conducted in 10 selected basic schools in Chipata District in the Eastern Province of Zambia, the researcher recommended that in future a similar study may be undertaken to cover all the districts in the Province or all the provinces in the country. The findings of such a study may fill up the gaps that this research report may contain.
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APPENDIX A								            S/ No…
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HEAD TEACHERS
Dear Respondent,
The questionnaire you are asked to answer is a part of the study of “Evaluation of the School Programme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT).” Your school was one of those selected to take part in this research project.

Please understand that the questionnaire is anonymous and your responses will be kept strictly confidential. You are asked NOT to write your name or any identification mark on the questionnaire.
THANK YOU!
………………………………………………………………………………………………
INSTRUCTIONS:	 Please read each item carefully and MARK ‘X’ in the box provided for the answer of your choice or FILL in the blank spaces where you are required to do so.
1. What is the location of your school?
[   ] Rural
[   ] Peri-urban
[   ] Urban
2. What is your Gender?
[   ] Female[   ] Male
3. What is your Age?
[   ] 20-30 Years [   ] 31-40 Years[   ] 41-50 Years[   ] Over 50 Years


4. What is your highest qualification?
[   ] Primary Teacher’s Certificate
[   ] Primary Diploma
[   ] Secondary Diploma
[   ] Bachelors Degree
[   ] Other, please specify……………………………………………………………..
5. How many years have you been Head teacher?
[   ] Below 5 Years
[   ] 6-10 Years
[   ] 11-15 Years
[   ] Over 16 Years
6. What grade level do you teach?
[   ] Grade 1-4
[   ] Grade 5-7
[   ] Grade 8-9
[   ] Floating teacher
7. What is you teaching load per week?
[   ] 15-20 Periods
[   ] 21-25 Periods
[   ] 26-30 Periods
[   ] 31-35 Periods
[   ] 36-40 Periods

8. Does your school have an Activity Plan for the School Programme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT)?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
9. How much time is allocated to Teacher Group Meeting under SPRINT?
[   ] 1 hour
[   ] 2 hours
[   ] 3 hors
10. Do you think the time allocated to Teacher Group Meetings is adequate?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
11. Does your school have the School In-Service Coordinator?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
12. Is the School In-service Coordinator trained on how to facilitate INSET activities under SPRINT?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure

13. As school Head teacher, do you take part in INSET activities under the SPRINT system?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
14. What is the cooperation like between school administrators and teachers in your school?
[   ] Very Good
[   ] Good
[   ] Fair
[   ] Poor
15. Do you review SPRINT activities in your school?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No 
[   ] Not Sure
16. Do you keep records of INSET activities under SPRINT in your school?
[   ] yes[   ] No      [   ] Not Sure
17. Do you supervise the implementation of INSET activities under SPRINT by the teachers in their respective classrooms?
[    ] Yes
[    ] No
[    ] Not Sure

18. How do you rate the performance of teachers in classroom instruction following their participation in INSET activities under SPRINT?
[    ] Very Good
[    ] Good
[    ] Fair
[    ] Poor
19. Do you involve the community in INSET activities under SPRINT at your school?
[    ] Yes[    ] No      [    ] Not Sure
20. As school Head teacher, how often do you monitor teachers in classrooms to check if they are implementing what they learn in Teacher Group meetings under SPRINT?
[    ] Weekly
[    ] Fortnight   
[    ] Once in a Month
[    ] Once in a Term
21. Does the Zone Education Support Team visit your school to monitor INSET activities under SPRINT?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No    
[   ] Not Sure

22. If the answer to question ‘23’ above is ‘Yes’’, how many times does the Zone Education Support Team visit your school to monitor INSET activities under SPRINT in a Term?
[   ] Once
[   ] Two times
[   ] Not at all
23. Does the District Resource Centre Coordinator monitor the implementation of INSET activities under SPRINT in your school?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
24. How many times has your school been visited by the Education Standards Officers to monitor INSET activities under SPRINT this year?
[   ] Once
[   ] Two times
[   ] Three times
[   ] None
There are many challenges Head teachers and teachers face in conducting school-based INSET activities. Do you think the following are some of the challenges you face in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term?
26. Negative attitude of some teachers.
[   ] Strongly Agree    [   ] Agree[   ] Disagree     [   ] Strongly Disagree

27. Insufficient time to divide between teaching and attending INSET activities under SPRINT.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
28. Financial constraints due to limited funding by the Ministry of Education.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
29. Shortage of classrooms for conducting Teachers Group Meetings.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
30. Lack of trained In-Service Coordinators and facilitators.
[   ] Strongly Agree      [   ] Agree[   ] Disagree[   ] Strongly Disagree
      31. Poor services at Teachers’ Resource Centers
            [   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree

[   ] Strongly Disagree


32. Insufficient teaching and learning materials to use in Teacher Group Meetings and classrooms during lessons.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree 
[   ] Strongly Disagree
33. Poor Monitoring and Evaluation system.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
34. Absence of incentives for teacher motivation.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
35. Mention other challenges other than the ones given above which you face in implementing INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT)………………………………………………………………………………...………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

In your own opinion, could the following interventions help to improve the implementation of the School Programme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT) in Basic Schools?
36. Orientation of teachers to school-based in-service education programmes.
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure
37. Time for Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT should be increased.
[   ] Yes [   ] No[   ] Not Sure
38. Government through the Ministry of Education should fund SPRINT activities in basic schools.
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure
39. Teacher’s Resource Centres should be equipped with computer, internet and library facilities.
[   ] Yes     [   ] No[   ] Not Sure

40. There should be incentives and awards for teachers committed to INSET activities provided in the School Programme of In-service for the Term.
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure

41. Government through the Ministry of Education should to establish libraries in basic schools.
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure
42. Mention other ways in which you would like the School Pragramme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT) to be implemented in basic schools.
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
43. Do you think the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) system is meeting teachers’ in-service education needs?
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure
End of Questionnaire
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!



APPENDIX B					S/ No…
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS
Dear Respondent,
The questionnaire you are asked to answer is a part of the study of “Evaluation of the School Programme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT).” Your school was one of those selected to take part in this research project.

Please understand that the questionnaire is anonymous and your responses will be kept strictly confidential. You are asked NOT to write your name or any identification mark on the questionnaire.
THANK YOU!
………………………………………………………………………………………………
INSTRUCTIONS:	 Please read each item carefully and MARK ‘X’ in the box provided for the answer of your choice or FILL in the blank spaces where you are required to do so.
1. What is the location of your school?
[   ] Rural
[   ] Peri-urban
[   ] Urban
2. What is your Gender?
[   ] Female
[   ] Male
3. What is your Age?
[   ] 20-30 Years
[   ] 31-40 Years    [   ] 41-50 Years[   ] Over 50 Years
4. What is your highest qualification?
[   ] Primary Teacher’s Certificate
[   ] Primary Diploma
[   ] Secondary Diploma
[   ] Bachelors Degree
[   ] Other, please specify……………………………………………………………
5. How many years have you been teaching in government schools?
[   ] Below 5 Years
[   ] 6-10 Years
[   ] 11-15 Years
[   ] Over 16 Years
6. What grade level do you teach?
[   ] Grade 1-4
[   ] Grade 5-7
[   ] Grade 8-9
[   ] Floating teacher
7. What is you teaching load per week?
[   ] 15-20 Periods
[   ] 21-25 Periods
[   ] 26-30 Periods
[   ] 31-35 Periods
[   ] 36-40 Periods

8. Does your school have an Activity Plan for the School Programme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT)?
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure
9. How much time is allocated to Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT?
[   ] 1 hour
[   ] 2 hours
[   ] 3 hors
10. Do you think the time allocated to Teacher Group Meetings is adequate?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
11. Does your school have the School In-Service Coordinator?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
12. Are you involved in planning INSET activities in SPRINT?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
13. Do you participate in INSET activities under the SPRINT system?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No   
[   ] Not Sure  
14. How many times do you attend and participate in INSET activities under SPRINT per a Term?
[   ] Not At All[   ] 1-2 Times   [   ] 3-4 Times[   ] 5-6 Times

15. How is the attitude of teachers towards Teacher Group Meetings?
[   ] Very Good
[   ] Good
[   ] Fair
[   ] Poor
16. Do you attend Grade Meetings at Resource Centre held during school holidays?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not sure
17. Do you review SPRINT activities in your school?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
18. Does your school keep records of SPRINT activities?
[   ] yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure

19. Does your school Head teacher supervise SPRINT activities in your school?
[   ] Yes   [   ] No   [   ] Not Sure
20. Does the school administration support INSET activities under SPRINT in your school?
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure

21. Do you involve the community in INSET activities under SPRINT at your school?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
22. How often does your school Head teacher monitor teachers in classrooms to check if teachers are implementing what they learn in Teacher Group meetings?
[   ] Weekly
[   ] Fortnightly
[   ] Once in a Month
[   ] Once in a Term
23. Does the Zone Education Support Team visit your school to monitor INSET activities under SPRINT?
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
24. If the answer to question ‘23’ above is ‘Yes’’, how many times does the Zone Education Support Team visit your school to monitor INSET activities under SPRINT in a Term?
[   ] Once       [   ] Two times[   ] Not at all
25. Does the District Resource Centre Coordinator monitor the implementation of INSET activities under SPRINT in your school?
[   ] Yes[   ] No[   ] Not Sure
26. How many times has your school been visited by the Education Standards Officers to monitor INSET activities in SPRINT this year?
[   ] Once
[   ] Two times
[   ] Three times
[   ] None
There are many challenges teachers and Head teachers face in conducting school-based INSET activities. Do you think the following are some of the challenges you face in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) at this school?
27. Insufficient time to divide between teaching and attending INSET activities under SPRINT.
[   ] Strongly Agree   [   ] Agree     [   ] Disagree     [   ] Strongly Disagree
28. Financial constraints due to limited funding the Ministry of Education.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
29. Shortage of classrooms for conducting Teachers Group Meetings.
[   ] Strongly Agree[   ] Agree[   ] Disagree[   ] Strongly Disagree


30. Lack of trained In-Service Coordinators and facilitators.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
31. Poor services at Teachers’ Resource Centers due to lack of computers, internet and library facilities.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree        
[   ] Strongly Disagree
32. Insufficient teaching and learning materials to use in Teacher Group Meetings and classrooms during lessons.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
33. Poor Monitoring and Evaluation system.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree

34. Negative attitude of some teachers towards school-based in-service education programmes.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree                 
 [   ] Strongly Disagree
35. Absence of incentives for teacher motivation.
[   ] Strongly Agree
[   ] Agree
[   ] Disagree
[   ] Strongly Disagree
36. State other challenges other than the ones given above which you face in implementing the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) at this school.
……………………………………………………………………………..……………………………………………………………………………………………..……………………………………………………………………………………….…….

In your own opinion, could the following interventions help to improve the implementation of the School Programme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT) in Basic Schools?
37. Orientation of teachers to school-based in-service education programmes.
[   ] Yes
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
38. Time for Teacher Group Meetings under SPRINT should be increased.
[   ] Yes [   ] No     [   ] Not Sure
39.  Government through Ministry of Education should fund SPRINT activities in basic schools.
[   ] Yes 
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
40. Teacher’s Resource Centres should be equipped with computer, internet and libraries facilities.
[   ] Yes [   ] No[   ] Not Sure
41. There should be incentives and awards for teachers committed to school- based in-service education programmes. 
[   ] Yes 
[   ] No
[   ] Not Sure
42. Government through the Ministry of Education should build school libraries in basic schools.
[   ] Yes 
[   ] No    [   ] Not Sure
43. Mention other ways in which you would like the School Pragramme of In-Service for the Term (SPRINT) to be implemented in basic school.
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
End of Questionnaire
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!

APPENDIX C

Interview Schedule for Head Teachers / School In-service Coordinators
Welcome to the interview Sir/Madam,
1. When was this school opened?................................................................................
2. Who are the proprietors of this school?..................................................................
3. How many teachers are currently teaching in this school?....................... How many are Female………………..   Male……………………….……………………….....
4. Do you have a schedule for the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in your school? ……………………………………………..……………
5. What is the purpose of the School Programme on In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in basic schools?...................................................................................
6. Are teachers aware of this purpose? ……………………..…………………………
7. Do you involve all the teachers in the planning of the School programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities? ………………………………..…………
8. Is there funding for INSET activities under SPRINT? ……………………..……….
9. What kind of activities do the teachers do in SPRINT?..............................................
......................................................................................................................................
10.  Do you keep Records of the INSET activities under the school programme of In-service for the Term? ………………………………………………………………...
11. How is the general attitude of teachers towards INSET activities done under SPRINT in basic schools?....................................................................................
………………………………………………………………………………………What form of support, if any, do you get from the District Education Board Secretary’s (DEBS) office?.....................................................................................
……………………………………..…………………………………………………................................................................................................................................
12. Do the teachers in this school have access to the District Teachers’ Resource Centre?....................................................................................................................
If No, state reasons …………………………………..……………………………...
………………………………………………………………………………………..
13. Does the Zone In-service Coordinator visit your school to monitor the implementation of the activities of the school programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) activities?.................................................................................................
14. How often does the District Resource Centre Coordinator visit your school to monitor the SPRINT activities? ……………………………………………….……
15. When was your school last visited by the Education Standards Officers to check if you are implementing the INSET activities under SPRINT?  ………………………
16. What are the benefits of participating in INSET activities under the School Programme of In-service for the Term?
17. How do you harmonize time for teaching and attending Teacher Group Meetings (TGMs) under SPRINT in your school?...................................................................
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
18. What challenges do you encounter in implementing the school Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) in your school?........................................................
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
19. What interventions have you put in place to overcome these challenges?
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
20. In your opinion, do you think the School Programme of In-service for the Term (SPRINT) is fulfilling the in-service education needs of basicschool teachers in the country? ……………………………………………………………………………..
If yes, how?............................................................................................................
………………………………………………………………………………………..
End of interview
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION!
Yes	No	Not sure	0.11	0.86000000000000065	3.0000000000000002E-2	Teachers	Not at all	1-2 Times 	3-4 Times	5-6 Times	4	26	53	16	Number of Times
No. of Respondents
Weekly	Fortnightly	Monthly	Termly	1	1	3	5	No. of Respondents
16

