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              APPENDIX A  
 
Summary of education, training and development problems and recommendations as 
reported by the DOD ETD Project Team in 1997. 
 
1. Department of Defence (DOD) instructors 

During the assessment period, the DOD ETD Project Team realized that a shortage of 

qualified distance learning instructors at most training institutions was a general trend.  Very 

few institutions had more than two members qualified at the Ed Tech 2 level (or train the 

trainer programme).  This problem was exacerbated by the personnel climate where units 

were forced to utilize “unqualified” instructors and hence could not release the instructors to 

obtain the necessary ETD qualifications.  In certain units, the training task was severely 

impeded by the shortage of instructors.  This situation leads to certain distance teaching and 

learning functions being ceased owing to a lack of training personnel. 

 

In certain instances the majority of instructors were executing their training functions out of 

goodwill but were negatively affected by diminishing resources.  The fact that training of a 

high standard would still being presented was attributed to the positive attitude and 

conscientiousness of these members.  In other instances personnel policies of other 

institutions was also found to be the cause of the problem.  For instance, in the SAAF pilot 

contracts impacted negatively on the retention of flying instructors.  This situation was further 

exacerbated by lucrative offers offered in the civilian aviation.  This problem was also 

experienced in the air-traffic control and artisan environment. 

 

The DOD ETD Project Team recommended that consideration had to be given to the contract 

system (especially in the case of pilots) and the timing of the placement of instructors in order 

to maintain a capacity.  This aspect had to be liaised with the Provide Personnel process.  The 

Team further recommended that optimal utilization of an institution such as the College of 

Educational Technology (COLET) had to enjoy consideration.  These institutions had to have 

an adequate capacity for the training of a large number of distance learning instructors and 

remuneration of ETD practitioners and a specific career path, in order to retain competent 

practitioners, must be considered. 

 

2. Department of Defence (DOD) learning courses 

In general, the Project Team felt that very good distance training programmes were presented 

in various Arms of Service (AoSs) but suffice to say that there were problems.  For instance, 

training that was common to all four AoSs or within an AoSs was not co-located or centrally 
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coordinated.  This practice was an unnecessary duplication of courses that lead to 

inappropriate utilization of support personnel, resources and facilities.  In certain instances, 

there was very little or no coordination between training institutions regarding the common 

distance learning courses or training requirements they present. 

 

It was also discovered that the problem of coupling courses to promotion lead to courses 

being done for the purpose of qualifications only and not necessarily for personnel 

development.  This practice did not inculcate the right attitude to learning and usually the 

member did the course too late in his/her career.  More often than not, the member mastered 

most of the skills required by means of “in-service” training and merely completed the course 

for qualification.  Most training was qualification based instead of being outcome based. 

 

The Project Team felt that the practice of using courses as a means of evaluating personnel 

(especially at staff course levels) should be called into question.  It further suggested that 

another question should be raised about the mentoring, advisability and/or support of all 

officers undergoing staff training at distance learning.  A staff qualification was required for 

promotion to a certain rank level.  The Team further discovered that most courses in the 

SANDF (with a few exceptions) did not make provision for the training of the Reserves or 

Part Time Force (PTF) component (as part of the “one force concept”).  This was also evident 

within the civilian component widely known as Public Service Act Personnel (PSAP). 

 

The Project Team recommended that the control of ETD had to be centralised in order to 

bring about the co-ordination of providing ETD opportunities.  In addition, training for 

personal development and training for operational functions would have to be separated 

where possible.  If this was unavoidable clear command and control guidelines had to be 

provided.  The Team also suggested that the outsourcing of non core-business ETD had to be 

investigated and central co-ordination of outsourcing had to be a pre-requisite. 

 

The Team further recommended that the possibility of joint training where applicable and 

possible had to be investigated.  In addition, co-location options regarding common distance 

training and the possibility of outsourcing aspects, in order to eradicate unnecessary 

duplication of ETD, had to be investigated.  The Team further recommended that all ETD had 

to be post related.  This would imply that PSAP would undergo the same training as 

uniformed members (commonly known as Defence Act Personnel – DAP).  In addition, 

specific requirements of the PTF regarding ETD had to be taken into account while foreign 

ETD opportunities and tertiary training for these members had to also be investigated.  The 
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Team further recommended that the focus had to shift from focusing on qualifications to 

competencies and outcomes.  Greater client involvement had to be required in order to spell 

out the competencies that a person, group or organisation would require in order producing a 

specified outcome. 

 

3. Infrastructure and facilities 

The DOD ETD Project Team realized that the DOD had numerous training facilities in 

various locations around the country.  These facilities varied in quality ranging from distance 

learning tailor made to make shift facilities.  Most training facilities were experiencing 

problems in being maintained owing to budget constraints and Public Works Department 

(PWD) ineptitude and diminished capabilities.  A number of training units used private funds 

to undertake necessary maintenance.  The implication of this situation was that the majority of 

training units would not be able to provide, adequately, distance learning as mode of delivery 

in such existing infrastructures and maintain the bare minimum standard for much longer. 

 

In general, ETD infrastructure appeared to be sufficient in terms of accommodation.  The 

quality of the infrastructure varied greatly.  The spatial geographic distribution of training 

institutions had the effect that a number of facilities were under-utilized and/or not suitable 

for distance education.  This situation impacted negatively on the maintenance as discussed 

above.  At the time of the assessment by the Project Team, a number of institutions were 

awaiting capital building and maintenance programmes to be implemented.  However, 

according to the team, in certain instances a large amount of capital earmarked for a building 

and maintenance project appeared dubious in terms of the distance learning output or 

outcome. 

 

The Project Team recommended that the optimal utilization of facilities had to be attained by 

means of co-location, re-organisation and central control where applicable.  Where facilities 

were no longer, economically viable demolition had to be considered.  The Team further 

recommended that unit commanders had to be provided with the means to maintain their 

facilities by transferring the PWD budget allocation to the DOD.  This would have to be 

liaised with the Provide Logistics process. 

 

4. Technology 

According to the DOD ETD Project Team, good distance learning technology opportunity 

was available in the ETD environment within the DOD but a lack of coordination existed 

regarding the acquisition of computer hardware and software.  In the absence of a clear 
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distance learning policy in this regard, each AoSs operated virtually independently.  This 

resulted in a lack of standardization, leading to software integration problems, unnecessary 

duplication and in certain instances, under utilization of technology in distance learning mode 

of delivery. 

 

The Project Team recommended that a clear distance learning policy be formulated in the 

ETD environment and all ETD technology acquisition had to be centrally coordinated.  In 

addition, close liaison with the CMI and Acquisition processes had to be maintained. 

 

5. Tertiary training 

The DOD ETD Project Team reported that the Military Academy, situated in Saldanha, Cape 

Town, was under utilized and functions mainly as a military university and not as a military 

academy (such as the US Army Academy, West Point in the USA).  Unlike the US Army 

Academy, the distance learning programmes were non-existent in the Military Academy.  The 

then Medium Term System (MTS) applicable to a significant, number of students would 

provide a poor return on the educational investment made by the DOD.  Other ranks were 

severely neglected in this field.  Tertiary education was almost exclusively reserved for 

officers.  The Project Team recommended that tertiary training of Warrant Officers (WOs) 

and Non-Commissioned Officers (NCOs), where applicable, had to be investigated and the 

establishment of an NCO/WO academy had to be considered to address the problem. 

 

The Military Academy introduced distance learning format in 2002.  It now offers three 

learning programmes in this mode.  The entry requirements for the two options differ 

significantly.  In the distance learning option, there are no restrictions on rank, age or marital 

status.  These programmes allow students a maximum of six years to complete their studies 

and available to all serving members of the SANDF, the DAP and PSAP.   

 

One such programme is a B Mil programme in Human and Organisation Development.  This 

programme focuses on knowledge, skills and competencies required to function effectively in 

the area of human resource and organizational development.  Both learning options, 

residential and distance are presented at Certificate, Diploma and Degree level.  Successful 

completion of each qualification is required for advancing to the next level. 
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              APPENDIX B 
 
Statement of survey findings (unpublished) on the causes of non-completion of COLET 
programmes; with special reference to the role of tertiary education and training that 
some students were pursuing between 1998 and 2002 reported by Moatlhodi in 2003. 
 
1. Why some students do not complete COLET learning programmes in terms of 
assignments and assessment preparation? 
 

a. According to the information gathered only 50.7% of students were able to 
complete their learning programmes, whereas 41.8% did not complete their 
learning programmes and 7.5% of them did not respond.  This can be 
attributed to the following factors: 

 
i. Workload. 
ii. Support from supervisors. 
iii. Lack of knowledge on ETD. 
iv. Being compelled to register with COLET. 
v. Student’s Academic level. 

 
2. What influence do tertiary academic studies have on students whilst registered with 
COLET? 
 

a. According to information gathered, tertiary academic studies do not impact 
much towards the completion of COLET’s learning programmes.  Only 31.3% 
indicated that they were registered with COLET and other tertiary institution.  
This is supported by the following factors: 

 
i. Dual registration. 
ii. Support from lecturers/facilitators. 
iii. Hindrances that prohibited them from submitting their assignments on 

time. 
 
3. What are the influential factors on this matter, in particular the role played by workplace 
environment (as this is the distance learning mode)? 
 

a. It is shown in the information gathered that 58.2% of students do get support 
from their supervisors and 70.1% from their colleagues.  38.8% of the 
supervisors requested progress reports from the students.  This is supported by 
the following factors: 

 
i. Support from supervisors. 
ii. Support from colleagues. 

 
4. Is the non-completion of compulsory assignments submission the same for COLET and 
the Tertiary Education programmes? 
 

a. The students who were registered with COLET and other tertiary institution 
did experience some problems.  The workload factor is the one that has been 
mentioned from time to time. 
i. Workload. 
ii. Hindrances that prohibited them from submitting their assignments on 

time 
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5. What can be done to motivate/encourage students to complete their programmes on 
time? 
 

a. Allocation of time for submission of assignments. 
 

b. Provision of facilities and resources. 
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              APPENDIX C 
 
Pilot study results done by the researcher with COLET facilitators in 2003 on distance 
learning problems experienced by instructors. 
 
1. No clear guidelines. 
 
2. No clear methods to be used. 
 
3. Students do not complete their work in a Distance Learning mode of delivery. 
 
4. Members of the DOD are not familiar with this type of learning or are not ready. 
 
5. It is difficult to teach a skill (like Facilitation) by means of Distance Learning. 
 
6. Distance Learning is not always a good or best way of learning as students learns in 
 different paces (e.g. slow students). 
 
7. Facilitators do not check if students need help or not in a Distance Learning. 
 
8. Technology used to present learning programmes is obsolete and old fashioned. 
 
9. The DOD is not geared for Distance Learning because we place too much emphasis on 
 the facilitator and not encouraging the student to take responsibility for their own 
 learning. 
 
10. Adult learning or “student-centeredness” approach is preached but not practiced. 
 
11. The DOD members are not committed to DL and their attitude needs to change. 
 
12. The programme content does not determine the delivery mode. 
 
13. Learning material is still not geared for Distance Learning. 
 
14. Distance Learning is not implemented correctly. 
 
15. Distance Learning approach is not transparent to students. 
 
16. The Quality Assurance system or the Systems Integrity is not in place yet. 
 
17. Guidance and counselling on time management is not considered in this mode. 
 
18. Administration, support systems and contact with students is not up to standard. 
 
19. Access to information is not made easy and simple. 
 
20. The DOD had not prepared our students for changes to Outcome Based Education in a 
 Distance Learning mode.  
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              APPENDIX D 
 
Distance learning institutions and their corresponding programmes in the DOD as 
determined by Viljoen in her unpublished doctoral thesis (1999) 
 
1. School for Tactical Intelligence:  Formal training for the Reserve Force SA Army 
 Intelligence Corps members. 
 
2. School of Armour:  South African Armour Corp (SAAC) senior battle handling 
 courses.  03 / 04 Regimental Cdr Course. 
 
3. SA Army Engineer Formation:  Reserve Force Training. 
 
4. School of Artillery:  Currently none but envisaged for Permanent Force & Reserve 
 Force in future. 
 
5. Infantry School: All senior courses. 
 
6. SA Army College:  Junior Command and Staff Duties Course (theory). 
 
7. SA Naval Staff College:  JSWC MoD 1 ROY Reserve Force. 
 
8. SAS Simonsberg: 
 

a. PWO (to some extent). 
b. EW (limited use). 
c. SWO 1 & 2 (limited use). 

 
9. SAS Saldahna:  The Military Training for ratings Part 3 Reserve modules is partly 
 presented at a central Reserve Unit (normally in East London or Port Elizabeth).  
 Whether this can be defined as comprehensive DL is debatable. 
 
10. SA Air Force College: 
 

a. Senior Air Power Program (Partly distance). 
b. Junior Command and Staff Course (Individual Study Phase). 
c. Senior Supervisor Course (Individual Study Phase). 
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              APPENDIX E 
 
Focused group interview questions 
 
1. What is the distance education (DE) teaching and learning character of this institution 
 (or in your Arm of Service)? 
 
2. How are your distance learning (DL) programmes designed in this institution? or 
 What are the requirements for designing DL programmes? 
 
3. How are students encouraged to achieve the intended outcomes? 
 
4. What impact does transactional dialogue has on students, what are their comments on 
 the impact of dialogue? 
 
5. What is the involvement of students in the designing of DL  programmes? 
 
6. What had been your experiences with the DOD ETD Process? 
 
7. What do you do to encourage students to talk to each other / What do you do to 
 encourage or foster interaction? 
 
8. What do you do to encourage students to express themselves freely / How do you 
 allow freedom of expression? 
 
9. How do students and instructors negotiate communication across transactional 
 dialogue? 
 
10. What are the reasons for considering DL mode in this institution? 
 
11. What technologies do you use (is applicable) here in this institution to talk to students 
 when they are far away? 
 
12. How are your DL instructors prepared for DL instruction in this institution? 
 
13. What has been the impact of drop-out and failure of students? 
 
14. What is your opinion about the DOD DL policy? 
 
15. How can the existing problems be solved or addressed? 
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              APPENDIX F 
 
Original responses of the Army College focused group and codes allocated 
 
1. What is the Distance Education (DE) teaching and learning character of this 
institution (in the SA Army)? 
 
TLC1:  Students are given a ‘workbook’ to prepare for distance learning (DL) during 
   the preparatory development (Prep Dev) phase. 
TLC2:  We have the induction week. 
TLC3:  We have the contact sessions. 
TLC4:  We have the residential phase. 
TLC5:  Our distance learning (DL) is content-based. 
TLC6:  Our learning is self-regulated learning. 
TLC7:  Our teaching and learning is collaborative in approach. 
TLC8:  We apply adult approach where students are responsible for the planning,  
   designing and assessing their work is used. 
TLC9:  Our students are able to continue their learning in their places of work where 
   the Army College is able to continue assisting them. 
TLC10:  We apply formative assessments. 
TLC11:  We apply summative assessments. 
TLC12:  We make sure our students are not isolated. 
TLC13:  The Army College model is called learning management system (LMS). 
 
2. How are your distance learning (DL) programmes designed in this institution? 
What are the requirements for designing DL programmes? 
 
DDLP1:  Our programme designs are based on problem assessment, redesign &  
   implementation. 
DDLP2:  They are in accordance with the curriculum.  
DDLP3:  They include the training purpose. 
DDLP4:  They contain the specific outcomes. 
DDLP5:  They contain the exit level outcomes. 
DDLP6:  They include the assessment guidelines. 
DDLP7:  They contain the learning strategy. 
DDLP8:  They are based on the learning content. 
DDLP9:  They have the overview of the facilitation approach. 
DDLP10:  They are based on the student pathway. 
DDLP11:  They are designed with the LMS in mind. 
DDLP12:  They have the references. 
 
3. How are students encouraged to achieve the intended outcomes? 
 
AIO1:  The students must be found competent in the specific outcomes during the 
   distance education module (DEM). 
AIO2:  Before the students attend the Residential Module (RM) they must be found 
   competent in the DEM. 
AIO3:  The role of outcomes-based education (OBE) is emphasized. 
AIO4:  We adhere to the principles of Assessment. 
AIO5:  They are told verbally of what is required from them. 
AIO6:  They are also practically shown. 
AIO7:  They are constantly reminded of the intended outcomes. 
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4. What impact does Transactional Dialogue has on students, what are their 
comments on the impact of dialogue? 
 
TD1:   All the subjects have an instructor. 
TD2:   Instructors work day and night giving feedback. 
TD3:   Students are being mentored all the time. 
TD4:   There are time frames to submit some assignments through the LMS. 
TD5:   The students are measured on what they submit. 
TD6:   In their units we sensitize the supervisor and unit commanders about the  
   student’s programme. 
TD7:   We write a letter through Chief of the Army to communicate that. 
TD8:   We encourage their units to give students timeframes of doing their work  
   during working hours (but not the whole day). 
TD9:   In terms of communication we are reminding them about the target dates to 
   submit not to wait for the last date. 
TD10:  When they are going back to their units they must present the programme (to 
   their Supervisors) that is created on the milqual (Military qualification). 
TD11:  Students are told that DL is a lot of work they must be very dedicated. 
TD12:  We are committed to communicate with the students than having the student 
in    the classroom the whole time. 
TD13:  There is lot of communication through the telephone; the students are not left 
   behind to sit on their own. 
 
5. What is the involvement of students in the designing of DL programmes? 
 
LID1:  Students are not directly involved in designing the DL programmes. 
LID2:  The student’s debriefs assist in upgrading / changing the Army College DL 
   system. 
LID3:  We also take lots of student’s inputs into consideration. 
 
6. What had been your experiences with the DOD ETD Process? 
 
ETDP1:  We haven’t seen that in a long time. 
ETDP2:  We don’t really apply it on paper, but some of it. 
ETDP3:  As said before, we do problem assessment, redesign & implementation. 
 
7. What do you do to encourage students to talk to each other / What do you do to 
encourage or foster interaction? 
 
LI1:   This is mentioned in all the documents and is discussed with the students all 
   the time. 
LI2:   The senior instructor discusses this with the students as the skill to be learned. 
LI3:   They send them messages by e-mail through the LMS function. 
LI4:   The communication is immediate and directly. 
LI5:   The target of the contact session is to communicate with the students. 
LI6:   They are informed well in advance if there is something to take note of. 
LI7:   The subject is designed such that students can participate in groups. 
 
8. What do you do to encourage students to express themselves freely / Do you allow 
freedom of expression? 
 
FE1:   The opportunity to speak is always afforded to the students and they love to 
   speak. 
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FE2:   Small group discussions are meant for students to express themselves. 
FE3:   When the students mingle, they can say whatever. 
FE4:   During the facilitation process, they are free to say anything. 
FE5:   Debriefs every week are meant for students to participate. 
FE6:   There is also a feedback on the exercises they submitted through the LMS to 
   get now physically with the DSs on one-on-one. 
FE7:   In DE, we focus on theory so that students can express themselves. 
 
9. How do students and instructors negotiate communication across Transactional 
Dialogue?  
 
L/ICTD1:  We tell them what is expected of them and what they’ll be able to do as  
   learning is an emotional thing, it’s not only cognitive. 
L/ICTD2:  When we communicate with them, the communication is clear of what is  
   expected of them. 
L/ICTD3:  We encourage them to work collaboratively. 
L/ICTD4:  Authenticity is always a problem because some students do not always render 
   their own work. 
L/ICTD5:  The discussion of the problem is not done once during the introduction, it is 
   done continuously. 
L/ICTD6:  The instructors are always available after hours for students to catch-up. 
 
10. What are the reasons for considering DL mode in this institution? 
 
CDL1:  The DL phase of the course or module must lead to the reaching of specific 
   outcomes as stated in the curriculum. 
CDL2:  DE is focused on getting the students to understand the residential phase. 
CDL3:  The Warrant Officers (WO) module students do the practical side theory on 
   DOD policies and DOD Instructions at the College for the Regimental aspects 
   on the parade ground. 
CDL4:  It helps to expose the student to a larger spectrum of knowledge. 
CDL5:  The person develops far better understanding and is supposed to be more  
   skilled. 
CDL6:  The student must be able to take the DE as his own and develops as a life- 
   long student. 
CDL7:  The student is able to optimize his own potential to stay positive. 
CDL8:  It enables the students to challenge themselves of what is expected of them. 
CDL9:  DE is now a guideline that all courses should consider to implement. 
CDL10:  There are a lot of advantages in DE. 
 
11. What technologies do you use (is applicable) here in this institution to talk to 
students when they are far away? 
 
TEC1:  Telephone. 
TEC2:  Fax machine. 
TEC3:  Computer. 
TEC4:  The Intranet (LMS). 
TEC5:  Laptop. 
 
12. How are your DL instructors prepared for DL instruction in this institution? 
 
DLIP1:  Some instructors did a Postgraduate Certificate in Higher Education (PGCHE) 
   at Pretoria University. 
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DLIP2:  We attend ETD Conferences. 
 
13. What has been the impact of drop-out and failure of students? 
 
DOF1:  The students withdraw from the course due to unforeseen circumstances like 
   a family tragedy. 
DOF2:  We do not necessarily produce failures. 
 
14. What is your opinion about the DOD DL Policy? 
 
DOD DLP1: We haven’t seen the policy for sometime now. 
DOD DLP2: But we think we are in line with the policy. 
 
 
15. How can the existing problems be solved or addressed? 
 
PS1:   Through sharing your problems with others. 
PS2:   Through benchmarking with colleagues. 
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              APPENDIX G 
 
Original responses of the Air Force College focused group and codes allocated 
 
1. What is the distance learning (DL) teaching and learning character of this 
institution (the Air Force)? 
 
TLC1:  Students are prepared for DL in the ‘study school’. 
TLC2:  There’s an induction session. 
TLC3:  There’s a contact session. 
TLC4:  There’s a residential phase. 
TLC9:  Diversified DL Centres are utilised by the Air Force College. 
TLC10:   Formative assessments. 
TLC11:  Summative assessments. 
TLC13:  The Air Force College DL model is called the ‘individual study’(IS) phase. 
TLC14:  There are three structured modules (module A, B & C). 
TLC15:  Facilitation method of teaching is used. 
 
2. How are your distance learning (DL) programmes designed in this institution? 
What are the requirements for designing DL programmes?  
 
DDLP10:  Our programmes must have Pathways. 
 
3. How are students encouraged to achieve the intended outcomes? 
 
AIO5:  They are verbally encouraged to achieve the outcomes. 
AIO8:  They are told of time management. 
AIO9:  DS telephone numbers that they can use to phone through out the day and also 
   leave the message. 
AIO10:  A manual of how to study is used. 
AIO11:  The programme is very flexible in that the student can arrange to write an  
   exam at the suitable time if they have a problem. 
AIO12:  Students are encouraged to contact each other. 
AIO13:  We accommodate students as long as students communicate with us. 
AIO14:  We lack to monitor the progress of students where they are in different places 
   because they are also (or could also) be in different Projects. 
 
4. What impact does transactional dialogue has on students, what are their comments 
on the impact of dialogue? 
 
TD13:  We communicate through the telephone. 
TD14:  They do communicate verbally their appreciation (they express their  
   appreciation). 
 
5. What is the involvement of students in the designing of DL programmes? 
 
LID1:  Students are not directly involved. 
LID2:  Their involvement only comes out from the feedback or debriefs. 
LID5:  Students are not part of the planners or designers. 
LID6:  They are involved through questionnaires. 
LID7:  They phone if there is something to be rectified in the manual. 
6. What had been your experiences with the ETD Process? 
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ETDP1:  No, we don’t utilize it. 
ETDP2:  On the other hand, the DOD ETD Process is not necessarily done or followed 
   formally. 
ETDP4:  The needs analysis is not done correctly sometimes because of the time factor. 
 
7. What do you do to encourage students to talk to each other / What do you do to 
encourage or foster interaction? 
 
LI2:   We do encourage students to talk to each other and also talk to students who 
   had done the course. 
LI5:   In the contact session, they do make some arrangements to be in contact (in 
   touch) with each other. 
LI8:   But copy and paste is not allowed nor encouraged. 
 
8. What do you do to encourage students to express themselves freely / Do you allow 
freedom of expression? 
 
FE1:   We constantly do so, we have told them to express themselves and be  
   analytical. 
FE8:   We expect that their answers cannot be necessarily the same. 
 
9. How do students and instructors negotiate communication across Transactional 
Dialogue? 
 
L/ICTD7:  Communication is done by face-to-face contact. 
L/ICTD8:  Communication is still paper-based. 
L/ICTD9:  We communicate with students telephonically. 
L/ICTD10: We communicate through faxing. 
L/ICTD11: We communicate during the residential phase. 
 
10. What are the reasons for considering DL mode in this institution? 
 
CDL2:  It’s a very good idea, on paper, to prepare them for the residential phase after 
a    gap of 10, 15 years. 
CDL11:  Students are helped to be back into the studying mode in a more or  less  
   controlled environment. 
CDL12:  It is a wonderful way of preparing the student for their promotion. 
CDL13:  It is used as a developmental vehicle to develop my students into becoming 
   better, better leaders, and managers and to work with a budget. 
CDL14:  It is meant to give students more information in the Air Force. 
 
11. What technologies do you use (is applicable) here in this institution to talk to 
students when they are far away? 
 
TEC1:  Telephone. 
TEC2:  Faxing  
TEC3:  Computer. 
TEC6:  Lotus notes but not everybody has access to it. 
TEC7:  Face-to-face contact. 
TEC8:  It is still paper-based. 
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12. How are your DL instructors prepared for DL instruction in this institution? 
 
DLIP3:  They do NQF level 4 that used to be presented at COLET, Assessor Course, 
   and Moderators Course, Planning and Design course. 
 
13. What has been the impact of drop-out and failure of students? 
 
DOF1:  We have withdrawals not failures. 
DOF3:  We also have students who do not hand in tasks. 
 
14. What is your opinion about the DOD DL Policy? 
 
DOD DLP1: I haven’t seen the policy. 
DOD DLP3: We haven’t used the policy. 
 
15. How can the existing problems be solved or addressed? 
 
PS1:   There are a lot of stakeholders in addressing the problem. 
PS2:   Benchmarking is also another way to address these problems (benchmark  
   with other AoSs). 
PS3:   Our first step would be identifying the problems as the College running the 
   programme in order to address the needs of the Air Force. 
PS4:   Formulate a dedicated Working Group from the ETD side, from career  
   planning side. 
PS5:   There must be a link between the individual study (IS) and residential phase. 
PS6:   The duration between the individual study (IS) and residential phases must 
   not be too long. 
PS7:   This joint pathway should also be looked into. 
PS8:   Things need to be standardized. 
PS9:   There should be building blocks; one should be finished before proceeding to 
   the next. 
PS10:  Alignment with pathways.  
PS11:  We need to do a bit of the needs analysis. 
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              APPENDIX H 
 
Original responses of the School for Military Health Training focused group and codes 
allocated 
 
1. What is the DL teaching and learning character of this institution (the Air Force)? 
 
TLC2:  There’s an Induction phase (referred to as ‘initial briefing’. 
TLC3:  We have a contact session. 
TLC4:  There is a residential phase. 
TLC14:  Six (6) modules in all can be completed (or settled) in 3 years. 
TLC16:  Subject specialists are utilised in distance learning (DL). 
 
2. What are the requirements for designing DL programmes?  
 
DDLP13:  Our programme design emphasizes on the assignments. 
DDLP14:  Our programmes require a pre-requisite exam. 
 
3. How are students encouraged to achieve the intended outcomes? 
 
AIO1:  Students must adhere to specific outcomes. 
AIO5:  All course objectives are communicated during the initial briefing session. 
 
4. What impact does Transactional Dialogue has on students, what are their 
comments on the impact of dialogue? 
 
TD13:  Telephone numbers of the course coordinator who contacts the entire module 
   or subject specialist. 
TD15:  The communication that will take place during the course is spelled-out in the 
   ‘Course Instruction’. 
 
5. What is the involvement of students in the designing of DL programmes? 
 
LID1:  They are not necessarily involved in designing. 
LID2:  They give their comments in the “SWOT analysis” format at the end of the 
   course. 
LID4:  The student’s complains are taken into consideration. 
LID8:  But sometimes the shortcomings are not rectified but only analysed. 
 
6. What had been your experiences with the ETD Process? 
 
ETDP1:  No, we don’t utilize it. 
ETDP5:  There are specialized people who design by following a similar process but 
   not necessarily the DOD ETD Process. 
ETDP6:  Our members are involved (or participate) in other DOD forums where they 
   are trying to design one curriculum so that members of the DOD can be able 
   to speak one language and do the same things. 
 
7. What do you do to encourage students to talk to each other / What do you do to 
encourage or foster interaction? 
 
LI2:   Students are taught certain skills to be able to express themselves. 
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LI7:   They are grouped according to their common area where they come from (in 
   syndicate form). 
 
8. What do you do to encourage students to express themselves freely / Do you allow 
freedom of expression? 
 
FE1:   We have a theory of ‘open door’ policy. 
FE9:   Students have the right to approach the Student Committee about their  
   problems. 
FE10:  The OC holds a meeting with a 6-member Student Committee once a week. 
FE11:  Well we don’t have a policy that encourages that on the ground. 
 
9. How do students and instructors negotiate communication across Transactional 
Dialogue? 
 
L/ICTD1:  We communicate with students through the ‘Course Instruction’. 
L/ICTD9:  Telephonically. 
 
10. What are the reasons for considering DL mode in this institution? 
 
CDL15:  There reason was the backlog of people who had been promoted to do the 
   course but could not because of the stagnation within the SAMHS. 
CDL16:  A very small chunk of people were doing the course that resulted on the 
course   to be very slow. 
CDL17:  As members of the SAMHS are mostly professionals, like doctors, social  
   workers, etc., it is usually not possible to keep such people in class for long; 
   like for six months in a residential phase (if students are away from the course 
   for 3 or more days they are automatically withdrawn from the course. 
CDL18:  Students who are professionals like doctors are always in demand or needed 
   somewhere within the SANDF; therefore, they can finish the course in 3 years 
   (i.e. 2 modules per year). 
CDL19:  Opportunity to include many students in the course at the same time. 
 
11. What technologies do you use (is applicable) here in this institution to talk to 
students when they are far away? 
 
TEC1:  Telephone. 
 
12. How are your DL instructors prepared for DL instruction in this institution? 
 
DLIP3:  They do NQF level 4 from COLET and MentoNet. 
DLIP4:  Some have done Senior Management Course. 
DLIP5:  Some have Bachelor’s degrees. 
 
13. What has been the impact of drop-out and failure of students? 
 
DOF1:  Yes we do have drop-outs or those who do not finish the course (those who do 
   not complete a certain part of the module are being withdrawn from the  
   course and come back later). 
DOF4:  Students are also withdrawn from the course after absent for 3 days. 
DOF5:  Lack of discipline is another reason for not completing and thus withdrawal. 
DOF6:  Those who cannot cope due to their level of understanding. 
DOF7:  Extra classes are being provided to those who lack behind. 
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14. What is your opinion about the DOD DL Policy? 
 
DOD DLP1: No one at SAMHS has seen it. 
DOD DLP3: We don’t use it. 
 
15. How can the existing problems be solved or addressed? 
 
PS1:   We should be able to talk to others in the DOD. 
PS12:  The implementation of DL in the SAMHS should be done correctly. 
PS13:  The resources of DL are scarce or rather not there, so they need to look into 
   the resources of doing teaching and learning in a DL mode. 
PS14:  Institute SAMHS DL satellites where DL instructors can meet there once to 
   discuss problems they are faced with and address student’s concerns. 
PS15:  These satellites should also serve as central point for receiving students’  
   assignments before students report for contact and/or residential phases. 
PS16:  These satellites should also serve as a point where students can direct their 
   calls about their concerns. 
PS17:  These satellites should also be able to accommodate subject specialists so that 
   students do not wait up until their queries are answered when they report to 
   the school. 
PS18:  We should be able to communicate with the students throughout the duration 
   of the course. 
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              APPENDIX I 
 
Added individual (or personal) interview questions 
 
1. To what extent does the function of a training branch or section depend on the 
prescriptiveness of subject content?   [When designing, are you allowed to think 
independently or you must go by the book?] 
 
2. How much freedom is allowed when it comes to the selection of content to support 
the achievement of the outcomes?   [How fixed is the content?] 
 
3. How much deviation is allowed from a fixed norm?   [Can you deviate from a fixed 
content or how much freedom is allowed from a fixed content?] 
 
4. How does the DOD emphasize learning tasks when students have to master 
outcomes from study guides?  [How are the learning tasks emphasized in the study guides 
when students have to master their outcomes? How are these learning tasks designed in the 
study guides? Or how are students supported in order to master the learning tasks in these 
study guides?] 
 
5. How is the authenticity of these learning tasks designed in order to provide 
students with authentic learning experience when having to master the outcomes?  [How 
do you ensure that the study guides are authentic in ensuring student 
participation/collaboration/corporation? Or, how is student’s participation, corporation, 
collaboration and, maybe, their attention encouraged in the study guides through their 
learning tasks? How are they supported?] 
 
6. How important is it for the DOD to encourage and allow students to communicate 
their answers and/or debate freely?   [What is the DOD Policy or comments in encouraging 
students to communicate freely? What is the DOD policy on free thinking in learning or is 
there such a policy in your institution that encourages free thinking?] 
 
7. How would the students’ answers be considered when having to determine that 
they have mastered the outcomes?  [Are the students allowed to answer their minds as long 
as they achieve the intended outcomes? or are students allowed to think “outside the box” 
(whether in oral or written work like in exams or in discussions when, of course, they have to 
master the intended outcomes?] 
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              APPENDIX J 
 
Original School for Military Health Training added individual responses and codes 
allocated 
 
1. To what extent does the function of a training branch or section depend on the 
prescriptiveness of subject content?   [When designing, are you allowed to think 
independently or you must go by the book?] 
 
DPC1:  In our case we do not design the curriculum. 
DPC2:  It is given to us. 
DPC3:  We only design the modules. 
DPC4:  The curriculum is designed for us. 
DPC5:  The curriculum is prepared for us. 
DPC6:  We are given the guidelines to design the modules. 
DPC7:  The Directors specify to the training management what they need for their 
   students. 
DPC8:  The doctor, the nurses, the social workers, their curricula is designed  
   according to their specific needs from their Directors. 
DPC9:  The Directors are supposed to give the training management direction as to 
   how training must be done and designed. 
DPC10:  The Directors design the curricula. 
DPC11:  A curriculum gives you the overall of what is supposed to take place in the 
   learning. 
DPC12:  It generalizes the way things are supposed to be done. 
DPC13:  It is the overall learning expectation of Directors. 
DPC14:  It is the document the Directors are saying this is the way we want things to 
   look like. 
DPC15:  It is prescriptive. 
DPC16:  It is now our duty to design modules according to different levels from the 
   curriculum. 
DPC17:  There’s no differentiation too much because the content of the modules is  
   based on the curriculum. 
DPC18:  We take it from the curriculum as it is. 
DPC19:  We don’t change anything. 
DPC20:  We don’t modify anything. 
DPC21:  We don’t have powers to modify or change anything on the curriculum or 
   from the content. 
DPC22:  A certain part of the curriculum we put it on a certain part of a certain course 
   as content as it is. 
DPC23:  It is like a doctrine to us. 
DPC24:  There’s nothing you can change in a doctrine. 
 
2. How much freedom is allowed when it comes to the selection of content to support 
the achievement of the outcomes?   [How fixed is the content?] 
 
FSC1:  What ever we take from the curriculum to use for our own good, must look as 
   it is. 
FSC2:  There’s no way that you can change or modify it. 
FSC3:  We are not allowed to select the content of our own. 
FSC4:  It is fixed as you put it there. 
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3. How much deviation is allowed from a fixed norm?   [Can you deviate from a fixed 
content or how much freedom is allowed from a fixed content?] 
 
DAFC1:  Within that curriculum, there are spaces that are being given that there’s  
   nothing that has been written on. 
DAFC2:  Written on because of uniqueness of a particular course. 
DAFC3:  So, the Medics also have their own uniqueness they need to put in that empty 
   space. 
DAFC4:  Expectations from Directors to us as trainers. 
DAFC5:  The modification may happen in this scenario. 
DAFC6:  It is being given by the Directors that is written officially as it is in a   
   curriculum. 
 
4. How does the DOD emphasize learning tasks when students have to master 
outcomes from study guides?  [How are the learning tasks emphasized in the study guides 
when students have to master their outcomes? How are these learning tasks designed in the 
study guides? Or how are students supported in order to master the learning tasks in these 
study guides?] 
 
LTSG1:  What we do in our environment mostly we give the students assignments that 
   they must go and do. 
LTSG2:  We sit with them. 
LTSG3:  We discuss with them in syndicates. 
LTSG4:  Then, as syndicates, they must discuss these assignments as we gave them. 
LTSG5:  During the discussion in the class everybody’s scope is broadened. 
LTSG6:  They broaden even our understanding as instructors. 
LTSG7:  We come with our standard operating procedures (SOPs). 
LTSG8:  We identify them according to their groupings. 
LTSG9:  We give them these tasks according to their specific areas. 
LTSG10:  We usually divide them according to those roles. 
LTSG11:  We group them according to their specialisations. 
 
5. How is the authenticity of these learning tasks designed in order to provide 
students with authentic learning experience when having to master the outcomes?  [How 
do you ensure that the study guides are authentic in ensuring student 
participation/collaboration/corporation? Or, how is student’s participation, corporation, 
collaboration and, maybe, their attention encouraged in the study guides through their 
learning tasks? How are they supported?] 
 
SGA1:  We have a serious problem of ’cut-and-paste’. 
SGA2:  What we usually do, is to give them one and the same scenarios. 
SGA3:  We give them different scenarios but they are similar but there are changes if 
   you don’t know, you may not discover them. 
SGA4:  A student copies the work of another student that has done the course before. 
SGA5:  You cannot be 100% sure when they are on their distance learning phase. 
 
6. How important is it for the DOD to encourage and allow students to communicate 
their answers and/or debate freely?   [What is the DOD policy or comments in encouraging 
students to communicate freely? What is the DOD policy on free thinking in learning or is 
there such a policy in your institution that encourages free thinking?] 
 
PFC1:  There’s absolutely nothing on that. 
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PFC2:  There are policies that we were supposed to have as trainers that we had been 
   given by our Directors. 
PFC3:  No one is there to provide us with policies of these issues. 
PFC4:  The fact that school is not registered or accredited with the Seta is a problem. 
PFC5:  There is no guideline or policy on that. 
PFC6:  We do not get a certain area where we can say there is a policy on. 
PFC7:  We’ve got some piece and bits of policies on these things. 
PFC8:  Some are designed for the issue at hand like the policy on harassment, sexual 
   harassment. 
 
7. How would the students’ answers be considered when having to determine that 
they have mastered the outcomes?  [Are the students allowed to answer their minds as long 
as they achieve the intended outcomes? or are students allowed to think ‘outside the box’ 
(whether in oral or written work like in exams or in discussions) when, of course, they have to 
master the intended outcomes?] 
 
TOB1:  We base ourselves on the ‘mark sheet’ as our marking template. 
TOB2:  If a student answer is not on the mark sheet, therefore that answer is wrong. 
TOB3:  The DoD does not use the moderators as much as other departments. 
TOB4:  An instructor in the DoD designs, instructs, evaluates, marks and moderate 
the    work of his or her students at the same time as he or pleases. 
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              APPENDIX K 
 
Original Arm College added individual responses and codes allocated 
 
1. To what extent does the function of a training branch or section depend on the 
prescriptiveness of subject content?   [When designing, are you allowed to think 
independently or you must go by the book?] 
 
DPC25:  The branch function depends on the prescriptiveness of the subject content. 
DPC26:  When we design a learning programme, there are guidelines from the higher 
   HQ. 
DPC27:  Also we need to adhere to the SA Army doctrine. 
DPC28:  We think independently when benchmarking. 
DPC29:  We align our subject contents with what we have in terms of capabilities of all 
   Corps of the SA Army. 
DPC30:  For each and every module we compile debriefs from student side and also 
   instructors. 
DPC31:  Also we think independently in sequencing the logical flow of subjects. 
DPC32:  We think independently in planning or scheduling of presentations. 
 
2. How much freedom is allowed when it comes to the selection of content to support 
the achievement of the outcomes?   [How fixed is the content?] 
 
FSC5:  To support the achievements of the outcomes, we start to consider the needs 
   analysis for the learning programme. 
FSC6:  We consider designing a programme according to the client’s needs and  
   profile of the product. 
FSC7:  In the achievement of the outcomes, we consider the understanding of the  
   Outcomes-Based Education (OBE). 
FSC8:  Training or teach towards outcomes and Assess against outcomes. 
FSC9:  In terms of achieving outcomes, we adhere to the principles of assessment. 
 
3. How much deviation is allowed from a fixed norm?   [Can you deviate from a fixed 
content or how much freedom is allowed from a fixed content?] 
 
DAFC7:  A fixed norm allows us to stick to the learning strategy that the needs analysis 
   requires. 
DAFC8:  There’s no deviation as such. 
 
4. How does the DOD emphasize learning tasks when students have to master 
outcomes from study guides?  [How are the learning tasks emphasized in the study guides 
when students have to master their outcomes? How are these learning tasks designed in the 
study guides? Or how are students supported in order to master the learning tasks in these 
study guides?] 
 
LTSG12:  The importance of the study guides are to direct the students the approach to 
   follow learning in a proper way. 
LTSG13:  This is the measure for competency by the student on a learning programme. 
LTSG14:  Study guides are designed to reach the outcomes. 
LTSG15:  Our study guides are based on the tasks that will be given. 
LTSG16:  The study guides, they are not always the same. 
LTSG17:  They are based on the debriefs and guidance of the students. 
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LTSG18:  After the learning programme has taken place, some of the comments given 
   by the students are altered. 
LTSG19:  These study guides do have these tasks. 
LTSG20:  It is a sort of assessment confirmation. 
 
5. How is the authenticity of these learning tasks designed in order to provide 
students with authentic learning experience when having to master the outcomes?  [How 
do you ensure that the study guides are authentic in ensuring student 
participation/collaboration/corporation? Or, how is student’s participation, corporation, 
collaboration and, maybe, their attention encouraged in the study guides through their 
learning tasks? How are they supported?] 
 
SGA6:  Lecture for authenticity is presented during distance and also is emphasized in 
   the assessment instructions. 
SGA7:  The assessment committee do spot checks on products. 
SGA8:  Before even we introduce this Outcomes Based Education and also we are 
   talking about the facilitation. 
SGA9:  We give them the roles of the DS on a facilitation problem. 
SGA10:  We give them the roles of a student on a facilitation problem. 
SGA11:  We confirm this by doing the SRDs (Syndicate Room Discussions). 
SGA12:  So where the DS is going to facilitate, everyone is going to be given the  
   chance to say something. 
 
6. How important is it for the DOD to encourage and allow students to communicate 
their answers and/or debate freely?   [What is the DOD Policy or comments in encouraging 
students to communicate freely? What is the DOD policy on free thinking in learning or is 
there such a policy in your institution that encourages free thinking?] 
 
PFC9:  The learning is conducive encouraging the students to participate themselves 
   at learning. 
PFC10:  Facilitation allows students to debate and express their views. 
PFC11:  Video lessons are making students to communicate freely by demonstrating. 
PFC12:  We are going to align now the outcomes in our analysis to have the relevant 
   unit standards. 
PFC13:  The policy of the ETD that also includes all these learning. 
PFC14:  We must give them a free way of talking. 
PFC15:  We must also encourage them of this free way of talking of students. 
PFC16:  The SRDs discussions encourage those who are not prepared like the quite 
   people. 
 
7. How would the students’ answers be considered when having to determine that 
they have mastered the outcomes?  [Are the students allowed to answer their minds as long 
as they achieve the intended outcomes? or are students allowed to think “outside the box” 
(whether in oral or written work like in exams or in discussions when, of course, they have to 
master the intended outcomes?] 
TOB5:  A process of student preparation is conducted to achieve the intended  
   outcomes. 
TOB6:  Students were also advised not to copy directly from the textbooks  when 
   completing assignment. 
TOB7:  We do not allow them to take words as is in book. 
TOB8:  The meaning and understanding is important. 
TOB9:  A feedback is given for better development and improvement. 
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              APPENDIX L 
 
Original Air Force College added individual responses and codes allocated 
 
1. To what extent does the function of a training branch or section depend on the 
prescriptiveness of subject content?   [When designing, are you allowed to think 
independently or you must go by the book?] 
 
DPC33:  An instructor may think independently as long as the outcomes of the unit 
   standards have been addressed. 
DPC26:  The guidelines stipulated by higher authority must be included. 
DPC34:  Any additional information that the instructor considers to be of assistance to 
   the student may be included. 
 
2. How much freedom is allowed when it comes to the selection of content to support 
the achievement of the outcomes?   [How fixed is the content?] 
 
FCS10:  The content is not restricted only by the outcomes. 
FCS11:  The instructor may include additional information which will assist the  
   student. 
FCS12:  The additional information may also enhance the transfer of learning. 
FCS13:  The additional information may boost the learning experience. 
 
3. How much deviation is allowed from a fixed norm?   [Can you deviate from a fixed 
content or how much freedom is allowed from a fixed content?] 
 
DAFC9:  The instructor just needs to keep in mind what are the outcomes of the unit 
   standard. 
DAFC10:  The instructor just needs to keep in mind the level at which the unit standard 
   is written. 
DAFC11:  Too much deviation may mean that the information of higher level is  
   included. 
DAFC12:  Too much deviation may not be necessary. 
DAFC13:  Too much deviation may not address the outcomes. 
DAFC14:  Too much deviation may be too high for the prescribed outcomes. 
 
4. How does the DOD emphasize learning tasks when students have to master 
outcomes from study guides?  [How are the learning tasks emphasized in the study guides 
when students have to master their outcomes? How are these learning tasks designed in the 
study guides? Or how are students supported in order to master the learning tasks in these 
study guides?] 
 
LTSG21:  The task settings and the study guides work hand in hand. 
LTSG22:  A student needs to complete the task by utilizing the study guide. 
LTSG23:  The study guide is designed is such a way that the student can complete the 
   task step by step. 
LTSG24:  If the student experiences difficulties in completing the task the last resort 
   would be to contact the instructor who is coordinating the process. 
LTSG25:  The learning tasks are included in the study guides normally after each  
   chapter in the specific module. 
LTSG26:  The learning tasks also determine if the student has mastered that section of 
   the subject before moving onto the next section or chapter. 
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5. How is the authenticity of these learning tasks designed in order to provide 
students with authentic learning experience when having to master the outcomes?  [How 
do you ensure that the study guides are authentic in ensuring student 
participation/collaboration/corporation? Or, how is student’s participation, corporation, 
collaboration and, maybe, their attention encouraged in the study guides through their 
learning tasks? How are they supported?] 
 
SGA13:  In certain subject the same study guides are utilized. 
SGA14:  The instructor has first hand feedback with regards to the use of the study  
   guide. 
SGA15:  When a programme is completed the student is requested to give feedback 
   with regards to their experience during the particular programme. 
SGA16:  The student is encouraged to share inputs and ideas with the instructors and 
   programme managers. 
 
6. How important is it for the DOD to encourage and allow students to communicate 
their answers and/or debate freely?   [What is the DOD policy or comments in encouraging 
students to communicate freely? What is the DOD policy on free thinking in learning or is 
there such a policy in your institution that encourages free thinking?] 
 
PFC17:  The general training policy is to gain feedback from the students. 
PFC2:  There is no official policy that states students must communicate freely. 
PFC5:  There is no official policy that encourages students to communicate freely. 
PFC18:  Students in all training institutions think that if they speak freely that it has a 
   detrimental effect on their results. 
PFC19:  Students are encouraged to ‘think out of the box’. 
PFC20:  Training is dynamic. 
PFC21:  Training is not stagnant and rigid. 
 
7. How would the students’ answers be considered when having to determine that 
they have mastered the outcomes?  [Are the students allowed to answer their minds as long 
as they achieve the intended outcomes? or are students allowed to think ‘outside the box’ 
(whether in oral or written work like in exams or in discussions when, of course, they have to 
master the intended outcomes?] 
 
TOB10:  In certain tasks there is a set memorandum whereby the task is assessed. 
TOB11:  In other tasks there are set objectives that the instructor would like to achieve. 
TOB12:  The student may broaden their discussion on a particular subject just as long 
   as the objectives of the task have been met. 
TOB13:  The student may air their opinion on a particular subject just as long as the 
   objectives of the task have been met. 
TOB14:  Students are not expected to study the subject content off by heart. 
TOB15:  The student is encouraged to “think outside the box”. 
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              APPENDIX M 
 
Original information gathered from the student reports of Army College using Nadeosa 
Criteria and codes allocated. 
 
1. Policy and Planning 
 
PP1: The references to policies are not correct and complete. 
PP2: The South African Military doctrine should be corrected to avoid contradiction. 
PP3: The instructors’ meetings should not be allowed to disturb learning. 
PP4: A policy to involve external assessors must be drawn. 
 
2. Learners 
 
LN1: Some learners are slower than others. 
LN2: Extra classes and lessons are available to those who need them. 
LN3: What the learners need to know must be standardized. 
LN5: Learners from different backgrounds should be brought to the same level at the 
 beginning of the course. 
 
3. Programme Development 
 
PD1: The instructions of the exercises should be streamlined and standardized. 
PD2: There should be no break within modules; the programme must continue to 
 flow. 
PD3: The guidelines must be standardized. 
 
4. Course design 
 
CD1: Syndicates are too large to be catered by an instructor. 
CD2: Exercises should be standardized to avoid confusion. 
CD3: Some learners felt that the outcomes were not achieved. 
CD4: The level of content is too high for the current level of training. 
CD5: The Air Force presentation had no meaning to the learners. 
 
5. Course Materials 
 
CM1: Some information on the maps and/or documents is incorrect and some 
 contradictory. 
CM2: Some of the study guides (manuals) are outdated. 
CM3: Current doctrine or theory must be revised. 
CM4: There is a serious lack of computers. 
CM5: Available computers must be regularly maintained (clean the viruses). 
CM6: The fact that the books were already available in the rooms was appreciated 
 and saved time. 
 
6. Assessment 
 
ASM1: Peer and formative assessment occurred to a limited degree. 
ASM2: The layout of the summative assessment must be verified and rectified. 
ASM3: Time available not enough for the assessment. 
ASM4: The approach to the assessment was very fair and the learners knew what was 
 expected of them. 
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ASM5: Provide with extra instructors during the assessments. 
ASM6: Some assessment technique (e.g. fill-in missing words) should be revised. 
ASM7: An assessment approach should be standardizes. 
 
7. Learner Support 
 
LS1: Pre-briefing by the Exercise instructor excellent despite power failure 
 sometimes. 
LS2: Pre-briefing by the Exercise instructor of high standard. 
LS3: Instructor expectations or outcomes were not clear to the learners. 
LS4: We knew what was expected from us at all times. 
LS5: All documentation must be handed out at the beginning of the Exercise. 
LS6: The effort to give guidelines and help after hours was good. 
LS7: The effort for revision by the instructor for learners to recap was very good. 
LS8: The learners were informed on the basic arrangements and receive a block 
 programme for the week. 
LS9: Some instructors do a lot of preparation with reference to their lectures. 
LS10: There was no relation between the distance education module (DEM) and the 
 residential education module (REM. 
LS11: Build up of outcomes on the DEM course is applicable to the outcomes on the 
 REM course. 
LS12: There is a good link-up between the DEM and REM. 
LS13: The subject matter could be presented in more depth during the DEM phase in 
 order for us to understand it in the REM phase. 
LS14: Not enough time allowed to do the corrections. 
LS15: Feedback must be provided to the learners by means of examples. 
LS16: The effectiveness of information technology (IT) remains a challenge. 
 
8. Human Resource Strategy 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the Army College 
student reports. 
 
9. Management and Administration 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the Army College 
student reports. 
 
11. Quality Assurance 
 
QA1: The quality of preparations during the distance education module (DEM) was 
 insufficient for application during residential education module (REM). 
QA2: The general quality of the exercises needs to be improved. 
 
12. Information Dissemination 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the Army College 
student reports. 
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              APPENDIX N 
 
Original information gathered from the student reports of Air Force College using 
Nadeosa Criteria and codes allocated. 
 
1. Policy and Planning 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the Air Force College 
student reports. 
 
2. Learners 
 
LN4: Learner’s rights were not necessarily respected throughout the Programmes. 
LN6: Learners were not necessarily confident that they can transfer the learning to 
 their workplace. 
 
3. Programme Development 
 
PD4: Learning sequence was not logical to assist understanding. 
PD5: Training methods were not necessarily appropriate and contributing to learning. 
 
4. Course design 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the Air Force College 
student reports. 
 
5. Course Materials 
 
CM7: More learning guides, to master some skills, should be provided. 
CM8: The learning materials were not necessarily clear, nor sufficient and promoting 
 learning. 
CM9: Lack of adequate books in the library to do research. 
CM10: The video machine was not made available. 
CM11: There was a lack photocopying machine. 
CM12: Reference material for beginning learners should be made available. 
 
6. Assessment 
 
ASM8: The assessment appeals’ procedures are not necessarily easy to use. 
 
7. Learner Support 
 
LS17: The responsibilities of some learners towards their families should be taken in
 into consideration. 
 
8. Human Resource Strategy 
 
HRS1: The staff was not friendly. 
HRS2: The training staff (or instructors) did not conduct themselves in a professional 
 manner. 
HRS3: Course morale was not positive and conducive to learning. 
HRS4: Practitioners (or instructors) were not always well prepared to deliver the 
 learning plan. 
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HRS5: Practitioners (or instructors) were not necessarily able to transfer learning 
 effectively. 
HRS6: Practitioners (or instructors) were not necessarily competent and knowing the 
 subject matter. 
 
9. Management and Administration 
 
MA1: The learning venue was not suitable for course purposes. 
MA2: Catering was not sufficient to cater for group needs. 
MA3: Accommodation was not suitable. 
MA4: Pre-course induction was not necessarily clear and useful. 
 
11. Quality Assurance 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the Air Force College 
student reports. 
 
12. Information Dissemination 
 
ID1: The language and explanations were not necessarily clear and understandable. 
ID2: Interaction was not necessarily encouraged and supported. 
ID3: Learner guidance and support was not always readily available and useful. 
ID4: The pace of delivery did not match learner requirements. 
ID5: Feedback on progress was not always regular, sufficient and useful. 
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              APPENDIX O 
 
Original information gathered from the student reports of the School for Military 
Health Training using Nadeosa Criteria and codes allocated. 
 
1. Policy and Planning 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the School for Military 
Health Training student reports. 
 
2. Learners 
 
LN7: The course content was very informative but pitched at a higher level. 
LN8: Sometimes assumptions are made that everyone understands. 
 
3. Programme Development 
 
PD6: The time allocated for the course might be too short. 
 
4. Course design 
 
CD6: The content lacked detail because of little time. 
CD7: The content lacked clarity on certain processes. 
CD8: The content had no value. 
 
5. Course Materials 
 
CM13: Study guides (or learning materials) were not provided in other subjects. 
 
6. Assessment 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the School for Military 
Health Training student reports. 
 
7. Learner Support 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the School for Military 
Health Training student reports. 
 
8. Human Resource Strategy 
 
HRS7: Some presenters (or instructors) do not prepare properly. 
HRS8: Some presenters (or instructors) were boring as they read the material to 
 learners. 
HRS9: Some presenters (or instructors) were unable to answer some questions. 
HRS10: Some instructors lacked expertise of the subject matter. 
HRS11: Some instructors had poor presentation skills. 
 
9. Management and Administration 
 
MA5: Time management on the part of the instructors was lacking. 
MA6: The approach of some instructors is very prescriptive. 
 

 
 
 



11. Quality Assurance 
 
QA3: Some aspects of the learning programme were not relevant. 
 
12. Information Dissemination 
 
No relevant information for this Nadeosa criterion was gathered from the School for Military 
Health Training student reports. 
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