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The Center for International Education (CIE) at the University of Massachusetts completed a final evaluation of the ABEC project according to the proscribed terms and references.  This report describes the findings along with the methods used.

1. Project description
Background 

In 2002, CARE, the International Rescue Committee (IRC), Save the Children Federation, Inc. (SC/USA), Catholic Relief Services (CRS) and the University of Massachusetts Center for International Education (CIE) formed ABEC in response to a request from the Asian Development Bank and the Afghan MOE for a program that would pilot gender-sensitive, community-based basic education in Afghanistan, with a focus on increasing access and quality for under-served groups—particularly girls—and on testing some innovative approaches to improving education access and quality. The partner agencies formed ABEC, because they shared a strong commitment to, and experience in, community-based approaches to education; geographic spread around Afghanistan; strong field reputations; and a commitment to “learning from doing” and developing best practice. Additionally, they believed that what they could learn from each other would strengthen their work.  

With a grant of US$ 4 million from the ADB/MoE to the Consortium, the members and the MoE established a Project Coordination Unit (PCU) to establish systems and link the NGO members and the MOE.  They also initiated an approach including a mix of conventional education services to ensure access to education for as many children as possible, and the testing of more innovative approaches to improving children’s access to education and education quality through six strategies: 
· community participation in planning, implementation, and monitoring of basic education;

· reconstruction and construction of schools with community contributions; 

· supply of essential teaching and learning materials; 

· provision of training and support for quality of teaching and learning in basic education; 

· support for non-formal basic education activities; and 
· Management and monitoring of schools with participation by the Ministry of Education. 
These strategies were designed to meet the project’s primary purpose: to reduce poverty by identifying effective approaches for assuring increased access to and quality of basic education for Afghan youth, especially girls. 

The project incorporates the following specific objectives: 
· To build capacity and strengthen partnerships between the Government, schools, NGOs, and communities, for participatory planning and development of basic education for the poor;

· To increase access to basic education, particularly for poor girls;

· To improve the quality of basic education for children in poor communities, particularly for girls and other disadvantaged groups;

· To promote innovative community and NGO partnerships for integrated child and youth development services focusing on reconciliation and development in a post-conflict society;

· To support, where possible, income generation schemes related to school rehabilitation and furniture production; and

· To support policy discussions of the expansion of the pilot scheme developed under the JFPR Project to a broader coverage through follow up ADB loans.

To meet these objectives the project organized their activities around six components:

a) Community-based, basic education planning and management;

b) Community-government partnership for school reconstruction;

c) Provision of essential teaching and learning equipment/learning materials;

d) School-based teacher training;

e) Innovative demand –based approaches to NFE and training (targeted at children, girls, youth, special groups);

f) Project management, monitoring, and impact assessment.
Project implementation began in January 2004 in Paktika, Panshir, Paktya, and Faryab provinces.  At the beginning of July 2004 project implementation was extended to four more provinces: Ghazni, Kapisa, Nangarhar, and Saripul.  The project received a two-month no-cost extension due to construction delays to a new end date of August 31, 2005.  Both the PCU and UMASS have received additional extensions until October 31 to conclude the final evaluation and prepare final reports. 
Constraints and Challenges to this project:


The ABEC project faced numerous challenges and operated under many constraints.  Probably the most significant issue throughout the short term for the implementation of activities was the changing security level.  In some provinces it has been extremely difficult to begin and sustain work.  In other areas, the problems were more logistical, since distances and poor communication impeded progress.  All activities experienced problems finding qualified capable staff that could implement new ideas and maintain services.  The economic constraints were also imposing; all the implementing partners reported spending much additional capital not provided in the low overhead budgeted in this grant.  As reported in the mid-term evaluation none of the partners could continue another future project under these same terms and conditions.

The changing involvement level by the Ministry has also presented issues.  In the beginning the ministry was not interested in the design or implementation, primarily because of the relatively small size of the grant and because there were much larger national policy issues to resolve.  More recently, due to changes in management and in apparent policy, they have become very active, participating in many levels of decision-making.  This welcomed change does create problems however, given that the program had already developed a series of working conditions and routines, which were difficult to adjust given the limited remaining time left in the project.

Perhaps one of the biggest challenges for the consortium members was the considerable coordination needed to function as a synergistic group, working in the “formal” education sector.  The decision to proceed independently, with each member creating its own objectives in geographically distinct areas led to a very independent approach, which was difficult for the project control unit to influence or monitor.


Another major challenge for the members was related to construction activities.  Building schools on-time and under budget in difficult surroundings requires considerable oversight and expertise.  Most of the funds in this project were used to build or rehabilitate schools in eight provinces.  
2. The terms of reference

The final evaluation was conducted by the Center for International Education at the University of Massachusetts (UMass/CIE) during the period of May 15, 2005 to June 7, 2005.   The evaluation team led by UMASS was responsible for meeting the following objectives:
a. To assess the outputs for each of the six project components.
b. To assess the impact of selected components, specifically the following three activities: community based basic education planning and management, school-based teacher training, and project management, monitoring and impact assessment. 
c. To discuss constraints, challenges and issues that have affected project implementation and achievements

d. To provide a forum for stakeholders to identify and consolidate best practices and lessons learned for a possible second phase of the project

e. To make recommendations for continuation of ABEC activities


In particular, a proscribed method was preferred by the partners to evaluate the second point.  To measure the impact suggested “effect indicators” were proposed, which included measuring the changes in attitudes and behaviors by relevant stakeholders (such as local education officials, school administrators & teachers, community members, parents, etc.) towards greater community involvement in education processes such as planning, management, and monitoring & school construction.  With regard to teacher training, measurements of changes in knowledge, attitudes and practices among teachers in relation to teaching and learning; specifically changes in practice (are teachers using methods and activities learned in training?) would be needed.  Finally to measure the third particular component, the evaluators would need to look at the degree to which the PCU had made connections and built capacity among the different levels of the education ministry.
3. Scope of evaluation


The evaluation used secondary sources such as the quarterly reports produced by the PCU and primary sources such as the interviews from over 350 stakeholders, including teachers, village education committee members, students, parents and government education officials over a three week period in pre-selected sites.  School site visits were limited to just a few in some provinces to as many as six in Saripul due to security considerations.  All interviews were conducted using a very structured interview format for a variety of reasons, which I will discuss in this report.  Questionnaires were created and a team of four Afghans, including two women, were able to visit schools in five provinces where they conducted on-site interviews with individuals and groups in both Dari and Pashto.  The limitations of the methods used are discussed in the report.  Unfortunately, due to security concerns the UMASS evaluator was unable to visit three of the four provinces.

There are two important points that need to be clarified which affect the scope of the evaluation: the first concerns the rationale for the evaluation techniques and methods used, since the method itself has limitations in data collection, and secondly, the definition of “impact” needs to be understood, since the scope of the evaluation depends on the evaluator’s understanding of the extent of the change that should be examined.  (For example, I will not be doing any economic analysis, such as a cost/benefit analysis as part of this evaluation.)  

The rationale for using a semi-participatory structured interview approach instead of a strictly quantitative method derives principally from the limitations and constraints placed on the evaluation process itself.  Ideally, a quantitative approach might be used to establish causality and impacts for specific interventions, but this was not possible, given the impossible task of identifying the initial conditions in a completely satisfactory way.  Even though the partners did gather baseline data at the beginning of the project, the types of data collected were not particularly useful, since the information was inadequate to explain the causality for any intervention, or to capture initial attitudes.  (There are some exceptions.)  Generally, a quantitative approach for impact assessment is expensive, time-consuming, and still very difficult to do given the inability to control the innumerable outside factors in a real-life setting that influence the results.  Consequently, a more qualitative approach was used.


There are various levels to any qualitative evaluation and this one had to use the least degrees of freedom to enable some consistency in questioning and reporting.  The evaluator did not feel that the interviewers had sufficient background in education issues and in interviewing techniques to hope that they could proceed with in-depth interviews while recording the salient points.  Therefore the evaluator opted to use a series of questionnaires that could generate certain responses that we could then compare across schools, districts and provinces to determine changes in attitudes and beliefs.  This approach certainly limited the information that could be obtained from respondents and due to various limitations to the questionnaires may not have been able to fully uncover certain important factors that influenced the outcome of activities.  Simply put, we may not have asked the right questions at the right time, and due to the rigid structure of the interview process important information may be unknown.  

Generally, qualitative methods require high skill levels by the interviewers and can be relatively costly.  Typically, very in-depth interviews are done with fewer subjects by an interviewer who knows their subject extremely well.  As noted, these novice interviewers had limited skills and almost no knowledge of the project.  For this reason, the evaluator opted for a participatory approach among all the partners to create the questionnaires, hoping that the data-gathers would acquire not only the knowledge of the partner’s individual projects in the process but also so that they might understand better why certain questions were asked.  The four newly-hired interviewers would create the questionnaires with the partners during a three day workshop before going into the field.  A detailed section in this report on the method used to create the questionnaires is included so that the limitations of this approach can be fully understood.

The second point that needs clarification is the definition of the imprecise word “impact”.  The ABEC project has as its primary objective the reduction of poverty, but this is such a broad goal requiring a level of analysis clearly beyond the scope of this evaluation that it is more appropriate to identify intermediate factors and limit the assessment to impacts concerning these.  Measuring impact on a certain group of people requires that some comparison can be made concerning a change in behavior from an initial condition to a specified later time, with, ideally, the cause for the change in behavior clearly attributable to a distinct variable.  This is an incredibly difficult task in a real-life setting.


Every activity has a certain target group that it is proposing to impact, although most of the indicators used to measure the change in behavior are very indirect measures of the actual hoped for impact.  For example, in the ABEC project, the hoped for impact is to reduce poverty by increasing the skills of students through education.  The indicators, however, do not actually measure student learning.  Instead, various proxies are used, such as the number of textbooks and materials distributed, the number of children enrolled in school, the number of schools built, the number of teachers trained, etc., but not actual measurement of learning.  This is not to advocate testing as a solution; there are other methods, but the point is that we measure impact very imperfectly by assuming causality between certain factors that may not exist at all.  Of course, it is easier to measure these variables and the research does support the connection between learning and the availability of books, desks, schools and trained teachers but we must be clear that we are measuring impact indirectly. 


The problems with correctly measuring impact are numerous.  Every activity that the partners implemented had some level of impact on a particular individual or group for some period of time.  How long the behaviors will remain affected and to what extent the change was due to a particular intervention by a partner is too often impossible to identify, as overlapping trainings from different organizations and changing economic conditions (to mention just two factors) also influence the outcomes.  Generally, some common sense prevails: the more trainings in a particular subject with continued support and follow-up; the more likely it is that the participants will remember and use a taught skill.  One-time trainings are potentially the least effective in the long term, unless the subject is often very clear, simple and needed to sustain one’s life, such as health training workshops.  Teacher-training at the other extreme should be a life-time project that involves many periodic “re-trainings” and much on-going support.  We must often rely on these assumptions to determine the lasting impact of any workshops; rarely does any NGO have funds available to assess long-term impacts from their projects.

With these caveats in mind, the results from this evaluation should be considered more illustrative.  For this reasons cited above the evaluation does not concentrate on reporting exact absolute totals for responses to questions nor does it even calculate percentages.  The report is more thematic, looking to report trends.  Attempts to squeeze out correlations between variables would not be appropriate given the nature of the data.
4. Evaluation process and methods

The evaluation process has tried to stay consistent with the TOR, within the constraints of time and the budget.  As a reminder, the TOR specifically requested that the evaluator use a team of four Afghans to interview as many project stakeholders as possible, after designing evaluation tools.  I have listed the evaluation process stated by the TOR as a reminder of the necessary constraints to the approach used by the evaluator.  I do not want to suggest that an alternative would have produced different results, just that given the available resources this approach was chosen.
· The evaluator will review key project documents, including baseline data. 
· The evaluator will design appropriate evaluation methods and tools such as focus group interviews, observation tools, etc. to measure the impact of the ABEC program as outlined above.  

· The evaluator will visit all implementing partners – either individually or together –  before the onset of the evaluation.

· The evaluator will visit project implementation areas, as outlined in the draft itinerary and as security and time permits, with a team of 4 Afghan researchers, including 2 females and 2 males.  Female researchers will ensure the inclusion of evaluation activities for female beneficiaries.

· The team will deploy itself to reach the maximum number of beneficiaries to document and evaluate ABEC activities.  

· After completion and analysis of evaluation activities, the evaluator will present preliminary findings to the ABEC steering committee.  The final evaluation report will be presented to the PCU/PIPs and the MoE for feedback before submission of the final report to CARE/PCU the final evaluation report will be presented to ADB for review.  Disagreements or differences in opinion between the evaluator and Consortium will be highlighted in the report.
Creation of the questionnaires:
Since the creation of the questionnaires is such an important element in this evaluation, it is necessary to describe the creation process in detail so that we can all learn from the experience.  From an evaluation perspective, there was a particpatory effort to create the questionnaires, while an Afghan team of data collectors enabled access to many sites that would have been impossible by an ex-patriot team.  This process can certainly be improved in future reiterations but we believe it sets a minimum standard for participatory action in the creation of the questionnaires.


To start, the partners and evaluator from UMASS arranged a three-day workshop to create tools for the data collectors.  (Originally we had only one data collector but hired three more quickly.)  Three attended all three days of the workshop while the fourth joined us on the second day.  The data collectors have limited education experience, although one was a teacher.  The workshop was attended by members from CARE, CRS, Save the Children US and IRC, as well as members from the ministry departments of teacher training and extra-curricular affairs (PTAs).  Both Save and CARE also had field staff attend.  The workshop was held at CRS, with approximately 15 people in attendance.  The purpose of the workshop was to create a minimum of five tools that could be used by the evaluators to interview various stakeholders involved with community development, with school-based teacher training, and with capacity building at the various ministry levels.  The objective was to interview as many stakeholders as possible, including Ministry officials at three levels, community leaders, members of Village Education Committees (VECs), Parents Teachers Associations (PTAs), School Management Committees (SCMs), principals, teachers, students and parents to determine the impact this program has had so far on communities in improving the education for youth, especially girls.


Given the extremely short time period to create the questionnaires and to maintain the high speed exchanges between participants with a high interest level, all conversations proceeded in Dari until it became apparent that some issue had bogged the group.  Only at these points would the UMASS evaluator ask for a translation to help steer the process back towards the objectives.  Consequently all initial documentation was done completely in Dari; English translations were only required later as documents were nearly finalized and before the first test in the field.  All the questions were developed by the workshop participants, which included Afghan national staff for the NGOs, the PRC and the MOE.  

The detailed process used by the evaluator to formulate each questionnaire is summarized below:

i. Instructions were given to the large group for the activity along with the expected outputs.

ii. A specific objective of the ABEC partnership along with an explanation of various activities that were used to fulfill the goals associated with the objective was selected and reviewed with all members of the workshop.

iii. One activity designed to meet this objective that was implemented by one of the partners was selected as a real life example. 

iv. The partner summarized the activity for the large group, highlighting the salient points including the outputs and impact so that everyone would have some reference points to guide them. 

v. In the very first session, the workshop participants were strategically divided into three small groups (each with an NGO, data gatherer and ministry official at a minimum) and were asked to raise at least twenty questions (specifically they were instructed to create questions that did not ask for any quantitative information).  Instructions were delivered by the UMASS evaluator that all questions should be designed to evaluate changes in attitudes, behaviors and ideas.  Examples were given for suitable questions.  These groups then rejoined into one large group to discuss their questions.  A list was formulated and displayed on the wall using a projector as each group submitted one question in succession.  Each question was reviewed for suitability and structure.  The facilitator discussed the usage of statements with Likert scales, simple choice answers and other options.  After sufficient discussion this activity stopped before a complete list of twenty questions was selected.  The purpose of this “brainstorm” session was to introduce different types of questions, the necessity for clarity, and to model the iterative process that would be used for the creation of all the tools.  This same process would be used to introduce each new set of questions for each new activity to be evaluated.
vi. After each initial “brainstorm” session for each questionnaire, a core group of four “writers” were then selected based on background and gender and asked to start the process of finalizing that particular questionnaire.  All workshop groups gave their first list of “brainstorm” questions for the writers to consider.  This group left the room to work independently for three hours.  Their assignment was to bring back a final draft for further review by the larger group

vii. Meanwhile the remaining workshop participants started on the next questionnaire using the same process.  The evaluator would follow the same iterative method: give instructions concerning the objective, have one implementing partner summarize an activity they used to meet that objective, facilitate a large-group discussion, enable a large-group effort to create pertinent questions, select “writers” to produce final draft, and enable a final large group review of the writer’s final draft.  This process was used to create six of the seven questionnaires.

viii. The exception was the questionnaire that was used specifically for interviews with officials from the MOE , POE and DOE, which was created almost completely by members from the Ministry of Extra-Curricular Affairs and the PCU.  

ix. Also, the creation of the classroom observation checklist used an abbreviated process.  Since all of the partners were already using some form of classroom observations and recording these behaviors, the facilitator chose to assign four writers to assemble one master checklist incorporating elements from all four partner’s lists.  This was possible since there was considerable overlap between the behaviors expected from teachers after the trainings, although there were some differences.

The tools were partially tested on May 18th in Kurpitab at a CRS school, where community organizations have been set up and where the teachers have received some training.  The results of the test were reviewed before the actual field interviews.  Unfortunately, the UMASS facilitator could not attend the pilot due to security reasons.  The group was led by the PCU manager with interviews arranged by CRS.  Unfortunately, the test did not go as planned.  The Afghan team of evaluators arrived at 12:00 noon instead of 10:00 AM due to car troubles and therefore missed the school session.  Other complications ensued.  These initial activities delayed the actual interview time to less than one hour.  Nevertheless, during that short time the data gatherers were able to conduct a few interviews with five of the tools, although not nearly enough to resolve all problems.

The evaluators met the next day to revise the tools based on their limited experience.  The revision committee consisted of the PCU, the four evaluators, and a representative from the MOE extracurricular department.  Several questions were deleted and others simplified.  The forms now had the following characteristics:
	Questionnaire
	
	Number of

Questions

	Teacher interview

	
	21

	VEC/PTA member interviews


	
	14

	Student interview


	
	5

	Classroom observation


	
	17

	Principal interview


	
	6

	OE/POE/MOE interview form


	
	17

	Health


	
	8



(Copies of the English translations of the tools are attached in the appendix.)

The complete development of these tools was done in Dari, with all the questions prepared by the participants.  The UMASS facilitator provided guidance on certain question types, styles and formats but generally did not veto any question the participants felt was important.  By the end of the revision period the facilitator received a translated copy in English; however, given the time constraints, substantive changes were impossible before their actual use.  The significant danger in this approach was that the facilitator did not have control over the content of the questions to determine if they would generate sufficiently high yielding responses to enable the fulfillment of the TOR.  While careful instructions were given to the group along with examples there was still some danger that the questions may not be sufficient.  As it turned out there were a number of questions that could have been improved but overall the list was sufficient.

Overall, the process of creating the questionnaires had two important benefits:  first, the many stakeholders created the actual questions for evaluation and therefore determined what information was important.  As a result, presumably, the responses will be more interesting and applicable to their needs.  Second, the questionnaire creation process could likely be considered a capacity building event, although it would have been more illuminating, dogmatically consistent and useful to have measured the particular skill building that I expected to occur.  
Questionnaire weaknesses and strengths:


To create program-specific structured questionnaires that can be used by inexperienced data-gatherers to review many different activities done by four distinct partners with their own procedures and methods was a challenging task.  The questionnaires were created in a participatory process to evaluate the activities undertaken by the partners to meet two primary project objectives: the creation of community committees responsible for local education planning and monitoring, and school-based teacher training activities.  The general problem with the creation of these forms was that while each partner undertook an activity such as teacher training to meet one of the project objectives, they each did so according to their own specifications with their own targets.  Consequently, a seemingly common activity such as teacher training involved considerably different methods and subject matter for each partner, even though it was labeled “teacher training”.  We did not have the time or resources to create questionnaires specific to the work done by each partner and therefore the questionnaires often lack sharpness, since they are generically designed to cover four different types of similar activities.  This weakness especially becomes apparent when one does classroom observations.  For example, a training done by IRC might emphasize psycho-social elements while one by CARE emphasizes pedagogy, yet a single observation checklist form must include all of the common characteristics from all of the training workshops.  The data gatherers were unaware of the specific trainings received by any teacher and consequently were not even sure what to look for, except to mark off observable activities on a form.  While this may seem objective it means that we gather only a superficial knowledge of the teacher’s learned skills as a result of the trainings, because we are limited to a reasonable number of observable actions that can be recorded by untrained data gathers.  

Another weakness was the occasional use of focus groups for student interviews.  While this would normally be an acceptable practice for a trained interviewer, judging by the similarity of the responses by the students, it was apparent that the data gathers had insufficient training to conduct a group interview.  More trained interviewers would be able to elicit more individual opinions even in a setting where group pressure might mean more conformity, especially among young children.


There was also a difficulty with definitions, particularly with regard to the nomenclature for describing an education committee.  The questionnaires use the term “shuras”, yet the term could also mean a Village Education Committee (VEC), a Parents Teacher Association (PTA), an education committee that is part of a more general village shura, a separate education shura or a school construction committee.  Each may have different responsibilities according to the community that created them.  The data-gathers may have confused interviewees by referring to these groups using different Dari names at different times in different locations; we do not know for certain.  


Finally, although the strengths of the “structured interview” approach are several: it can be used by relatively inexperienced data-gatherers, it ensures some unified, consistent interviewee responses that can be evaluated across provinces; and it conforms with the available resources and budget, one of the strongest weaknesses of this method is that it potentially limits information gathering to a very rigid narrow focus, which often leaves important information unknown. 
5. Findings—executive summary


The evaluation has two main parts: the overall review of the program outputs, which is intended to be more quantitative and a more qualitative analysis of three particular areas: community education committees, teacher-training and capacity building.   This section summarizes the overall achievements of the partnership by looking at the numbers and then providing a limited evaluation of the results. 

The evaluation of the total outputs for each activity presents a very interesting challenge.  The quarterly reports present arrays of indicators that are very difficult to analyze without some frame of reference.  There are at least a total of 93 separate categories of indicators to measure the activities of the partnership, with over 370 subsections to consider.  The question is not only which indicators to evaluate but also how to evaluate them, since the TOR does indicate a particular method.  Should comparisons be made between the partners based on the quantities for each indicator?  For example, should we compare the number of teachers trained or the number of books distributed by IRC with those by CARE?  This approach does not seem reasonable or productive.  If possible, should an assessment also include quality measures, such as the length of such trainings or the materials used or the certification of the trainers who conducted the workshops?  Or perhaps, a comparison should be made against some national standards or MOE expectations?  The problem is to determine what is a reasonable amount of any output given the local conditions that affect a particular partner?  Perhaps even more important, do the indicator totals imply impact because the figure is larger?  Should the figures somehow factor in sustainability (however defined), or do they represent an innovative model which has the possibility to be useful for the future direction of education?  The problem is that there are no reference points to compare against, which means that the evaluation probably reflects more of the bias of the person doing the assessment and not a more objective method.  


This evaluator is more inclined to evaluate impact based on sustainable operations.  If that is the measure then the comments by one department manager at the ministry bear repeating.  In an interview for this evaluation he commented that, he privately wished that the NGOs would concentrate less on the numbers and more on creating sustainable projects that can be assumed by the ministry.  Too many projects produce numbers, he said, but very few construct a system.  Perhaps this idea is the ultimate measurement of results for activities in the ABEC ---can the activities currently implemented by the partners be assumed by the MOE and have a reasonable chance that they will continue?  Or, another measure of results might be to ask if the partners created the necessary procedures, manuals, documentation and training so that the ministry could duplicate any educational innovations again in other locations given funding and capacity?  These are intriguing measurement approaches but these were not part of the initial dialogue that led to the creation of the activities and their indicators. It would be unfair to use them at the end of the project to determine the impact of the outcomes.  I mention them for future consideration.  The other alternative, a comparison of outcomes by each partner also seems unreasonable given the superficial nature of the data.  For example, one teacher-training workshop for five days is not the same as one that lasts 18 days or 40 days yet they are each counted as a single training session.  Without belaboring the point, an “evaluation” of the numbers produced by the partnership without agreed upon reference points to focus the analysis means that the evaluator’s bias becomes the guiding means and it is essentially useless.

This does not mean that the partnership has not done exceptional work.  They have, but it is just very difficult to measure based on the indicators.  The impact is broader than what is being measured.   For example, perhaps the greatest indication of the success of the entire program is the significant change in attitude that communities felt towards the education of girls over the age of twelve.  In the first baseline survey there was widespread disagreement among the surveyed communities, with many stating that they would not agree to send their twelve year old girls to school.  The subsequent baseline survey done approximately 18 months later after various implemented activities in the community showed a significant change in attitude with almost every community stating that girls over twelve should go to school.  (Please see the appendix for the statistical analysis of the results.)   This is a significant impact.
Overall ABEC Achievements:  


Nevertheless, indicators which have large numbers are seductive even to this evaluator and the numbers from the project have been impressive given the limited available funding.  According to the consolidated quarterly report from the PCU, the following overall achievements have been noted as of March 31, 2005:


Since it began its work in January 2004, the Consortium has contributed significantly to helping the MOE achieve its objectives in 24 districts of eight provinces around the country. In the target provinces, it has established 88 Community Education Committees; provided skills training to 710 teachers; constructed or rehabilitated 28* schools (with 4 additional schools to be completed by the end of the project); enrolled 6,150* girls and 9,590* boys in these schools; provided additional teaching and learning materials to 88 schools with 41,691 girl and boy students, centers and groups; and supported non-formal education activities such as pre-school playgroups, health education, literacy programs and early childhood development programs.  



(* this data was more recent; taken from the 6/30/05 PCU reports)

Based on the most recent quarterly reports, all the partners had achieved almost all of their goals and objectives.  Probably the most significant problem, which has led to several of the partners to seek a no-cost extension, has been the difficulty in completing school construction in certain locations, particularly the Panjshir.  (For more detail on construction of individual schools please see the Appendix)  Compounding the construction issues in this region were issues concerning the quality of the rehabilitated schools.  According to the Construction Department Manager in the Education Ministry, “... there were some problems with quality at several schools in the Panjshir.  They could have used better materials.  The problem there I think was that the subcontractor... [he] did not have the manpower to manage the project well and therefore could not control for quality.”  This problem seems to be an isolated occurrence within the ABEC project since there were no other reported construction quality issues.  The manager even noted that: “In general the partners have done a good job building the schools according to the plans and also at a good price.  Compared to schools built by USAID they do it for less: $120m vs. $150m or $90m vs. $120m without a perimeter wall for comparable school.  But it is difficult for us to know for sure because we are not able to visit the projects very often at all.”  Overall, school construction, the most significant part of the budget in the entire project, has been a major success, with considerable positive impact on enrollments in the local communities.  

For the reasons noted above the evaluator has no substantive objective comments to make about the numerical totals for the various activities of the project.  The numbers would seem to indicate that the partners were all actively implementing their programs to their full capacity.  The numbers of teachers trained, village committees created, materials distributed and workshops held to facilitate the various additional trainings in the non-formal sector is astounding.  Only experienced NGOs with a significant presence and infrastructure would be able to produce as much in such a short time period.  The emphasis in the remainder of this evaluation will be on the responses from the stakeholder interviews for three major components of the project.
Summarized results from stakeholder interviews to measure impact in three areas: community education committees, teacher-training and capacity building.

A total of 358 separate interviews were held in fifteen schools.  The following tables lists the interview totals by type and also indicates the total number of schools or districts surveyed.
	
	Teachers
	VEC/PTA

members
	Students
	Classroom observation
	Principals
	Health
	PEO/

DEO

	Number

Interviewed
	91
	53
	131
	46
	16
	12
	9

	Number of schools/ districts
	15
	15
	15
	13
	7
	3
	5


Summarized findings are organized corresponding to the three components. 

· Community-based basic education planning and management
Community participation in basic education is inferred by the establishment of a village education committee (VEC) and/or PTAs, and the tracking of meetings held.  The evaluators visited five provinces and found that almost every village has an active VEC.  There were a few exceptions in the Panjshir and these absences seem to be related to construction delays.  In addition some communities had also started PTAs although these groups have only recently been legislated by the ministry.  It was reported that most of VECs were mainly involved in deciding on school locations if the schools were newly built, checking students’ school attendance, observing classes, distributing teaching and learning materials, encouraging parents to send their children to school, and solving problems for teachers as well as students.  Overall, community-based education planning and management activities were very strong and are considered one of the strengths of the ABEC project.
The feedback from teachers and VEC members themselves concerning the functioning of the committee and its capacity to help in education activities was almost entirely positive. Although we can infer that most VECs were functioning effectively, considerably more investigation should be done since there was no elaboration or follow up on the direct impact of their activities on, for instance, increased student enrollment or school attendance. (As I have already noted this is partly because the interviews were very structured, and partly due to the inexperience of the data collectors who lacked sufficient training to ask appropriate follow-up questions.)  The general assumption is that the increased awareness of important issues by VEC members on potentially controversial matters, such as the enrollment of girls in several locations, has led to positive results.  Overall VEC members were active and displayed a keen interest in education matters. 
Both the VEC members and the teachers were asked the same questions about their plans for their schools. It is not surprising that, in a post-conflict context where most infrastructures have been destroyed, both the teachers and the VEC members expressed “school construction” as the top priority, although the teachers put more emphasis on teaching and learning facilities, such as building libraries and computer labs.  In general, teachers’ responses showed less knowledge about VEC functions and activities, indicating that they were either not participating or that the information generated at VEC meetings was not always disseminated to them.
· Community-government partnership for school reconstruction
Overall, all of the interviewees were very happy to have a new or refurbished school in their community, with almost no complaints concerning the quality or design of the buildings.  Where new schools were built, almost all communities contributed labor and/or collected money to pay for the land.  Looking after the construction materials was also the responsibility of the communities. Nevertheless, more than one third of the teachers interviewed still expressed the demand for more school construction ranging from a wall around the schoolhouse to a library, from a garden to a conference room, from an iron roof to a computer lab despite the fact that few schools have reliable electricity.  Very few seemed to believe that they could possible generate the necessary funds from their own communities to enable such construction; instead they seemed to expect the donors to continue providing the materials.  There were a few exceptions.  A significant number wanted to expand the newly built school to include more classes at higher levels or just to allow more students to attend.  All the buildings are currently used intensely, with multiple sessions in place.  Demand for education seems insatiable.
Unfortunately there were no direct questions in the survey about the significance of community-government partnership for school construction/rehabilitation regarding, for example, increased student (or girl) enrollment or community ownership of the schools. The comments noted here are mostly inferences. 

· School-based teacher training

The majority of the teacher training workshops were not actually school based (with the exception of trainings done by SC), but most of the teachers reported that the teacher training staff did observe their classes at school, ranging from three to six times.  All the teachers reported that they had attended some kind of workshops, such as those on teaching methodology, social development and gender issues, ranging from 5 to 40 days in length in the past two years.  One impact of these workshops is that they have boosted the teachers’ morale, which is indicated by their expressed confidence in their students’ interest in learning, and their belief that students were learning well.  

Although most teachers claimed that attending the workshops enabled them to become more “professional” in teaching and know better how to teach, it was difficult to completely corroborate this from classroom observations and more importantly from student responses, although it was clear that teachers were trying to use many of the skills they had learned.  The evaluators certainly did notice many process behaviors such as: “Teacher was present in the beginning of the class”, “Teacher checked students’ attendance”, and “Teacher wrote the topic of the new lesson on the blackboard”.  Clearly, teachers were using the skills they had learned and more importantly this does not seem to be a case of “performing for the evaluators” since the student responses mostly supported the use of certain techniques by the teachers (particularly the use of natural materials in math classes).  Overall, the limitations of the procedure-oriented classroom observation checklist failed to provide information on the teachers’ “professional” expertise, and therefore it was also difficult to infer the impact of the workshops on student learning.  Generally, we have always assumed that using certain techniques such as using natural materials in beginning math classes improves students learning but we did not actually test for this outcome by asking students before and after the intervention.  The important finding is that teachers are very willing to learn and that much more training is still needed for any teacher to be considered professional in an international sense.
Nearly all the teachers and the principals emphasized that one of the benefits of attending the workshops was that the teachers knew how to make a lesson plan. Although we do not know what their lesson plan consists of without a sample, and how they understand the role of a lesson plan in the process of teaching and learning, this is an extremely important step.  In rural Afghanistan is that there is still a long way to go for the teachers to become professionals in its real sense but the first important steps have been taken 
It is important to note that although most teachers reported that their classes had been observed by the staff from the organizations that conducted the training workshops, by their principals and VEC members, there was no question asked about the purposes of the observations, and what feedback and follow-up support the teachers had received as a result of the observations. Thus there is no information regarding potential improvement or adjustment for future teaching training programs.  Presumably periodic observations by the implementing partners led to further improvements in teacher-training practices and follow-up sessions, although the data-gathers did not seek this information.  

We know that teachers can not be effectively trained as a one-time activity; it is essential that teachers be trained as a long-term process, especially when capacity levels are initially so low.  For the benefit of the MOE and administrators involved with teacher training, the partners must share the information and knowledge in this area, so that future teacher training activities do not need to reinvent the wheel but draw upon what has been achieved and lessons learned.  The focus in the future should be on strengthening teachers’ professional expertise rather than procedural behavior, and to develop teachers in their capacity of learning how to learn rather than limit training content in demonstrating a few teaching techniques.  This will take time, but the path has been set through this program.
· Project management, monitoring and impact assessment

The objectives of the PCU mostly involved capacity building for education ministry officials and coordination activities among participants, including assembling information for a unified presentation and monitoring budget items.  It was not the planned intention of the consortium that the PCU monitor individual partner programs for quality or even to help set objectives for them.  Each partner sets their own goals, presumably with the local district authorities in the education sector in the districts where they worked, then requests approval for their proposed activities from the oversight committees, and self-reports results back to the PCU team for distribution to the MOE and the partners themselves.  The effectiveness of the PCU depended greatly on the willingness of the MOE staff to participate at the central, provincial and district levels, and the individual ability of the partners to forge relationships with local education officials.  Overall, the PCU has been considerably more effective in the second half of this project in building capacity at the central level of the ministry as education officials have taken more interest in all education projects run by NGOs.  

The data gathers interviewed nine education officials at the provincial and district levels.  The UMASS evaluator met with three department managers, from teacher-training, grants management and extra-curricular affairs, to determine the level of interaction with the PCU.  In addition findings from field interviews with district and provincial education officers revealed that most district offices were unfamiliar with a project labeled “ABEC” but knew the implementing partner very well as a result of their considerable participation and involvement in ABEC activities.  They just were not aware of the umbrella ABEC consortium.  At the provincial level there was greater awareness of ABEC and its activities although this typically involved only the chief education officer.  This is somewhat understandable since the capacity-building strategy involved the provincial education officer first and then involve provincial department managers as their time and budget allowed.  The PCU had met with each of the provincial education heads at least once but generally the implementing partner was still practically responsible for building any capacity at this level.  At the central level, the education ministry offices in Kabul, the PCU team had primary responsibility for project advocacy and capacity building activities.  

All three department managers, who were interviewed separately and privately, reported significant contact with members from the PCU, and increased involvement over the second phase of the project.  All reported that they visited projects and had some involvement in the remaining decisions about the project’s direction and implementation.  All three only wished that they were involved earlier.  Overall, the PCU team was actively engaged in building relationships with education officials in Kabul, but systematic efforts to build capacity among the departments was hampered by lack of a budget for training purposes, by the lack of staff in the PCU trained in education disciplines, and by the lack of capacity in the PCU team itself to train others.  


The three interviews with the department managers showed a shift in attitude within the ministry from indifference to interest and from no control to control.  If this new attitude had been present from the beginning of the project many coordination problems might have been avoided.  On the other hand, the implementing partners would also have to relinquish much control over their projects as capacity building increased.  Today, the ministry clearly wants to have much more responsibility in the design, planning and implementation for any programs in this sector.  All three managers realize that the project is ending and therefore changes to existing procedures are not needed, but their comments reflect some lessons that should be incorporated into any future grant awards.  
6. Findings:   interview details
This section presents more detailed information about the interviews with stakeholders concerning three of the project’s components.  Since each partner was responsible for a specific geographic area within the ABEC project, I have detailed the findings according to province.  A complete set of all the raw data is also available electronically for review if any particular responses for certain schools are needed.
Paktya
	
	Teachers
	VEC/PTA

members
	Students
	Classroom observation
	Principals
	Health
	PEO/

DEO

	Number

Interviewed
	22
	11
	53
	9
	8
	0
	2

	Number of schools
	6
	4
	5
	4
	4*
	0
	2


In Paktya 22 primary school teacher interviews from six schools were submitted.  Each had attended at least two trainings in the past year, with most attending three workshops.  Trainings lasted from 5 to 14 days and covered psycho-social issues as well as methods for teachers.  Specifically, pedagogy courses are offered to the home-based school teachers.  These emphasize active learning as well as classroom management practices. All interviewees reported favorable changes to their own teaching practices, citing the training in lesson planning as the most important reason.  An interesting reported practice that all teachers noted as a key ingredient for their teaching was the ability to create “competition” among the students.  This response was not noted in any of the other provinces, but it also may be that the attempt to create healthy dialogue and discussion with different viewpoints, which are typical of IRC training sessions, was simply reported this way by the interviewer.  All teachers also reported the use of natural objects, such as sticks, small stones, matches and corn kernels for teaching math.  Almost all teachers reported that no VEC or PTA was started or that they had no information on the subject, although this may have been a communication problem between the interviewer and teachers, who knew the community organization by another name.  All the teachers thought that students seemed much more interested in school since the teachers received training.  They all also felt that the students reading and writing abilities had improved.  Overall the teachers had a positive view of the trainings, with no negative comments reported; they all desired more training sessions.

Eleven members of VECs or PTAs from four primary schools also submitted completed interview questionnaires.  All members stated that VECs had been started about one year ago, with the exception of one village where the VEC was started two months previously.  This information differs with several teacher responses, who claimed that no VECs were created.  One must conclude that in some villages teachers are not part of the proceedings because few of them realized that any committee was formed for their school.  According to VEC member responses, members helped teachers by checking attendance, encouraging students to go to school, monitoring supplies, encouraging woman teachers and increasing girl’s enrollment.  All the respondents noted that there was a plan for the school, although it was not clear if such a plan was personal or formalized after community participation.  Plans, which varied from village to village, included objectives such as: to improve the knowledge [of the students], to improve transportation for students who live far from the school, and to the well-being of the people.  All the members also believed that the writing and reading skills of the students had improved, although there was no formal measurement system in place to determine any differences due to ABEC activities.

A total of 53 students were interviewed from five different schools.  Every one answered positive to the question: Does your teacher encourage you to take part in the lessons?  The students most often understood participation as the teacher asking questions, with some identifying the use of activities.  Interestingly, while most teachers noted that they used natural materials in their classes, 11 student interviews noted no use of materials while 31 did use them, with 12 not answering.  For those that did use materials two thirds noted the use in math but no other subjects.  The remaining 11 who used materials noted that the teacher used them in history, geometry, geography and science classes.  (Note: the students could be from classes that were different from the interviewed teachers.  It is possible that some of the students had teachers that were not trained.)  

Nine classroom assessments were done for four schools by three different evaluators.  It is not clear from the responses what trainings the teachers have had in the past from ABEC activities.  The general impression is that teachers are showing up to class and are exhibiting many expected behaviors from teachers who receive basic teacher-training instruction.  Without taking the time to conduct deep qualitative periodic interviews over much longer periods we can not conclude what changes occurred in teaching and what might be the lasting impact of any of the trainings.  

A total of 8 principal interviews representing four schools were submitted by the evaluators.  Four of the forms appear to be duplicates, leaving four valid responses.  Three of the four principals received some training from other organizations previously.  All commented that the changes observed in teachers after the workshops included the use of lesson planning and new teaching methods.  The principals also noted that the Shuras (VECs) have been active participants, working on the same issues and in the same manner that the VEC members self-reported.

There were two interviews with education officials.  Most members of the VECs reported that meetings were held with these government representatives at least monthly.  Historically, this has not happened in other provinces and represents a significant change. The government officials reported satisfaction with the project, including the cooperation between the partners and their staff.
Ghazni
	
	Teachers
	VEC/PTA

members
	Students
	Classroom observation
	Principals
	Health
	PEO/

DEO

	Number

Interviewed
	25
	12
	23
	9
	2
	6
	2

	Number of schools/districts
	2*
	4*
	3
	3
	2
	N/A
	2


Twenty five teachers were interviewed in up to four schools.  (Unfortunately two of the evaluators did not indicate the schools where the teachers were located so there are only two schools actually named.  Nevertheless, because the team split up to reach as many students as possible, we suspect that the evaluators went to different locations.)  All stated that they received at least one training session in health and pedagogy within the “last year” and as recently as five months ago.  The length of the trainings varied with reports of 5, 6, 8, 12 and 18 days and it is not clear that all of these trainings were done by the implementing partner.  It is known that the MOE has conducted some trainings but this information was not clearly presented in the interview results.  Teachers reported very positive results from the trainings.  The most common responses were that they learned to use new teaching methods, make lesson plans, and ways to use teaching materials, particularly natural objects found in their community.  The methods they used most often were: group work and a question and answer approach.  The use of games, pictures and the ‘repeating the last lesson” were also cited by most of the teachers.  Every teacher reported being observed by either a PTA member, principal, IRC staff member and even the DEO(which is highly unusual) on several occasions, indicating that there is consistent, periodic review of teaching.  Unfortunately, the two interviews with education officials were insufficient to triangulate the validity of these responses concerning the participation by the government, although it was certainly possible.  All the teachers independently reported the impression that students are more interested in learning now than in the past because teachers are more professional, “knowing how to teach”.  Not surprisingly, the teachers also reported that all the students were doing better at reading and writing; a response that is consistent with the members of the VEC, who also reported improvement.  Unfortunately this evaluation did not have the time or resources to evaluate students learning improvement in any quantifiable way.

Almost all teachers reported that a VEC had been formed within the past six months.  They rated the VEC highly when asked if the committee supported girl’s education, and generally noted in each of the schools that the committee was active in many areas such as monitoring supplies, checking attendance and keeping the school clean.

Twelve VEC members were also interviewed from up to four schools (Once again, some data is missing; only three schools are clearly named, the other is deduced from the fact that three evaluators conducted the interviews at different locations.)  VEC members listed many important responsibilities, including: increasing the enrollment rate of girls, supervising school construction materials, supervising teachers, encouraging parents to send their children to school, and working with the manager of education.  Unfortunately, for many reasons already noted, the constraints of this evaluation did not allow the evaluators to follow-up on any of these responses.  It would have been useful to probe for more specific information, particularly in the area of teacher supervision.  VEC members have varied plans depending on their school affiliation and the particular concerns of their community.  Several indicated the need for a new school building and the need to collect money to solve problems.  By this and other statements, such as the need to solve “people problems” we assume that VEC members have at least discussed those issues that cause friction between groups.  While they may not be resolving all their problems at least there is communication, which is one of the primary goals for establishing the education committees and PTAs.

Twenty three student interviews from three schools were translated and submitted for analysis.  All reported that the teacher encouraged them by “saying good” and by “giving them gifts”, although these were not specified.  All the students also stated that the teachers encourage their participation by asking questions and by giving homework.  This response is similar to those from students in other provinces who were interviewed as part of the ABEC program.  It may indicate that before the trainings any student involvement was at extremely low levels so that any opportunity, including the submission of homework, is now considered to be an interaction between the teacher and the student.  Obviously this standard would be quite different in a more developed education system with highly trained teachers but here it may be the appropriate level given the circumstances.  Almost all students reported that the teachers used materials such as sticks, stones, peas and other natural objects for teaching math.  One female class also reported that materials were used in geography and history although these were not specified.  

There were nine classroom observations submitted by three evaluators from three schools.  The observations show that most of the teachers are using most of the 17 expected behaviors by a person who attended one or more training sessions.

Two principals were interviewed.  One principal, who has also attended several workshops by the partner and others (UNICEF) confirmed that since the ABEC training there was more group work, the use of materials and the use of lesson plans.

Six interviews were held with participants from the partner’s health-related workshops.  Four of the respondents stated that they had been to two separate classes, each lasting an average of six days, although no calendar dates were noted.  All reported learning very specific procedures and could recite these, demonstrating that the trainings had some lasting impact.  Of course, actual practices may be different but this evaluation could not begin this level of data collection.
Panjshir

	
	Teachers
	VEC/PTA

members
	Students
	Classroom observation
	Principals
	Health
	PEO/

DEO

	Number

Interviewed
	12
	12
	14
	9
	2
	
	1

	Number of schools
	3
	6*
	2
	3
	2
	
	1



Twelve teacher interviews from three schools were submitted for analysis.  All four had attended at least one 20-day workshop in the past year, with most having completed a full 40 day class.  All responded that “using new teaching methods” and using “lesson plans” were the changes brought about because of the training.  Unfortunately the new methods were not specified in the responses and the follow-up question in the interview form designed to elicit more information only generated the following general responses: “practical and theoretical” and “student-centered”, which provide limited information.  One teacher did mention group work as a new method, and all the teachers did note the use of natural materials, such as beans and wood in class. The use of these materials is often considered a proxy for new methods or a changed teaching pedagogy since the assumption is that prior to the trainings teachers were not using such “practical” approaches.  It is also known that almost every NGO training in pedagogy uses these techniques, especially to teach math to lower primary school students.  The majority of the teachers felt that their students were learning to read and write, with ratings above the midpoint on a five-point Likert scale, while there were no scores at the low end.  According to all the teachers, no PTA or village education committee has been formed for these particular schools.  

Twelve members from village education committees were interviewed.  Several were from accelerated learning schools and not from villages with planned school construction.  One committee was started approximately three months ago while the other has an unspecified start date. One of the villages does not have an ABEC school yet due to delays in the construction, and therefore reported few activities underway.  This serious construction delay has been noted elsewhere in the report.  Generally, the members reported that their primary function was to get parents involved in the school.

Fourteen student interviews from two schools were submitted for review.  Most students reported that the teacher encouraged them to participate in class by “going to the blackboard , solving problems on the black board, and doing homework.”  About two thirds reported that the teacher used various types of materials in instruction, particularly in math classes.  

Nine classroom observations from three schools were submitted for analysis.  Every teacher exhibited most of the seventeen behaviors listed on the checklist, which is an excellent result.  

Two principal interviews were submitted, presumably from two schools although these are not indicated on the forms.  Both principals noted that teachers use materials in class, prepare lesson plans and have the students work in groups as a result of the training and that the teacher’s classes were observed (duration and frequency not specified ).

There was one reported interview from the PEO.  The responses appear slightly contradictory but it appears that the official was satisfied with the level of cooperation between the project and his staff.  He also indicated that he has observed some of the activities.
Saripul

	
	Teachers
	VEC/PTA

members
	Students
	Classroom observation
	Principals
	Health
	PEO/

DEO

	Number

Interviewed
	32
	17
	41
	17
	3
	6
	2

	Number of schools/districts
	6
	6
	6
	5
	2
	N/A
	2



Thirty two (eleven female) from six schools were interviewed by four data-gatherers.  Ten of the teachers attended a workshop last year while the others all finished at least one class in the past year.  Most of the classes were listed as “pedagogy” and lasted five to seven days.  Seven of the teachers noted that after the training they felt that they could “use the new methods”. While these were not specified, more specific answers from the remainder give a clue as to their character.  Some of these included: using teaching materials, classroom management techniques, and making [lesson] plans.  The most used methods of teaching were: group work (10), the use of a question and answer format (4), and those that are “practical and theoretical”, which were not specified.  Twenty seven reported using natural materials, such as sticks, small rocks, and beans in their classrooms as teaching materials.  (Typically, math training for teachers by the NGO community involves the use of local materials as substitutes for non-existent textbooks.  It would be interesting to know if teachers, in general, see the use of natural materials only as a transitional tool that can be discarded after the textbooks arrive in a school.  If this is true then most of the training done by NGOs will be forgotten as textbooks become more available.) 

Only three of the teachers reported that they were never observed in class, while the majority commenting that they had more than one visit to their classroom.  This high number indicates adequate follow-up to the trainings.  Unfortunately, this evaluation could not review the practices and findings from these classroom observations.  The plans expressed by the teachers give some indication of the direction for the school system.  Seven of the teachers from three different schools wanted to expand the school to include higher grade levels.  Other common plans included the improvement of teacher’s ability to teach, and construction related projects (walls, library, and roof).  All believed that the reading and writing skills have improved.  Once again, it is not clear if this change was the result of trainings.  Further studies concentrating on the specific variables and the cause and effect could be designed to help understand the connections.

Fourteen teachers noted that a PTA started in their school only one month earlier or less.  It is not clear if a village education committee already existed in these villages.  The respondents seemed to know the difference between a PTA and a VEC and were specifically answering the question in reference to the establishment of PTAs.  We suspect, judging from the interviews with VEC members that education committees already existed in at least several of these villages.  (The partner confirmed this understanding: until recently there were four education committees (men, women, girl, and boys) that developed an education action plan at the beginning of the project. More recently, in recognition of the MOE statute, PTAs have been established.)


Seventeen VEC members were interviewed from six schools.  All were established in the last year with most started approximately 10 months ago.  When asked by the data gathers, what they had done for the school, respondents claimed that they: help [more] girls go to school, check attendance, solve problems (unspecified), while two responded “nothing important yet”.  One of these respondents even added to this comment “except to send girls to school”.  Yet when asked about specific work done by the community to help in the school construction every school apparently had some level of involvement including: building walls, donating and clearing land, and guarding materials.  It is not clear which group, the PTA, VEC or village shura was responsible for the activities, but it does appear that members were trained by the partner and then changed their behaviors to begin working on education problems.  Most VEC members also believed that the children’s ability to read and write was “getting better” or that they completely agreed that their skills had improved.  Their plans for their schools ranged from very small projects such as “building a box to collect money for the school” to expanding the available range of grades to include higher levels.  Overall it appears that VEC members are active and informed.

Forty one primary school students (23 female) were interviewed from five schools.  All said that the teachers encourage participation in the classroom.  They specifically named the following methods: using questions and answers, “repeating the new homework” and the use of homework.  While these levels of participation may seem low, we must remember that the concept is a relative term with no clear scale to make consistent judgments.  Many of these activities probably represent a significant change from the prevailing didactic practices experienced in schools and therefore have to be viewed in context.  The data gathers also asked students how teachers encouraged them.  Every single student responded “when the teacher says excellent and well done”.  This response was exactly the same throughout all the student interviews regardless of location.  Either the question was confusing to most students or the data-gathers were leading the students to answer in certain ways is not clear, but to have such uniformity is curious.  Another possibility of many is that such encouragement techniques were modeled in the workshops and teachers found them successful.  Approximately half the students reported that their teachers used materials in their classrooms, generally for math classes.  However, this data may include a sampling problem since eleven respondents from one school, Aman Zaman, all reported that they did not use materials, yet three of five teachers from the same school reported that they did use materials in their classes.   Eliminating these records would change the result so that approximately two-thirds reported using materials in classrooms.

Seventeen classroom observations from five schools were submitted for analysis.  Once again the teachers exhibited the majority of the seventeen expected behaviors on the list.  Clearly the teachers were using methods learned in training sessions.

Six interviews with participants in separate health workshops were submitted.  Two of the four reported attending a class on health related subjects in the past three months while the other two were unspecified.  All four could answer basic questions, which indicated that the training has had some theoretical impact, although no observations were possible.


Two interviews with representatives from the district or provincial education offices were translated for analysis.  One official was apparently newly assigned and knew little about the project, while the other noted much interaction between the implementing partner and his office.  He reported that there was contact and consultation between the parties at all stages during the project.  Unfortunately, the responses from this questionnaire were slightly contradictory which might mean that a few of the questions were confusing.
7. The future direction:


The following comments by three department managers reflect many of the ministry objectives for a second phase of the project and therefore must be seriously considered.  The initial project conditions did not allow for many of the more advanced ideas they propose; in the beginning it was often just sufficient to get a village education committee to meet, to distribute materials, to build or rehabilitate a school, and to provide a few basic skills to teachers.  These were the reasonable expectations given the conditions, budget and capacity of the various parties.  Now it is time for the next steps in these communities, and with these more ministry control and support.  I have included this section because these comments from the leaders of the education sector foreshadow the structure of future relations between NGOs and the ministry in Afghanistan.  The following comments provide considerations for future project implementation:

“I am very concerned about sustainability.  Certainly it is good that the schools were built and that some teachers were trained, but I think that the teacher training part will not be supported after the project.  Also, good was the creation of community support through the village education committees and other community organizations.  This additional support is good but I do not know how long it will last without outside support.”

“If the project was to go ahead, the selection of sites would have to be improved.  It seems that the partners have spread themselves out too much and that the impact of this project as a model was lost.  As it is the project did not have high visibility.  There was nothing that could be shown as a model; it was just pieces.   I would suggest that the partners concentrate in one district in a province and create something that was sustainable.  They should make sure that each school that they built had all of the support services that they put in place in all these other areas.  It really should not have been a project to put out numbers but it should have been a project to demonstrate quality”

“There are several things that should have been included in this project.  First there should have been some money for the construction ministry to monitor and evaluate construction.”  

“I would like to see several changes.  First I would like more Afghan NGOs as partners in the new project.  The reason is that they could receive training.  We are getting to the point in the development of the country where Afghans should take over more responsibilities.  Second, NGO’s should employ more Afghans from the Ministry in these projects for training purposes.  These “seconded” people could work in both the NGO and the MOE by splitting their time.”
(This comment refers to ‘grants’ in general not just for this project).  “I think that the nature of grants forces the project to be inflexible, both in terms of time and in the output.  NGO’s feel like they have to supply something to communities yet I am not sure that sufficient time was allocated to allow the communities to voice what they wanted.  Instead the NGOs do a very short assessment and then start developing these areas without sufficient time to really know if the community wants the project.


The other point I would like to make is that sustainability is a big issue.  I think to have a sustainable program the people have to be self-motivated to want to change.  If the NGOs just bring schools and money then the people will expect that handout to continue in the future.  They will not be motivated to make the changes themselves.”

8. Conclusion and recommendations:

I would like first to present an abbreviated version of the partner’s plan for proposed changes in the operation of the consortium, should there be an opportunity to continue the ABEC project.  This is a paraphrased listing, which may not be complete yet it does show considerable insight into the problems that were faced and the necessary solutions.  The partners generally agree that the following changes should be considered in consultation with the ministry, and therefore propose:
· Increasing the coordinating with key national education priorities such as the TEP and extracurricular guidelines, such as testing the development of PTAs and related community-based school management mechanisms
· Providing feedback to the MoE on implementing MoE guidelines, in close coordination with the Extracurricular Department of the MoE
· Implementing a consistent minimum package of activities to increase uniformity and measurability of impact, but also allowing some additional activities, building on individual agency strengths, in support of access to quality education.  (Part of this might include the distribution of approved textbooks in the future.  During the life of this project, the creation of acceptable government textbooks has always been significantly behind schedule, leaving few options.)
· Building capacity in provincial and district DoEs, in close collaboration with the central MoE;

· Strengthening and expanding the role of the PCU, possibly housed at the MoE, to include full-time and/or consultant technical assistance capacity to support the implementation of the minimum package
· Working in whole target districts (to the extent possible) to maximize the effectiveness of work with provincial and district education officials
· Conducting operations research, initially focused on understanding student learning and using this information to target ongoing teacher education
· Expanding the consortium to include additional Afghan national organizations.

ABEC’s experience to date suggests that provincial and district staff might benefit from capacity building in planning, managing information, data analysis at the district level, planning use of time, school assessment, and learning assessment to improve teaching, but this should be discussed further.  Additionally, ABEC and the MOE should also review ABEC’s involvement in school construction.  While constructing schools is very important to education access, the strength of NGOS may be better used in creating sustainable community processes and it may be that over the next three years, private Afghan construction companies may develop the capacity and accountability to meet the needs of government.


In addition the following points should also be considered: encouraging boys to go to school in certain areas where girls’ education may have received most of the funding, and second, evaluating the basic structure of this consortium.


Although the project objectives put emphasis on girls’ access to basic education in Afghanistan, more than one VEC specifically asked if more funding could be given so that more boys could go to school. We do not have the contextual information of the particular school districts regarding boy/girl enrollment ratio to determine if the request was reasonable, but this possible issue should be investigated.  In the international community, it is a long-held belief that the gender disparity of access to basic education is a fundamental barrier to reach the Millennium Goal that by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to complete a full course of primary schooling.  However, it is worth considering that according to a recent study by Wils, Zhao & Hartwell (2005) using national datasets from the Demographic and Health Surveys (www.measuredhs.com), the greatest inequality of schooling is not in gender, but in geographical locations. Children, both girls and boys, in poor remote rural areas, are the predominantly marginalized group. An insight into this is that project design and implementation should take into account local concerns for the project to achieve the optimal desired results. 

Second, the “federalist” consortium model may not be the most effective structure.  The data shows an imbalance of implementation activities across the eight provinces. What is not apparent from the data is the lack of coordination among the four partners. Their share of responsibilities as project implementing partners was not based on their respective and complementary abilities, strengths and expertise, but rather on geographical locations. Consequently, the potential of the organizational synergy from the multi-agency consortium was eclipsed by individualized and isolated activities, which in turn, may have lessened the overall impact of the project.  Could the project have had more impact if partners were assigned responsibility across all geographic regions for the implementation of certain components?  Or, would the logistical and reporting problems within each partner’s structure create even larger impediments?  This alternative should be more carefully considered.
Perhaps in the one area of construction activities more centralized control from the PCU would have created economies of scale that would have enabled several of the partners to concentrate on piloting new approaches in “soft” areas like teacher-training and early childhood development.  Unfortunately, construction activities dominated the agendas for most partners and left little time for their staff to create new programs.  At the time the consortium assembled the federalist approach seemed to be the most desirable but more cooperation may have been beneficial not only to the project outcomes but to the partners themselves if a more integrated approach was used.  The structure of the consortium is crucial given that the tension between weak teaching capacity, inadequate capital investment and the demand for high quality basic education needs to be addressed with synergetic endeavors.  Without more serious study, it is not clear which approach is more effective but documentation that discusses the experience and issues would be useful for future consortiums.  One of the project’s lasting legacies could be the importance of a report that details the lessons learned about the design, implementation and evaluation of a project involving multiple agencies in a post-conflict scenario.  


Finally, going forward, one partner has offered their own concern.  It bears repeating here because it is essential to our understanding of effective schooling for children.  The partner noted that, in particular, educators in Afghanistan must start to recognize language differences across the country and the impact this has on children’s opportunity to learn. This issue was mentioned time and again by teachers and children and their parents.  Fifty percent of the world’s out-of-school children live in communities where the language of schooling is rarely, if ever, used at home. This is a statistic Afghanistan should think seriously about.  We know that the ‘first language first’ approach is so much more effective for children.


The ABEC project has done the initial work of building community support for a small number of schools.  They have provided hope where almost none existed before.  The response from the communities has been overwhelming, but the people want more.  It is important to realize that this project was intended as a pilot, because it was designed to test new ideas and new connections in the education sector.  To a great extent the implementing partners have achieved many of the objectives of the project, although the most significant weakness has been the lack of documentation of the education “successes” so that the ministry could learn from their efforts.  As it is, most officials do not realize the work that has been achieved, the strategies that were employed, the methods used or the insights discovered from all of these activities.  Whether this was the function of the partners or the PCU was not clear; initially it was the role of the university partner to provide this information but the expense associated with this “reflection” piece was eliminated in the initial budget negotiations.  Consequently, much of the lessons that could have been learned will be forgotten. 



The ABEC project has done important work in Afghanistan; it has made a contribution to the improvement of many lives in rural areas.  The people in the communities where projects were implemented appreciate the work of these implementing partners.  The evaluation team did not hear a single negative comment about any of the project activities or the work that was done; instead, they were often inspired by the stories they heard from villagers.  The communities only expressed frustration at the pace of change and the limited amounts of materials that the project could provide given the budget.  These ‘complaints’ are beyond the scope and capacity of this ABEC project; overall the project has successfully met its objectives.
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Tentative Itinerary for Frank before arrival.  The final itinerary included only the Saripul trip.  All other visits were cancelled due to security concerns.
	Day
	Activities 
	Where 
	When 
	Support needed 

	1.
	Meeting with PCU, reviewing project documents. and meet with SAVE


	Kabul 
	May 15th  
	PCU 

	2.
	Workshop /Meeting ( work on tools )
	Kabul
	May 16h  
	PCU

	3.
	Workshop and Training Researchers
	Kabul 
	May 17th   
	PCU

	4.
	Field visit ( Kabul –Panjsher)
	Panjsher
	May 18th 
	CRS

	5.
	Field visit (Panjsher)
	Panjsher
	May 19th   
	CRS

	6.
	Field visit( Panjsher –Kabul)
	Panjsher
	May 20  
	CRS

	7.
	Meeting with MOE central level
	Kabul
	May 21
	PCU

	8.
	Field visit (Kabul – Ghazni)
	Ghazni
	May 22
	CARE 

	9.
	Field visit Ghazni
	Ghazni
	May 23
	CARE 

	10.
	Field visit Ghazni – Kabul 
	Ghazni
	May 24
	CARE 

	11.
	Field visit ( Kabul- Saripul)
	Saripul
	May 25th   
	SAVE

	12.
	Field visit (Saripul)
	Saripul
	May 26th  
	SAVE 

	13.
	Field visit (Saripul -Kabul)
	Saripul 
	May 28th 
	SAVE 

	14.
	Field visit ( Kabul –Paktia )
	Paktia
	May 29th 
	IRC 

	15.
	Field visit (Paktia )
	Paktia 
	May 30th 
	IRC 

	16.
	Field visit( Paktia-Kabul ) 
	Paktia 
	May 31st  
	IRC

	17.
	Meeting with ADB 
	Kabul 
	June 1st 
	PCU

	18.
	Prepare for the workshop 
	Kabul 
	June 2rd     
	PCU

	19
	Workshop ( PIPs ,MOE ,ADB) 
	Kabul 
	June 4th 
	PCU

	20
	Drafting the report
	Kabul 
	June  5th 
	PCU 


TOR for Frank McNerney

ABEC Final Evaluation Terms of Reference (TOR)

The terms of reference (TOR) for the final evaluation of the ADB funded project titled Afghanistan Community-Based, Gender Sensitive Basic Education for the Poor (JFPR 9019 – AFG) are listed in this section.  The final evaluation will be conducted by the Center for International Education at the University of Massachusetts (UMass/CIE) during the period of May 15, 2005 to June 7, 2005.   
Background
CARE International, Catholic Relief Services (CRS), the International Rescue Committee (IRC), Save the Children Federation Inc., USA (SC), and UMass/CIE formed the Afghanistan Basic Education Consortium (ABEC), for the management and implementation of an ADB funded Community-Based, Gender Sensitive Basic Education project.  CARE is the lead agency for the management of this Project.  A Program Coordination Unit (PCU) has been established that is charged with overall coordination of the activities of Project Implementation Partners (PIPs), financial administration of the project, reporting, monitoring and evaluation, and liaison with the Ministry of Education, on behalf of the PIPs.
The project’s purpose is to reduce poverty by identifying effective approaches for assuring increased access to and quality of basic education for Afghan youth, especially girls. 

The project supports the following objectives: 
· Build capacity and strengthen partnerships between the Government, schools, NGOs, and communities, for participatory planning and development of basic education for the poor;

· Increase access to basic education, particularly for poor girls;

· Improve the quality of basic education for children in poor communities, particularly for girls and other disadvantaged groups;

· Promote innovative community and NGO partnerships for integrated child and youth development services focusing on reconciliation and development in a post-conflict society;

· Support, where possible, income generation schemes related to school rehabilitation and furniture production; and

· Support policy discussions of the expansion of the pilot scheme developed under the JFPR Project to a broader coverage through follow up ADB loans.

Project activities are organized around six components:

1. Community-based, basic education planning and management;

2. Community-government partnership for school reconstruction;

3. Provision of essential teaching and learning equipment/learning materials;

4. School-based teacher training;

5. Innovative demand –based approaches to NFE and training (targeted at children, girls, youth, special groups);

6. Project management, monitoring, and impact assessment.
Project implementation began in January 2004 in Paktika, Panshir, Paktia, and Faryab provinces.  At the beginning of July 2004 project implementation was extended to four more provinces: Ghazni, Kapisa, Nangarhar, and Sar-i Pul.
Purpose of the final evaluation
The evaluation should measure achievement of intended outcomes of the project.  More specifically, the evaluation will:

· Assess the outputs for each of the six project components.

· Assess the impact of select ABEC components.  Prospective indicators of impact for each component are included below:

	Main Components
	Effect indicators

	Community based basic education planning and management


	Changes in attitudes and behaviors by relevant stakeholders (including local education officials, school administrators & teachers, community members, parents, etc.) towards greater community involvement in education processes such as planning, management, and monitoring & school construction. 

	School-based teacher training
	Changes in knowledge, attitudes and practices among teachers in relation to teaching and learning; specifically changes in practice – are teachers using methods and activities learned in training?



	Project management, monitoring and impact assessment
	 
	Local
	District
	Provincial
	National;

	
	MoE
	Principals’ and teachers’ level of engagement 
	DEO and other district MoE staff engagement.
	PEO and provincial MoE staff engagement.
	MoE staff engagement  in the project

	
	PCU
	
	
	
	Success in coordinating with the national MoE on behalf of the Consortium 

	
	PIPs
	Success in engaging principals, teachers, parents, community leaders and children 
	Success in engaging DEO and/or other district level MoE staff in the project
	Success in engaging PEO or other provincial MoE staff in the project
	


· Discuss constraints, challenges and issues that have affected project implementation and achievements

· Provide a forum for stakeholders to identify and consolidate best practices and lessons learned for a possible second phase of the project

· Make recommendations for continuation of ABEC activities

1.1. Methodology of the final evaluation

· The evaluator will review key project documents, including baseline data. 
· The evaluator will design appropriate evaluation methods and tools such as focus group interviews, observation tools, etc. to measure the impact of the ABEC program as outlined above.  The evaluator will submit a description of the evaluation methodology and tools to the PCU for approval prior to the commencement of the evaluation and no later than April 30, 2005 

· The evaluator will visit all implementing partners – either individually or together –  before the onset of the evaluation.

· The evaluator will visit project implementation areas, as outlined in the draft itinerary and as security and time permits, with a team of 4 Afghan researchers, including 2 females and 2 males.  Female researchers will ensure the inclusion of evaluation activities for female beneficiaries.

· The team will deploy itself to reach the maximum number of beneficiaries to document and evaluate ABEC activities.  

· After completion and analysis of evaluation activities, the evaluator will present preliminary findings to the ABEC steering committee.  The final evaluation report will be presented to the PCU/PIPs and the MoE for feedback before submission of the final report to CARE/PCU the final evaluation report will be presented to ADB for review.  Disagreements or differences in opinion between the evaluator and Consortium will be highlighted in the report.

The evaluator will submit the final report no later than 4 weeks after submission of comments by ABEC consortium
Terms of Reference for National Researchers

Final Evaluation 

 ABEC Project

Background

CARE International, Catholic Relief Services (CRS), the International Rescue Committee (IRC), Save the Children Federation Inc., USA (SC), and UMass/CIE formed the Afghanistan Basic Education Consortium (ABEC), for the management and implementation of an ADB funded Community-Based, Gender Sensitive Basic Education project.  CARE is the lead agency for the management of this Project.  A Program Coordination Unit (PCU) has been established that is charged with overall coordination of the activities of Project Implementation Partners (PIPs), financial administration of the project, reporting, monitoring and evaluation, and liaison with the Ministry of Education, on behalf of the PIPs.
Project activities are organized around six components:

7. Community-based, basic education planning and management;

8. Community-government partnership for school reconstruction;

9. Provision of essential teaching and learning equipment/learning materials;

10. School-based teacher training;

11. Innovative demand –based approaches to NFE and training (targeted at children, girls, youth, special groups);

12. Project management, monitoring, and impact assessment.
Project implementation began in January 2004 in Paktika, Panshir, Paktia, and Faryab provinces.  At the beginning of July 2004 project implementation was extended to four more provinces: Ghazni, Kapisa, Nangarhar, and Sar-i Pul.

Terms of Reference 

The terms of reference for the Afghan researchers are listed below. The researcher will be working closely with UMASS for Final Evaluation of ABEC project to be conducted for five weeks starting from May 1st, 2005 to June 7th, 2005. 

1. The researcher will help ABEC members under close guidance of UMASS to develop tools. 

2. Test the tools at least in two provinces outside of Kabul. 

3. Draw the preminalary findings from the tested tools. 

4. Help ABEC including UMASS to retune the tools. 

5. Participate in two days workshop to finalize the tools. 

6. Conduct the evaluation/research at least in four provinces outside of Kabul. 

7. Help UMASS in analyzing the findings from the field. 

8. Help UMASS in generating the final report.

Qualifications

The incumbent should have the minimum below qualifications

· BA in social science. 

· At least four years of experience in research. 

· At least two years of research experience with a research company.

· Has been involved at least once in the last two years in Education Projects research. 

· Fluent in Dari and Pashtoo languages, some level of English speaking is required.

· Flexible in working hours.

· Should be able to travel outside of working hours and in other provinces other than Kabul. 

Note:

CARE Afghanistan will be leading the process and is going to provide the research team with transportation and lodging boarding facility only outside of Kabul. 

Contact:

Please contact the Project Coordination Unit in CARE Afghanistan  main office. 

070285988

Statistical analysis results for change in attitudes towards girls twelve years older and younger attending school.

Results:  No change in attitude for girls under 12 but significant change in attitude for girls over 12 years old.

The values of -2, -1, 1 and 2 are respectively assigned to the attitude scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree, i.e., Strongly Disagree = -2, Disagree = -1, Agree = 1, Strongly Agree =2. Using SPSS, paired-samples T-test is employed as the statistical analysis technique. 

The results (see tables below) reveal that 

· regarding the attitudes towards that “girls under the age of 12 should go to school”, there is no statistically significant difference between the baseline surveys I and II (p = 0.205);

· with reference to the attitudes towards that “girls older than 12 should go to school”, the difference between the baseline survey I and II is statistically significant (p = 0.003).  

Attitudes towards that “girls under the age of 12 should go to school”


Paired Samples Test

	 
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Lower
	Upper
	 
	 
	 

	Pair 1
	time1 - time2
	-.15000
	.73554
	.11630
	-.38524
	.08524
	-1.290
	39
	.205


Attitudes towards that “girls older than 12 should go to school”


Paired Samples Test

	 
	Paired Differences
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Lower
	Upper
	 
	 
	 

	Pair 1
	t1 - t2
	-.64103
	1.24578
	.19948
	-1.04486
	-.23719
	-3.213
	38
	.003


Questionnaires
Final Evaluation ABEC
VEC / PTA Interview form 
Individually (       ) Group (       ) 

Province: _______________   District: ____________   Village: _______________ 
School: ________________   Date: ____________    Sex: Female (     ) Male (       )

1. Is there any Education Shura/ PTA in the village? If yes, when they started their activities? 
________________________________________________________________________
2. What PTA /Education Shura specifically have done for the school? And how much their partnership has been effective for forwarding Education affaires? 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3. Community people support Shura’s partnership in forwarding education activities. 
Completely agree          agree          fairly agree         opposite             completely opposite 
4. Whether before this Educational Committee or PTA, you have been member of other Shura.     Yes.             No.      If yes, please explain.
________________________________________________________________________

5. Shura with encouraging people could increase the number of students, particularly girls in the school! 
Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite
6. School location has been chosen by community people.  

Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite

7. What is the Community participation in School construction/rehabilitation?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

8. Frequency of Sura’s meeting with District Education Department.
Once a month           Once in three month             once in six month            never  
9. Shura’s partnership in the following activities 

a. Monitoring of teaching and learning materials;                Yes                 NO     

b. Monitoring of Health Education process;                         Yes                 NO  

c. Betterment of student’s cleanliness;                                  Yes                 NO 

d. Preparing drinking water;                                                 Yes                 NO 

e. cleaning school site ;                                                          Yes                 NO                                                            

f. sapling in the school ;                                                         Yes                 NO 

g. literacy for women; ;                                                          Yes                 NO

h. literacy for men; ;                                                               Yes                 NO

i. controlling students’ attendance   ;                                      Yes                NO                                       
10. without any financial aid from the organizations the Shura for school:

is Completely effective                     is effective               is not effective            is harmful            
11.  What is your plan for the future of your school?                    
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

12. How do you assess the students interest and enthusiastic towards school and lesson before and during this project.  
.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

13. Parents assist their children in providing local teaching and learning materials 

Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite

14. Whether your children’s reading and writing skills have been improved. 
Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite

Questionnaires

Final Evaluation  ABEC

Teacher interview form (individually) 
grade: ___________________________                Date: __________________________

Sex: male (      ), female (        )                             School: _________________________

Province: _________________________             District: _________________________

1. When and what Educational workshops did you attend?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. What was the duration of the workshops you attended?

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
 3. After getting the workshops, what changes do you feel moved toward your teaching? Please explain.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
in your teaching?  4. Which methods do you use mostly   

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
5. Whether some one observed your teaching? By whom? How many times? And how? 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
6. From which local materials you utilize in your teaching.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

7. Whether educational committee / PTA have been established in this village? If yes, when they started their activities?  
________________________________________________________________________

8. What did PTA/Educational Shura do specifically for the school? And how was their effectiveness in forwarding educational affaires?  
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
9. Community people support Shura’s partnerships in forwarding Educational affaires.

Completely agree        agree          fairly agree         opposite         completely opposite               

10. Whether before this Educational Committee or PTA, you have been member of other Shura.     Yes.             No.      If yes, please explain.
________________________________________________________________________

11. Shura with encouraging people could increase the number of students, particularly girls in the school! 
Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite
12. Whether school location has been chosen by community people?  

Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite

13. What is the Community participation in School construction/rehabilitation?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

14. Frequency of Sura’s meeting with District Education Department.
Once a month           Once in three month             once in six month            never  
16. Shura’s partnership in the following activities 

a. Monitoring of teaching and learning materials;                 Yes                 NO     

b. Monitoring of Health Education process;                          Yes                 NO  

c. Betterment of student’s cleanliness;                                   Yes                 NO 

d. preparing drinking water ;                                                  Yes                 NO 

e. cleaning school site ;                                                          Yes                 NO                                                            

f. sapling in the school ;                                                          Yes                 NO 

g. literacy for women; ;                                                           Yes                 NO

h. literacy for men; ;                                                                Yes                 NO

i. controlling students’ attendance   ;                                       Yes                 NO                                       
17. without any financial aid from the organizations the Shura for school.

 is Completely effective                      is effective               is not effective          is  harmful            
          18.  What is your plan for the future of your school?                    
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

19. How do you assess the students interest and enthusiastic towards school and lesson before and during this project.  
.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

.20. Parents assist their children in providing local teaching and learning materials 

Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite

21. Whether your children’s reading and writing skills have been improved. 
Completely agree          agree        fairly agree      opposite        completely opposite

Questionnaires
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Students’ interview form (Individually)

Grade: ________________                 Date: _________________________________

Location:_______________                Sex: female (    ) Male (    )    student’s age (      )
School: ________________              province:__________   District:_____________

1. Which subject do you like most?

_______________________________________________________________

2. Does your teacher make you to take part in the lessons? If Yes   how?
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
3. Does your teacher utilize teaching and learning materials while teaching? In which subject?  What kind of materials?
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________
4. Does your teacher encourage you through teaching?  How?

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
5. Students have learned well (researcher should ask some questions for assessing)
1          2           3            4            5
Note: 1 is the less and 5 is the higher number 

.   


Questionnaires
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Principle / head teachers’ Interview form 
Date: ___________________            School: _______________________

Sex: Female (     ), Male (      )            province: _____________ District:__________
1. Which workshops for how many teachers and for what duration have been offered by the project implementing organizations (CRS, CARE, and IRC & SAVE)?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Which workshops have been offered for your teachers by other organizations?

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3. Have you observed your teachers’ teaching course in the classroom? 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
4. How do you evaluate your school teachers’ teaching before and after the workshop? Please explain? 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
5. Do students’ parents observe your school teachers’ teaching? If yes, what are their ideas? 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________6. Does Parents and teachers’ Association (PTA) have any cooperation in addressing schools’ and students’ problems? Please explain. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Final Evaluation
Questionnaires

 ABEC

Class observation record 

Date: _____________________________        Class: ____________________________

School: ___________________________        No. of Present students:____________

% of present students:_______________       Province:____________district:______

Teacher: ___________________________      Form completed by: ________________
	No. 
	Questions 
	Yes
	No

	1. 
	Teacher was present in the beginning of the class. 
	
	

	2.
	Teacher did the classroom’s arrangements 
	
	

	3.
	Teacher took students’ attendance
	
	

	4.
	Teacher asked from previous lesson 
	
	

	5.
	Teacher checked the student’s homework 
	
	

	6.
	Teacher wrote the topic of the  new lesson on the blackboard 
	
	

	7
	Teacher paied the same attention to all students 
	
	

	8.
	Teacher utilized teaching  and learning materials 
	
	

	9.
	Teacher used different methods in teaching 
	
	

	10.
	Teacher answered students’ questions 
	
	

	11.
	Teacher encouraged students’ participation
	
	

	12.
	Teacher used teaching time properly according to the importance of the subject  
	
	

	13.
	Teacher was friendly 
	
	

	14.
	Teacher paid attention that every student has pen, pencil and notebook 
	
	

	15.
	Teacher was confident while teaching 
	
	

	16.
	Teacher made students to take part  equally 
	
	

	17.
	Teacher gave students homework 
	
	


Remarks:                                                                                                                           
Questionnaires

School Construction

Status a/o 5/22/05

To complete the construction status column in the table below please use this scale:

Status




Scale

No construction yet


1

Foundation completed


2
Walls erected



3
Roof finished



4
Interior finished


5
Grounds finished


6
Available for occupancy today
7
For each school both in Phase one and in Phase two please complete the following information:

	
	Partner
	Phase
	Province
	School name
	Number of classrooms

before construction
	Number of  classrooms

after

construction
	Construction 

status (use the  scale above)
	Number of girls now attending school 
	Number of boys now attending school
	Number of woman teachers
	Number of men teachers

	1
	CRS 
	II
	Kapisa 
	Gaffar Khail 
	New construction 
	Four classrooms
	1
	390
	172
	13
	1

	2
	CRS
	I
	Panjsher
	Kurpitab
	0
	10 
	2
	0
	430
	0
	14

	3
	
	
	
	Anwari
	0
	10 
	1
	0
	332
	0
	9

	4
	
	
	
	Sangona
	8
	10 +Compound Wall
	3
	98
	253
	20
	17

	5
	
	
	
	Bibi Hawa
	0
	6+ Compound Wall
	6
	153
	158
	3
	3

	6
	
	
	
	Rokha 
	6
	10
	5
	315
	1031
	0
	30

	7
	
	
	
	Kohemanjour
	4
	10+C.Wall
	2
	95
	105
	5
	3

	8
	
	
	
	AbDara
	0
	10 
	1
	0
	504
	0
	16

	9
	CARE
	I 
	Paktika
	Shahid Juma
	8
	C.W+2 doors+ 6 Latrine
	7
	0
	1130
	0
	23

	10
	
	
	
	Yahya Khail
	8
	C.W+ 1 door
	7
	0
	640
	0
	18

	11
	
	
	
	Khalifa Baba
	0
	8+6room+1 well
	7
	180
	250
	0
	10

	12
	
	
	
	Mata Khan
	0
	8
	7
	0
	868
	0
	24

	13
	
	
	
	Ibrahim Kareez
	0
	8+ 6 rooms+9L+1well
	7
	17
	201
	0
	10

	14
	IRC
	I
	Paktiya
	Gada Khail
	0
	8
	6
	1986
	0
	35
	8

	15
	
	
	
	Bayankhail
	8
	12
	4
	111
	322
	0
	12

	16
	
	
	
	Shah Qamber
	8
	12
	7
	374
	0
	7
	0

	17
	
	
	
	Kunder Khail
	8
	12
	4
	234
	71
	0
	5

	18
	SAVE
	I
	Faryab
	Belcheragh
	0
	8
	7
	396
	815
	12
	24

	19
	
	
	
	Qurchi
	8
	14
	7
	396
	554
	0
	28

	20
	
	
	
	Charmgary
	8
	14
	7
	195
	225
	0
	12

	21
	
	
	
	Tashqala
	8
	Over all Rehabilitation
	7
	220
	307
	0
	19

	22
	
	
	
	Darashakh
	8
	Over all Rehab.
	7
	463
	609
	2
	30

	23
	CRS 
	II
	Kapisa 
	Gaffar Khail 
	New construction 
	Four classrooms
	1
	390
	172
	13
	1

	24
	CARE
	II
	Ghazni
	Sheer Khan
	0
	8+ 9 latrine
	3
	195
	470
	0
	22

	25
	
	
	
	Hazrat Belal
	8
	12
	4
	0
	1140
	0
	31

	26
	
	
	
	Muqur school
	8
	Compound Wall
	4
	3936
	0
	13
	22

	27
	IRC
	II
	Nangarhar
	Marko school
	8
	12
	5
	266
	1990
	0
	33

	28
	
	
	
	KadijuturKubra
	0
	8
	4
	461
	0
	0
	11

	29
	
	
	
	Bazidkhel
	0
	8
	5
	235
	423
	0
	14

	30
	SAVE
	II
	Sar-e-Pul
	Sayed Abad Afghani
	0
	8
	5
	244
	255
	1
	11

	31
	
	
	
	Sadaqat
	0
	6
	4
	80
	116
	5
	3

	32
	
	
	
	Khar Kash
	0
	6
	5
	112
	237
	4
	10

	33
	
	
	
	Ghajer qudeq
	0
	6
	4
	39
	49
	0
	3

	34
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