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Abstract

The role of the evaluation for Official Development Assistance (ODA) enterprises
including educational development has become critical after increasing “aid fatigue”
experienced by the international community in the 1990s. To date, however,
monitoring and evaluating outcomes of the projects has been limited to the project life.
Consequently these have been mainly through the international aid agencies.
Furthermore, the monitoring and evaluation led by international aid agencies have paid
little attention to aspects of the sustainability of technical cooperation in educational
development. To sustain the impact of technical cooperation, the reinforcement of
evaluation has drawn increasing attention in light of the emerging modalities in
international development. Therefore this research was inspired to investigate
alternative evaluation frameworks for an educational reform project for teacher quality
improvement that may increase possibilities for long term sustainability. Importantly,
the new modalities in international development and educational issues provide new
options. In addition, the research reviewed theoretical and practical issues surrounding
evaluation in general, and highlighted the evaluation of education reform projects. The
research reported explored via case studies, the evaluation processes employed by the
Egyptian education reform projects implemented by the Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). The
case studies used three data sources (archival and relevant documents, a survey
questionnaire and interviews) to illuminate the contextually-embedded evaluation
processes. The research found that process evaluation is a potential alternative method
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since it is likely to be locally institutionalised, which may yield long-term
sustainability of the projects.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research

1.0 Introduction

This chapter outlines the research context for developing an evaluation framework of
educational reform projects for improvement of teacher quality. Firstly, the chapter has
five sections and commences with a problem statement for the research investigation.
This is followed by contextual information that describes the background of the research
including the situations for international development and basic education in developing
countries.

Thirdly this section stipulates the research purpose and procedure. The

fourth section proposes one main question consisting of three sub-questions so as to
focus the research purpose on an achievable outcome. Finally the chapter concludes
with the significance of research as outlined.

1.1 Problem Statement

The international community has been attempting to tackle a spectrum of global issues
such as reducing poverty and advancing opportunities for primary education for all.
Setting up the Millennium Development Goals, the internationally-agreed set of time
binding goals in 2000, reaffirmed commitment by the international community to the
global challenges (United Nations Development Program [UNDP], 2006). However,
wealth disparity exists widely in the world (Saito, 2005). Notwithstanding the
significant efforts and investment made by the international community over years, “aid
fatigue” was experienced by aid agencies in the 1990s as expected results were not
1

apparent (Takachiho, 2005). More precisely, technical cooperation aimed at by many
development projects was neither up-scaled nor took root in the society in those
countries as the projects faded out (Horigane, 2006). To sustain the impact of the
technical cooperation by international aid agencies, the reinforcement of evaluation for
Official Development Assistance (ODA) has drawn increasing attention in light of the
emerging modalities in international development (Nagao, 2003). The importance of
assistance in improving local capacity in an aid recipient country along with technical
intervention has been highlighted as one of the emerging modalities (Department for
International Development [DIFD], 2003; Fukuda-Parr, Lopes, & Malik, 2002; Japan
International Cooperation Agency [JICA], 2004d; Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). It is
assumed that providing for local capacity development and ownership can allow
innovative technical interventions to work, take root in a local context, and eventually
sustain the impact of interventions (DIFD, 2003). Concurrent with the debate over the
local capacity development to question aid efficacy and efficiency, Result-Based
Management (RBM) has been introduced to international development to ensure
transparency of the causality between project outcomes and implementation (Minamoto
& Nagao, 2006; United Nations Children's Fund [UNICEF], 2004a). Hence, RBM
advocates more process-oriented evaluation and evidence of the result or impact created
by aid interventions (Chapman, 2002).

Despite the competitive agendas and complexities in international development,
evaluation and monitoring practice by international aid agencies, to date, was devoted to
measuring only the production of immediate outputs (Bamberger, 2000; Nagao, 2006).
Concern of the aid agencies was neither to measure long term impact on policies,
2

institutions and benefits for the intended population, and nor to improve national
evaluation capacity (ibid.). In educational reform, despite involving tiers of stakeholders
and various strands in the reform process, the aid agencies tend to narrowly focus on
assessing educational enhancement in class room, but not whole educational
development including policy changes and capacity development (Kellaghan &
Stufflebeam, 2003; Riddle, 1999b). Therefore, the lack of attentions to evaluating
external valuables to core activities of education reform is also imputed to the “aid
fatigue” in some form (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Nagao, 2003; Riddell, 1999b).

However, the above emerging modalities in international development accelerate
evaluation practices for educational reform projects in developing countries to
re-consider how sustainable the impact of technical cooperation on a long term basis
would be (Courtney, 2007; United Nations, 2005; United Nations Educational Scientific
and Cultural Organisation [UNESCO], 2004). International aid agencies have started
recognizing that technical cooperation regarding educational development only cannot
materialize educational outcomes successfully without a need for enhancing the local
capacity and ownership in developing countries (Hirosato, 2001; Mabuchi & Yokozeki,
2004; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a). Hence, the importance of evaluating
both educational interventions and consequently local capacity development has
become the prevailing acknowledgement by recent critiques of aid interventions
(Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a). However,
evaluating educational reform projects is intrinsically complex (Riddell, 1999a; United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 2005). Benefits
from technical cooperation in education take time to emerge, and continue to accrue and
3

become more visible long after the project assistance is over (Chapman, 2002;
Psacharopoulos, 1995). Also, the attributable components of quality education vary
widely and different layers of participants in educational development have different
concerns and perspectives on the success of the interventions (Earl, Katz, & Watson,
2003; Psacharopoulos, 1995; Riddell, 1999a). As these factors make evaluating
educational reform projects more difficult, the designs of evaluation and monitoring for
the projects often fail to meet either the needs of international aid agencies or of the
developing countries (Riddell, 1999a). Therefore, there is a need to devise alternative
evaluation for the projects funded by international aid agencies (Courtney, 2007;
International Development Center of Japan & Koei Research Center Co., 2004; Nagao,
2003; Riddell, 1999a). The complex elements of educational reform projects raise a
concern for process evaluation as an alternative solution (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006).

1.2 Research Context

The significance of education has been broadly acknowledged as a basic right for
people globally and a pillar of social, economic and political development (Ebara, 2001).
Despite these acknowledgements, however, a UNESCO report (2007) shows that ‘774
million people are illiterate and 72 million children cannot access school education’.
This would indicate that large percentage of people are marginalized and are prevented
from engaging productively with the emerging knowledge economy.

Furthermore, the contextual situation for education in developing countries differs from
country to country (JICA, 2002a). Considering the prolonged deprivation of education
4

in many developing countries, any review now involves a number of interrelated factors
(Saito, 2005; UNESCO, 2007). The factors range widely and often influence those who
are more vulnerable, for example, children. Firstly, the supply of education cannot meet
demand due to the chronic financial constraints and the rapid increase in the population
of students in those developing countries (Hamano, 2005; JICA, 1997; UNESCO, 2007).
According to statistics, the average rate of population growth in the developing
countries is “1.4 percent per year compared to only 0.1 percent increase annually in
developed countries” (Todaro & Smith, 2003). Secondly, internal and external
inefficiency in the education system leads to high dropout rates and illiterate graduates,
and fosters inequities in the distribution of educational opportunities (UNESCO, 2007).
In addition, the health ramifications in developing countries is more crippling than that
in developed countries. The burden of infectious diseases such as AIDS and malaria
often affects either the young or the aged (Todaro & Smith, 2003; UNESCO, 2007).
There are an estimated 2.1 million children with HIV world-wide who do not fully
participate in education (UNICEF, 2005b). These serious diseases are also major
obstacles for children hoping to receive an education. Fourthly, increasing intrastate
conflicts in the world have deprived children of education and health, as can be noted in
Sudan where there were 59 different major conflicts in 48 locations from 1990 to 2003
(ibid.). Finally, domestic and cultural conditions significantly influence children’s
schooling. For instance, poverty in many developing countries makes it necessary for
parents to keep their children away from school and use them as additional labour in
order to support their families. Moreover, uneducated parents tend not to see education
as their way out of poverty, particularly parents’ with low to negligible expectations for
the education of their daughters (UNESCO, 2006; 2007).
5

Egypt, the case study for this research, is a developing country trying to improve its
education and training capacity. It has succeeded in its expansion of education during
the 1990s by increasing student enrolment numbers in pre-university education from
“12.8 million in 1990/91 to 15.6 million in 2000/2001” (UNICEF Egypt Country Office,
2002). In contrast with this quantitative increase, enhancement of qualitative aspects of
education in Egypt has been hampered by a range of elements overlapping with some of
the previously mentioned phenomena such as internal and external inefficiency in the
education system (World Bank, 1996, 2002) and gender issues (Population Council &
The American University in Cairo, 2000). In addition, there are specific hindrances to
the enhancement of education in Egypt that are associated with educational
administration and management, and teacher development. The Ministry of Education
in Egypt is a centralised, compartmentalized and a bureaucratic organization. The
Ministry consists of the central Ministry, local educational offices in 27 governorates
and a number of semi-autonomous national agencies such as the Centre for Curriculum
and Instructional Materials Development (JICA, 2004a). This compartmentalized
system presents difficulties for the central Ministry in coordinating with local offices
and outside bodies (World Bank, 1996, 2002). Such hindrances lead to a system with
inefficiencies where educational initiatives can be better integrated into mainstream
activities and collaboration between the various compartmentalised departments and
therefore can occur more effectively (ibid.).

Another feature of the educational bureaucracy in Egypt is the enforcement of national
directives on management and curriculum (Zaalouk, 2004). Local education inspectors
6

and administrators often instruct teachers to follow the directives, which do not reflect
local needs and leave little discretion for teachers (World Bank, 1996, 2002). Other
major concerns in Egypt include the generally low quality of teachers and poor teacher
motivation, partly because “13000 out of 25000 newly recruited teachers had no
pre-service training” (World Bank, 2002) and, consequently, receive low salaries (The
Egyptian Gazette, 2003). Low teacher salaries mean that nearly all teachers have a
second job to supplement their income, which is essential to support their families
(ibid.). Above all, private tutoring is a huge industry and gives the potential for low paid
teachers to have a second income in Egypt (The Egyptian Gazette, 2003). It is often
reported that private tutoring has become a social issue since the cost is by far the single
largest household education expense, whose total amount is equivalent to 1.6 percent of
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (The Egyptian Gazette, 2003; World Bank, 2002).

Other reasons for low teacher quality are pre-service and in-service training practices.
Pre-service training course curricula centre on abstract theories rather than practical
applications and innovative instructional practices. Moreover, financial support for
in-service training by the Ministry of Education is inadequate. In addition, trainers or
inspectors of teachers also lack academic and administrative skills, which can have a
negative impact on teachers’ performances (World Bank, 1996, 2002). These complex
factors often manifest as constraints on any attempt at improving student learning.

The international community has been grappling with these problems for a long time
regardless of the formidability of the task. Since World War II, the changing role and
concept of educational development has continued during each decade (Ebara, 2001).
7

However, the World Conference on Education for All (WCEFA) in 1990 was a turning
point, pledging universalizing access to education. Since then, the international
community has started considering education as an important factor in human and
sustainable development (ibid.). As a result, the importance of assistance in education
has been rising as the role of education in development has become much more
important (Ebara, 2001). The World Education Forum in 2000 re-analysed the
importance of pursuing quality of education in parallel with quantity of education,
stating "enhanced access in the absence of quality instruction is a hollow victory"
(UNESCO, 2000, p. 16). In the same year as the World Education Forum, the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were adopted by the ninety one UN member
countries and all the world’s leading development organizations (United Nations, 2006).
One of the eight Millennium Development Goals was to achieve universal primary
education by the target date of 2015, while another goal is to promote gender equity
including the elimination of gender disparity in primary and secondary education by the
same year (United Nations, 2005). The goal of universal primary education underlined
not only the importance of completion of primary education but also introduced the
concept that receiving quality education is extremely important (Courtney, 2007; United
Nations, 2005; UNESCO, 2004b). The adoption of the MDGs has also impacted on the
international community and has advanced the enhancement of quality education
(UNESCO, 2004, 2007). Responding to this international challenge, a number of
national representatives and development agencies around the world have re-endorsed
to tackle the global issues in harmony (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD), 2008).

8

Strategically, international aid agencies such as the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF), a multilateral international aid agency and a leader in educational
development, has been working on a wide range of activities aimed at children in
developing countries since the 1940s (Murata, 2001), including Egypt. They have been
supporting the Community Schools initiative in basic education in Southern Egypt since
1992 and have a fully fledged office in Cairo. Also, the Japanese International
Cooperation Agency (JICA), is the core implementing agency for bilateral Japanese
technical cooperation on a governmental level, has been increasing its cooperation and
support for basic education reform in developing countries since the 1990s (JICA,
2002a). Firstly, JICA started its assistance to mathematics and science education at
primary level in Egypt in 1997, producing teacher guidebooks and conducting teacher
education. Other multi-lateral agencies such as the World Bank, the European Union
(EU) and some bilateral agencies also embarked on similar endeavours. There have
been considerable amounts of technical and financial assistance provided to developing
countries with regards to improving education and training capacities. These efforts, in
turn, improve the development of national human capital (Pillay & Elliott, 2005).

Recognising the high ratio of educational assistance, the establishment of an
international evaluation framework to measure the progress of the Education for All
initiative since 1990 has situated ‘monitoring and evaluation’ as the focus of educational
development (Nagao, 2003). However, it is difficult to measure the effectiveness and
impact of quality-focused educational projects in developing countries since the quality
of education is often viewed as subjective and elusive (Motala, 2001; UNICEF, 2000a;
UNESCO, 2004b). It is suggested that the quality of education should be defined in
9

each country based on both the international discourse, and on each individual country’s
national development plan (International Development Center of Japan & Koei
Research Center Co., 2004). The latter is embedded within the culture, values and ethics
of each nation. Therefore, the vagueness of the definition of education quality has
resulted in only a few studies on the quality of education that have been attempted thus
far (UNESCO, 2004b). Although various factors influence quality improvement in
education reforms, international aid agencies focus specially on teacher education
including pedagogy in which many aid agencies have invested most (Fuller & Clarke,
1994; Lockheed & Verspoor, 1991; Riddell, 1998). Similarly, Hamano (2005) attributes
quality improvement in educational development projects to quality of teachers, teacher
education, and contents of teaching. These are factors in teacher quality improvement
that directly influence student achievement and are often used as indicators for the
enhancement of quality education (Riddell, 1998). Thus, specifying and evaluating the
attributes of quality education is important to avoid confusion in evaluating educational
reform projects in general (Chapman, 2002).

As noted earlier, it has been acknowledged among international aid agencies that
development interventions are more likely to succeed if they promote both local
capacity as well as technical intervention (DIFD, 2003; JICA, 2006b; Mabuchi &
Kuwajima, 2004; Pandey, 2002). In educational reform, local capacity can be divided
into three layers of school, infrastructure and policy levels (Earl et al., 2003). Hence,
enhancing the three-layer local capacity in educational reform projects it is imperative
that for success in an educational reform project, the evaluation of educational reform
projects should develop and examine indicators for the technical aspects and consequent
10

outcome. However it is crucial for the entire local capacity such as, organizational
reinforcement and institution building to also be subject to intense scrutiny (Mabuchi &
Yokozeki, 2004; Riddell, 1999a).

1.3 Research Purpose and Procedures

The purpose of the research was to develop an evaluation framework for educational
reform projects with a particular focus on teacher quality improvement and the potential
to sustain the impact of technical cooperation. An alternative framework underpinned by
current theoretical knowledge was envisaged. The research aimed to develop the
evaluation framework within the basic education reform in order to align the study to
education interventions in the selected research site in Egypt. The research started with
theoretical and contextual literature reviews on discourses of evaluation frameworks and
educational development in developing countries in order to understand the
socio-cultural context in which evaluations for education reform projects are situated.
The literature review enabled the research to substantiate a synthesized conceptual
framework for the evaluation of educational reform projects for teacher quality
improvement as well as to make research assumptions. The research selected one JICA
and one UNICEF educational reform project in Egypt and examined the process of
evaluation adopted by each of the two projects. Subsequently a comparison and
synthesis of the processes of evaluation into a sustainable framework with underpinning
assumptions was investigated. The respective processes of the evaluations were elicited
by the research data collected from field work in Egypt, which were derived from
archival documents, questionnaire surveys and interviews with the different
11

stakeholders involved in the two projects. Examining the processes of the evaluations
involved carefully locating the tools and indicators from the data, which in turn can be
used for monitoring and evaluating similar projects in other countries.

1.4 Research Questions

The following main and sub questions are proposed to devise an evaluation framework
for educational reform projects for teacher quality development in developing countries,
which can sustain the projects’ impact in the long term. The main research question was:

What is an evaluation framework for basic education reform projects for
teacher quality improvement funded by international assistance in developing
countries?

The following sub-questions are proposed to support the main question:

(1) How can entire basic education reform projects for teacher quality
improvement be evaluated?
(2) How can capacity development be evaluated in basic education reforms?
and,
(3) How can attributes of teacher quality improvement be evaluated in basic
education reforms?

12

1.5 Significance of Research

The significance of this research is three fold. First, this research contributes to the
literature, as few studies have been conducted in this area. The emergence of new
modalities in international development, namely RBM, local ownership and capacity
development as “a new solution to an old problem” (Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002, p. vi),
requires international aid agencies to consider redesigning educational reform projects
in developing countries (Hirosato, 2001; Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto &
Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a). Thus, an evaluation framework for educational reform
projects needs to be devised (Courtney, 2007; International Development Center of
Japan & Koei Research Center Co., 2004; Nagao, 2003; Riddell, 1999a). Given the task,
the literature regarding capacity development urges aid agencies to explore and adopt an
appropriate evaluation framework for the educational interventions (Mabuchi &
Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a). In addition, the
international community, in recent years, also has recognised the importance of
enhancement of qualitative education in developing countries in parallel with the
expansion of the quantity of education (Courtney, 2007; UNESCO, 2005; United
Nations, 2005). Unlike the quantitative expansion, however, the transformation of the
qualitative aspects of education such as teacher quality improvement is complicated and
difficult to measure (Motala, 2001; UNICEF, 2000a; UNESCO, 2004b). Thus,
international aid agencies have been struggling with the design of an evaluation
framework due to the difficulties (OECD, 1999). Secondly, an evaluation framework to
be forged from the findings of this research is expected to foster sustainability of the
project’s effects because the framework is structured to reflect the new modalities to
13

improve the ineffectiveness of providing aid. In particular, involving local participants
in the evaluation process can lead to enhancing their capacities, which is likely to
sustain the project’s impact. Thirdly, the findings are useful not only to evaluate the
entire project but also to assess day-to-day operations and act as a project management
and accountability mean since the findings include details of evaluation indicators and
tools. Thus, the case study findings and the final evaluative framework may inform the
broader community involved in education development work. This can be particularly
significant for UNICEF and JICA as they search for ways to facilitate quality
improvement in providing realistic and valid results of their investment in education
reform.

In summary, Chapter 1 outlined the research reported in this thesis. It addresses the
research problem, context, purposes and procedures, questions and significance. This
gives the research clear signposts toward formulating a synthesised evaluation
framework for educational reform projects in developing countries. The framework was
extracted from reviewing the literature in Chapter 2 and was trialled in the fieldwork.
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Chapter 2:

Literature Review

2.0 Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to provide a theoretical and contextual ground for
conducting the research reported in this thesis. This chapter has five main sections. The
first section provides a review of the general characteristics of evaluative frameworks
derived from the theoretical literature. This underpins a synthesised evaluation
framework conceptualised as an outcome of the findings of this research. The second
section investigates conventional evaluation practices and the changing modalities in
international development. Following this, the section delves into process evaluation as
an alternative approach to address the emerging modalities in international development.
Thirdly an exploration of the evaluation process for educational reform projects in
developing countries is considered within these new modalities. The fourth section
unpacks priority areas of international aid agencies regarding education reform
initiatives in developing countries so as to provide this research with a rationale to
examine specific areas. This chapter finishes with a review of recent educational,
applied and theoretical literature to highlight the new ideas for teacher quality
improvement and their relevance for education reform in developing countries.

2.1 Theoretical Literature on Program and Project Evaluation

This section discusses general discourses on program evaluation. The review explores
general aspects of program evaluation including its historical background, the
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distinctions between program and project evaluation as well as between evaluation and
monitoring, and the purposes and sequence of program evaluation. This section also
illuminates characteristics of program evaluation theories employing Stufflebeam’s
(2000a) taxonomy.

2.1.1 Background

The theoretical basis for program evaluation has been researched since the late 1960s
when significant government investment was made in a wide range of social programs
in the USA (Hong & Boden, 2003). At the time, the USA Congress focused on both the
expected effects and the avoidance of the side effects from those programs, and the
prevention of inappropriate practices (Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1991). However, the
media reported on the fraud, abuse, mismanagement and warned of the legitimacy of
those programs. Shadish et al. (1991) further stated that as a result of the above reports,
all subsequent social sector programs were required to be implemented very closely to
the originally planned procedure with checks and balances. In addition to the tighter
monitoring requirements, evaluation activities were expected to report the beneficial
effects of local projects to the central governments (Hong & Boden, 2003). Finally,
evaluation provided managers with the much needed empirical data to manage
programs well and respond to information requests from various authorities (Shadish et
al., 1991). Given the above background, professional schools and graduate education
expanded to train personnel with knowledge and skills in project and program
evaluation as the demand in the field rose rapidly (ibid.). Interested parties abreast of the
demand, developed the most comprehensive standards for evaluation, which became the
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first American National Standards, were devised in 1981 by the Joint Committee on
Standards for Educational Evaluation (Patton, 1997). These standards are: utility,
feasibility, propriety and accuracy, which remain unchanged (The Joint Committee on
Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2006).

2.1.2 Definition of Evaluation and Monitoring, and Program and Project Evaluation

Reviewing definitions of evaluation, Scriven (1991) suggested that evaluation is “the
process of determining the merit, worth, or value of something, or the product of that
process” (p. 139). Dykeman, MacIntosh, Seaman, and Davidson (2003) view it as “an
essential process that permits assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of planned
programs” (p. 197). Similarly, the US evaluation committee defines evaluation simply
as "the systematic investigation of the worth or merit of some object" (The Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 1981). However, Hong and Boden
(2003) argue that the definition should be broader than those mentioned above and
should also include the specific elements of evaluation such as program activities’
processes and unanticipated consequences, apart from the overall expected outcomes.
Subsequently, Chen (2005) describes evaluation as “a specification of what must be
done to achieve the desirable goals, what other important impacts may also be
anticipated, and how these goals and impacts would be generated” (p. 16).

The focal point of the first three definitions is on measuring “what” as
outcomes/products of quality improvement in education reform projects, whereas in the
latter two definitions the focus is expanded to include “how”, which focuses on the
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process. Chen (2005) contends that “how a program achieves its goals is as important as
whether it achieves them” (p. 10), particularly for sustainability of development projects.
In addition, the latter definitions emphasize employing wider perspectives on evaluation
rather than only the outcomes of a program. Their attention is directed to not only
short-term goals of the project, but also unforeseen events, long-term impact and its
sustainability. Chen (2005) argues for the views of the latter definition, contending a
holistic approach to evaluation since programs are distinct from the objectives of other
disciplines and the nature of program evaluation often tends to limit itself. A holistic
approach must include “contextual or transformation information when assessing the
merits of a program” (Chen, 2005, p. 9) as the merits and value of a program are
embedded in the context and associated with changes within the context.

Stufflebeam (1983) affirms that evaluators must view evaluation design as both a
process and a product. Moreover, he argues that evaluation should provide continual
information to a decision-maker to ensure that a program continually improves its
services (Alkin & Christie, 2004a). The Context-Input-Process-Product (CIPP) model is
a holistic approach developed by Stufflebeam (2004), consists of four concepts as noted
in the name of the model: context, input, process and product evaluation:

Context evaluations assess needs, problems, and opportunities as bases for
defining goals and priorities and judging the significance of outcomes. Input
evaluations assess alternative approaches to meeting needs as a means of
planning programs and allocating resources. Process evaluations assess the
implementation of plans to guide activities and later to help explain outcomes.
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Product evaluation assesses intended and unintended outcomes both to help
keep the process on track and determine effectiveness. (Stufflebeam, 2000b, p.
279)
In contrast to evaluation, monitoring is described as “the least acknowledged but most
practiced category of evaluation” (ERS Standards Committee, 1982, p. 10). JICA
(2002b) defines monitoring as “checking the progress of activities regularly within the
project when the project is being implemented” (p. 158). Previously, Posavac and Carey
(1992) explained monitoring as how much effort and resources are invested in a
program and whether the effort and resources are expended as originally planned—more
about compliance and akin to Stufflebeam’s input evaluation. The main reasons for
instituting program monitoring are to verify the day-to-day operations of a program and
to provide a powerful tool for stakeholders for program management (Rossi, Liosey, &
Freeman, 2004). Further discussions on characteristics of monitoring are described in
section 2.2.4 in comparison to process evaluation.

When considering program and project evaluation a distinction is made between the two
yet, often, both the processes are regarded as identical. Sanders (2003) argues that:

…programs are typically long-term, ongoing activities representing
coordinated efforts planned to achieve major educational goals. Educational
projects, by contrast, are short term activities with specific objectives and
allocated resources … although expected outcomes might differ, the process
of evaluating educational programs and projects, however, is identical and
need not be separated. (p. 697)
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McDavid and Hawthorn (2006) describe a program as "a group of related activities that
is intended to achieve one or several related objectives… means-ends relationship that
are designed and implemented purposively” (p. 15). As a program may consist of a
collection of projects that carry out particular investigative or developmental activities
under the umbrella of a program, the program evaluation measures the value of the
collection of projects (Hong & Boden, 2003). This may not delve sufficiently at the
actual activities within projects, as it focuses on the macro aspects of the program. The
evaluation judges those projects, examining the usefulness of strategies employed with
regard to the objectives and goals originally agreed by the donor and the recipient
country. A program evaluation is generally conducted after the projects have become
fully operational (ibid.). For instance, a basic education reform program can have
several projects embedded within the program and one such project could be a teacher
quality improvement project. This project in turn could consist of several components
such as: innovative teaching and learning approaches, the supply of textbooks, and
improving classroom environment as separate projects within the quality improvement
program. A project evaluation needs to focus on individual components of a project. The
evaluation determines whether a project is being implemented as scheduled or whether
it is meeting the goals and sub-goals originally set (Hong & Boden, 2003). An
evaluation intended to provide useful information on how to improve a project and the
strengths and weaknesses of the project. Depending on the design of the education
reform initiative, the program and project complement each other, hence the need to
develop mechanisms to adopt a holistic evaluation approach.
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2.1.3 Purposes and a Sequence of Program Evaluation

Evaluations are often commissioned for specific purposes at each stage of the life cycle
of a program. For the specific occasions, Vedung (1997) argues that the major purposes
of program evaluation include accountability, intervention improvement and basic
knowledge advancement. Similarly, Rossi et al. (2004) mention that program
evaluations are performed mainly for program improvement, accountability and
knowledge generation. Accountability is “to provide evidence to stakeholders and
sponsors that a program is effective and in conformity with its coverage, service, legal,
and fiscal requirements” (Rossi et al., 2004, p. 200). The purpose is to measure whether
a program can make beneficial contributions to society or people in need (Rossi, Liosey,
& Freeman, 1999). In development cooperation, aid agencies have recently emphasized
greater accountability and outcomes in the delivery of development projects and
programs due to falling aid budgets (JICA, 2004c).

Furthermore, program evaluation can also make contributions to social science
knowledge. A program evaluation tests theories employed by specific forms of
intervention and describes the effects of such interventions (Rossi et al., 1999).
The evaluation is generally carried out using scientifically rigorous methods, and then
develops reports for disseminating the findings of evaluation, often through professional
outlets. This leads to new knowledge generation and the usefulness of the development
of a new similar program (Rossi et al., 1999). Moreover, program improvement is one
of the purposes for conducting program evaluation. The main concern is to make the
program more effective, efficient, service-oriented, and adapted to client needs, which
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underpins Result-Based Management (RBM) in development projects (see section 2.2.2
for further discussion on RBM). This is closely associated with the front-line program
staff involved in the program. Vedung (1997) conceives of program evaluation as a
“day-to-day management process whereby evaluation findings are fed back into
program planning, management, delivery and feedback fast enough to enable the
modification and improvement of currently operating programs” (p. 109). The
evaluation is called “formative evaluation” or “program modification”, which is
designed to be a tool to check the program and keep the front-line program staff
responsible for their activities (Vedung, 1997). This iterative process can make
differences in operating the program on a daily basis. The interesting observation here is
that the emphasis is on evaluation to support program management rather then directly
focusing on operational activities at the grassroots level to enhance the outcomes of
specific intervention activities.

In addition, Rossi, et al. (2004) conceive of “political ruses or public relations” as
another purpose of program evaluation, but as a hidden agenda. They argue that
virtually all program evaluations are associated with some political maneuvering and
public relations. However, an evaluation is carried out particularly because the
dissemination of the activities and effects of a program are believed to be good for the
public and good for political relations. The evaluation is also commissioned to provide a
rationale for a decision for terminating or extending a program or projects within a
program. Thus, since no two programs are identical, program evaluations are initiated
for various reasons often associated with the initial request for the programs.
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When it comes to the life of an education reform program, it is viewed as a progression
consisting of stages. Accordingly, there is a hierarchy of types of evaluation and timing
for the respective types (Rossi et al., 2004). Rossi et al. propose five different types of
evaluations. The first type is to assess the need for a particular program. Firstly, this
examines the nature of a problem and the need for intervention, which provides critical
input to the design of evaluation in the programme. The second type of evaluation
assesses a program and theory, which addresses how to improve or solve the identified
problems the program is intended to resolve. This is followed by the third type of
evaluation which focuses on the program implementation processes. The fourth type of
evaluation is to measure program outcomes and impacts. Lastly, an overall evaluation is
undertaken to assess the program cost and efficiency. This can be done only when all
other pieces of information on the design of evaluation, implementation and outcomes
are available. These evaluation activities interact with each other but bring specific
information, so that decisions can be modified continuously following the sequence of
stages (Payne, 1994).

2.1.4 Taxonomy of Program Evaluation Theories

Program evaluation theories have emerged from various fields and there are a number of
differing definitions of the term "evaluation" (Hong & Boden, 2003). Curry (2005)
names this diversity “paradigm wars.” Presenting a taxonomy of program evaluation is
a difficult task, but there have been attempts to categorize evaluation theories based on
various theoretical perspectives since classifying evaluation theories is “thoughtful,
important and … essential vehicles for further understanding evaluation theories”
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(Alkin & Christie, 2004b, p. 383). Among the attempts, “Evaluation Models,” a noted
categorization of the evaluation theories developed by Stufflebeam (2000a), is examined
in this sub-section since the taxonomy has received attention recently (Alkin & Christie,
2004a). In particular, this sub-section explores the characteristics of the nine effective
approaches for the 21st century evaluation noted by Stufflebeam. It is useful to learn
these effective approaches and characteristics of the evaluation theories before one can
form a comprehensive evaluation framework. The depiction of the characteristics is
made in terms of generic descriptions, purposes and strength/weakness as follows.

Outcome Evaluation (Value-Added Assessment)

Outcome Evaluation as Value-Added Assessment is a special case of the use of
standardized testing to evaluate the effects of programs and policies (Stufflebeam,
2000a). It does not examine the process or inputs of intervention activities within a
program, but outcomes at certain times (Kellaghan & Madaus, 2000). This approach
aims to provide direction for policymaking, accountability to constituents, and feedback
for improving programs and services (Stufflebeam, 2000a). The advantage of this
approach is that it enables evaluation to measure outcomes in a clear and systematic
way while the disadvantage is that it is heavily reliant on quantitative data and analysis
(ibid.) and is largely at a macro level.

Case Study Evaluations

In contrast with outcome evaluation, case study evaluation is defined as “a focused,
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in-depth description, analysis, and synthesis of a particular program or other object”
(Stufflebeam, 2000a, p. 34). Case study features by collecting information from
multiple sources as evidence, rich data derived from real-life contexts and tandem
approaches of either a single case study or multiple case studies (Yin, 2000). Hence, the
purpose is to explicate a program in depth to stakeholders. The advantage of this
approach is to illuminate a program without assessing and judging its merit or worth
(Stufflebeam, 2000a). Conversely, the process of explication and illumination of a
program can be susceptible to bias through an evaluator’s point of view (Yin, 1994).

Decision/Accountability-Oriented Studies

Decision/Accountability-Oriented Studies are designed to achieve the improvement of
program performance with a strong accountability thrust (Alkin & Christie, 2004a) and
to judge its merit and worth (Stufflebeam, 2000a, 2001). The purpose is to provide
information for holding accountable the decisions made in the process of a program. A
major advantage of these types of evaluation studies is that it enables participants in a
program to use evaluation as a tool to plan and implement the program (Stufflebeam,
2000a). However, findings and results from an evaluation of this type can be biased by
the participants and an evaluator (ibid.).

Consumer-Oriented Studies

In Consumer-Oriented studies, an evaluator as a consumer can make conclusions about
a program being evaluated. This type of evaluation can be labelled meta evaluation
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(Stufflebeam, 2000b, 2000c). The evaluator as a consumer can also help other
consumers, such as teachers identify and assess the merit and worth of the program
interventions (Stufflebeam, 2001). The studies are mainly aimed at judging the relative
merits and worth of the products and services of alternative programs. These
evaluations can contribute to consumers favourably, but may not be able to assist
participants since the evaluator is often independent of the participants (Stufflebeam,
2000a).

Accreditation/Certification Approach

The Accreditation/Certification approach evaluates whether institutions, institutional
programs, and personnel meet the requirements and standards of given professions and
service areas and whether they are fit to serve designated functions in society
(Stufflebeam, 2000a). The advantage of this approach is that it provides information for
lay persons and allows them to make informed judgments about the quality of
organizations and programs. A major difficulty is that the guidelines of accrediting and
certifying bodies often emphasize inputs and processes and not outcomes (ibid.).

Client-Centered Study (Responsive Evaluation)

The Client-Centered study enables participants in a program to draw on their
perspectives and the “interactive subjective valuing” being felt by them associated with
the program (Stake, 2004). This responsive interaction leads to helping the participants
to evaluate the program and to use findings for program improvement as its purpose
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(Stufflebeam, 2000a). The strength of this type of evaluation study is to help people
gain a perspective on a program and use findings to improve decision and actions in the
programs with action research. However, the proactive involvement of the participants
can end up making the evaluation results vulnerable regarding external credibility bias
(ibid.).

Constructivist Evaluation

Constructivist evaluation is a transformed process designed to determine and make
sense of the variety of constructions that exist or emerge among stakeholders
(Stufflebeam, 2000a). The process helps stakeholders make sense of their individual
understanding of the program expectations. One of the main advantages in this approach
is transparency since the evaluation process and findings are always disclosed through
collaborative dialogue. However, it requires time and care since a wide range of
stakeholders may be involved in the process (ibid.).

Deliberative Democratic Evaluation

The philosophy underpinning Deliberative Democratic Evaluation is that the
representation of views and interests of stakeholders in a program should not be
dominated and distorted by power imbalances (House & Howe, 2000). This engages all
stakeholders in dialogue in the evaluation process. In this regard, the purpose is to make
certain that the stakeholders’ opinions and interests are considered (House & Howe,
2000). The advantage of employing this approach is that it strives for a consensus
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among all stakeholders, evaluation indicators, timing and participants, and that they are
involved at all stages of evaluation (Stufflebeam, 2000a). However, this approach is
difficult to fully apply in a real world since the process of evaluation is liable to be
hampered by the hierarchy of stakeholders (ibid.).

Utilization-Focused Evaluation

This approach is underpinned by its premise that “the evaluations should be judged by
their utility and actual use” (Patton, 2000, p. 425). This approach adopts a pragmatic
view and applies it to all the evaluation process from the stage of designing evaluation
to the utilization of the evaluation results (ibid.). This approach is aimed at ensuring that
program evaluations identify impact achieved by the interventions (Patton, 1997, 2000).
The strength is the likelihood that it takes a more realistic approach to stakeholder
involvement than some other approaches (Stufflebeam, 2000a). In contrast, as with
other approaches such as the client-centered study, this approach cannot eschew the
vulnerability regarding external credibility (ibid.).

The above review illustrates some commonalities among the approaches while
differences also are apparent. Interestingly, the foci of most of the nine approaches have
shifted from assessing only outcomes of a program into involving participants in the
process of evaluation and improving the implementation of the program through the
evaluation. Since all the approaches have intrinsic strengths and weaknesses, no single
approach can cover all agendas and function as a panacea. According to Stufflebeam
(2000a), therefore, attention should be given to the following items in applying
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evaluation approaches:
1. Evaluators should discuss an evaluation approach with its purpose, appropriateness
of the approach and possible pitfalls to ensure a common understanding between the
evaluators, clients and audience who may prefer alternative approaches according to
their own interests.
2. Evaluators should regularly inform the participants of the logic of the selected
evaluation approach, its rationale, process, and pitfalls to enhance stakeholders’
cooperation and the constructive use of findings.

2.2 Evaluation for International Development Interventions

This section presents evaluation approaches adopted by different international aid
agencies for their development projects such as educational reform projects. The section
begins by reviewing conventional evaluation practices employed in international
development work and identifies its constraints. This is followed by a review of the
emerging modalities of evaluation employed by the international development agencies.
The third section articulates the links between current program evaluation theories
discussed earlier and the emerging evaluation modalities in international development.
This way a synthesised framework can be responsive to those modalities, yet
underpinned by program evaluation theories. The final section investigates process
evaluation as a potential approach to address the emerging modalities in international
development.
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2.2.1 Conventional Evaluation in International Development Interventions

Evaluating its own enterprises in a proper manner and disclosing the results in public is
imperative for all public sectors but not always simple. The role of evaluation for ODA
enterprises has also become more important than ever before due to “aid fatigue” felt by
the international community in the 1990s (Takachiho, 2005) and the huge constraint on
available funds. Both of these limitations have in turn put pressure on effective and
efficient implementation of projects and an increasing focus on transparency and
accountability (JICA, 2004c; World Bank, 2004). International aid agencies are required
to conform to strict project monitoring and evaluation reporting in order to satisfy a
variety of stakeholders (Crawford & Bryce, 2003). The Network on Development
Evaluation, a subsidiary body of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC)
clarified its principles for evaluation assistance in 1991 for its members (DAC, 2005). It
was aimed at increasing the effectiveness of international development programs and
helping provide a basis for accountability by supporting robust, informed and
independent evaluation. The guideline clarifies that the main purposes of evaluation are
“to improve future aid policy, programmes and projects through feedback of lessons
learned, and to provide a basis for accountability, including the provisions of
information to the public” (DAC, 1991, p. 5). It also prescribes five evaluation criteria:
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability (DAC, 2007). Relevance
denotes the extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent
with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners’ and
donors’ policies. Effectiveness is termed as the extent to which the development
intervention’s objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into
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account their relative importance. Efficiency is a measure of how economically
resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted to results. Impact is positive
and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a development
intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended. Sustainability can be defined
as the continuation of benefits from a development intervention after major
development assistance has been completed. These criteria have been widely used by
both major bilateral and multilateral aid agencies including JICA and UNICEF (DAC,
1998). To apply the five criteria to a basic education reform project is not readily
achievable. For example, the mid-term evaluation of the JICA science and mathematics
project in Egypt employed the criteria for examining the following aspects of the
project: consistency between the project and the national development plan in Egypt as
relevance; the extent to which new teaching methodology has been used at targeted
schools as effectiveness; the number, ability and timing of Japanese experts as
efficiency; students’ learning outcomes as impact; and capacity building as
sustainability (JICA, 2005).

However, the literature criticises aspects of conventional evaluation practices in
international development, particularly those that are asymmetrical with interests of aid
recipient countries (Nagao, 2006). Monitoring and evaluation of outputs (effectiveness)
of aid projects during the project have been the main concerns of international aid
agencies for a long time (Bamberger, 2000; Picciotto, 2003). It is agued that the above
approach is only concerned with the immediate and not about long term sustainability
(Bamberger, 2000; Chapman, 2002; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006). However,
“development is not a time-bound phenomenon” in developing countries (Nagao, 2006,
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p. 29). These countries seek more substantial long-term impact including institutional
transformation rather than short-term outputs of specific intervention activities as
time-bound objectives of educational projects (ibid.). Another downside is that
international aid agencies have significant influence on the utility of evaluation
practices even when they may not be the most suitable for local contexts since they are
sponsors of both projects and evaluations (Bamberger, 2000). For example, an earlier
report published by DAC Expert Group on Aid Evaluation and stakeholder participation
shows misleading guidance on evaluation practice that was given to DAC aid member
countries:

In the mainstream of evaluation, conventional quantitative methods are
thought to exhibit a high degree of precision and critical objectivity.
Subsequently, participatory evaluation is implicitly, if not explicitly,
discouraged through associating it in a limited sense with less exact, or
reliable techniques or instruments . . . also participatory evaluation is
perceived as not at all being of equal value to an external independent
evaluation. (OECD DAC Expert Group on Aid Evaluation, 1995, pp. 30-31)

In some education reform projects aid agencies hire evaluators from their own countries
who get commissions from the agencies and are involved in not only evaluation, but
also in the project design and planning; and the evaluators tend to “think as the agencies”
(Nagao, 2006, p. 3). As a result, it is difficult for those evaluators to serve as neutral and
independent entities in evaluating the project, and poses conflict of interest dilemmas. In
addition, often evaluations conducted by international aid agencies is to satisfy the
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purposes of the donor agencies’ internal compliance requirement, rather than to develop
local evaluation capacity and to establish an evaluation system responding to local
needs (Bamberger, 2000; Picciotto, 2003). Hence, it is suggested that the internal
evaluation dominated by representatives from the international aid agency can put
transparency and accountability of the evaluation at risk (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006).

In terms of the process evaluation of development projects, many international aid
agencies employ a log frame as a tool to design a project, facilitate agreement on goals,
strategies, and performance measures and to communicate to external stakeholders
(Wholey, 2003). A log frame is “a useful tool for understanding what project objectives,
activities, inputs are, how target values and management are selected, and what project
risks are.” (JICA, 2004c, p. 34) Even though log frames have been applied in a number
of development projects, they are not fully utilised by the project participants after the
project commences due to their complexities (Crawford & Bryce, 2003). Also log
frames are perceived to be unable to identify unintended critical impact (Harley, 2005).
Thus, it can be concluded that conventional evaluation practices in education reform are
still led by international aid agencies without attending to improving local evaluation
capacity. Conventional evaluation practices are also dominated by outcome evaluation
that serves consumers, namely international aid agencies. As it is not designed to
develop the local evaluation capacity, the evaluation practice is unlikely to continue
after a development project is terminated.
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2.2.2 New Modalities of Evaluation in International Development

In international cooperation, the need for evaluating the effectiveness of the aid rose in
the 1990s due to the recognition of “aid fatigue” among the developed countries and the
remaining poverty in many regions of the world (Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). The
literature points out that one of the main reasons for the aid failure is associated with
strong donor initiatives and lack of ownership from the recipient (Horigane, 2006;
Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). Another main reason is that donors often attempt to
transfer technology and knowledge developed in their own countries which may not fit
the context of recipient countries (ibid.). Additionally, most of the projects “stop at
individual skills and institution building…they do not consider the societal level”
(Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002, p. 9). For example, a project about in-service teacher training
in an educational reform project needs to involve regional education offices and a
central ministry of education, which are responsible for infrastructure, decision-making
and resource allocation, in order to establish a mechanism to sustain the training system
(Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004). Moreover, development projects hardly reflect real local
needs, and ownership is not nurtured within developing countries. Consequently, the
technical cooperation rendered by the international aid agencies is neither disseminated
widely, nor dose the impact of the development projects last in the long-term after the
projects’ completion (Horigane, 2006). Given the difficulties, the developed countries
started introducing Results-Based Management (RBM) to seek more effective aid
approaches (Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). RBM is “an approach to improve program
and management effectiveness, efficiency and accountability, and is oriented towards
achieving results” (United Nations Population Fund [UNFPA], 2006, p. 1). Since RBM
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is based on the assumption that the results are derived from a cause and effect
relationship (UNFPA, 2006), both measuring changes and identifying the causality as
the logical basis for managing change are crucial (Canadian International Development
Agency [CIDA], 2000). Thus, attention to process has been highlighted to produce a
better result (UNICEF, 2003). In addition, involving stakeholders in the program
process is an important ingredient (CIDA, 2000; Nagao, 2003). Moreover, concurrent
with the RBM approach, the international community has started subscribing to develop
a consensus on the importance of local ownership and capacity development as “new
solutions to the old problems” (Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002).

Ownership has also been given attention as another solution to inefficiency of
development assistance (Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002). Regarding the definition, the
High-Level Round Table in Accra in 2002 attempted to define national ownership as
“fully participatory process of engagement with citizens, civil society, academia, trade
unions, the private sector, etc., in addition to different government agencies” (UNDP,
2002, p. 11). However, according to Brown, Foster, Norton and Naschold (2001),
ownership is referred to as “the extent to which priorities are backed by budget
allocation and by confronting difficult policy and programme choices which will
determine whether the programme can be implemented” (p. 8). Accordingly, Smith
(2005) states that stakeholders are required to participate in decision-making and that
leads to strong and substantial commitment to initiate the change.

Strategically, capacity development as the other “solution” for international assistance is
“the ability to perform functions, solve problems, and set and achieve the objectives”
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(Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002, p. 8). A High-Level Round Table, “towards a capacity
development agenda,” held in Ghana in 2002, made a succinct statement on the
importance of capacity development, “In the new global partnership, developing
countries will determine their own needs for capacity development, for which technical
cooperation provides indispensable support” (UNDP, 2002, Context section, para. 2.3).
This is a participatory long-term process of dynamism and interdependence between the
multi-layers of capacity, for example, individuals, organizations, institutions and society
(Browne, 2002; Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). The Department for International
Development (DIFD), a bilateral aid agency dealing with ODA in England, also
maintains that capacity building needs to take account of the both institutional and
organizational contexts since both contexts can allow technical cooperation to work
(DIFD, 2003), particularly for sustainability. In addition, JICA (2004d) underscores that
capacity development encompasses a coordination mechanism between the multi-layers
of capacity, considerations to policy making, legal support, and financial feasibility. The
new modalities of technical cooperation based on capacity development assume that
much of the knowledge on development resides in the developing countries and not
only resides in individuals, but also in institutional experiences and databases
(Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002). The multi-layers of capacity across three domains are
described in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1
Key Elements in Three Layers of Capacity Development
Layer of Capacity

Elements of Capacity Development

Individual

Knowledge, skills, disposition, health, awareness

Organization

Human assets (capacities of individuals comprising
organizations)
Physical assets (e.g., facilities, equipment, materials, raw
materials)
Finance
Intellectual assets (e.g., organizational strategy, training plan,
manuals, curriculum, statistical information, research records)
Organizational form, management approach
Leadership
Capacities of individuals and organizations consisting society

Institution and Society

Formal institutions (laws, policies, decrees)
Informal institutions
Social capital, infrastructure

Sources: Adapted from JICA (2004d).

According to JICA (JICA, 2006b), key features of the three domains are “individual”,
“organization”, and “institution and society”. Individual is termed as “the will and
ability to set objectives and achieve them using one’s own knowledge and skills” (p. 10).
Organization is defined as “the decision-making processes and management systems,
organizational culture, and frameworks required to achieve a specific objective” (p. 10).
“institution and society” denotes “the environment and conditions necessary for
demonstrating capabilities at the individual or organizational level, and the
decision-making processes, and systems and frameworks necessary for the
formation/implementation of policies and strategies” (JICA, 2006b, pp. 10-11). In order
to achieve capacity development through technical cooperation, Hilderbrand (2002)
presumes that the political commitments, the quality of aid experts and the
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mainstreaming of technical cooperation into key implementing institutions are crucial
for the effectiveness, impact and sustainability of a development project. Whereas JICA
stresses that at the outset of a project design, a development project should incorporate
establishing a mechanism or system, which is part of capacity development, to sustain
the project in a long-term (JICA, 2004d). Thus, now that who should sit in the driver’s
seat is obvious, the shift from a conventional cooperation approach to technical
cooperation through capacity development is imperative for sustainable development in
developing countries. Given the changes in the modalities, both international aid
agencies and recipient countries need to change the conventional technical cooperation
including the evaluation practice so as to meet the emerging modalities (Hilderbrand,
2002; Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004).

2.2.3 Link between New Modalities in International Development and Program
Evaluation Theories

Firstly, program evaluation theories and evaluation practices on the ground are
inseparable. There are always links between them. In addition, this research set out to
formulate a practical evaluation framework that is underpinned by a theoretical feature.
As a result, this sub-section explores common aspects between the new modalities of
evaluation in international development work and the nine effective evaluation theories
discussed in section 2.1.4, as shown in Table 2.2.
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Table 2.2
Links between Program Evaluation Theories and New Modalities in International
Development
New
Modalities in
International
Development
relevant to the
Aspects

1.ResultsBased
Management
2.Sustainability

1.Capacity
Development

1.Local
Ownership

1.Capacity
Development

2.Local
Ownership

2.Sustainability

2.Local
Ownership

Promotes
&
assists uses of
evaluation
including
findings

Help
stakeholders to
conduct their
own evaluation

3.Sustainability
Aspects
inherent
in
the
Nine
Evaluation
Approaches

Stress program
improvement

Involves
participants in
the process of
evaluation

1.ResultsBased
Management

1. ResultsBased
Management

Examines
context, inputs,
process
&
outcomes

Examines
what outcomes
were produced

3.Sustainability

Outcome
Evaluation

✓

Case Study
Evaluations
Decision/
AccountabilityOriented
Studies

✓

✓

✓

✓

ConsumerOriented
Studies

✓

Accreditation/
Certification
Approach

✓

✓

ClientCentered
Study
(Responsive
Evaluation)

✓

✓

Constructivist
Evaluation

✓

✓

Deliberative
Democratic
Evaluation

✓

✓

UtilizationFocused
Evaluation

✓

✓

✓

Sources: Adapted from Stufflebeam (2001)

Secondly, the new modalities in international development, namely Result-Based
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Management (RBM), capacity development, local ownership, and sustainability as a
main concern for international development, are cross-checked with aspects of the nine
effective approaches for 21st century evaluation noted by Stufflebeam (2000a) as
discussed in section 2.1.4. Table 2.2 shows that client-centered study, deliberative
democratic evaluation, utilization-focused evaluation, decision/accountability oriented
studies, accreditation/certification approaches and constructivist evaluation involve
project participant in the process of evaluation and utilise evaluation as their strengths.
Evidently, the importance of process evaluation is underpinned by most of the nine
effective evaluation theories. These evaluation approaches are linked with developing
local capacity, enhancing local ownership and promoting the sustainability of projects’
impact. Decision/accountability oriented studies are likely to serve the RBM since this
evaluation approach examines the causal relation between context, inputs from aid
agencies, and outputs. In contrast, outcome evaluation and consumer oriented studies,
which have been employed by international aid agencies, examine what outcomes were
produced by the interventions and appear to respond to RBM. Yet, as these two
evaluations are not able to engage project participants in the process of evaluation, these
approaches alone are not very useful in guiding the project interventions. Thus, this
research needs to blend multiple evaluation theories into a synthesised framework since
none of the nine approaches, by themselves, are sufficient to respond to all the
modalities in international development. However, the current literature suggests that
process evaluation should be well considered since the evaluation enables educational
reform projects to address the changing issues in international development.
Furthermore, process evaluation is also theoretically supported by program evaluation
theories.
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2.2.4 Process Evaluation corresponding to New Modalities in International
Development

In the aftermath of “aid fatigue,” international aid agencies are required to conform to
strict project monitoring and evaluation reporting in order to satisfy a variety of
stakeholders (Crawford & Bryce, 2003). For this reason, evaluation in international
development has also become more attentive to broader issues than before (DAC
Network on Development Evaluation, 2004). This is reflected in current evaluation
policies of international aid agencies and the relevant literature. The latest DAC
evaluation priorities aim to improve the quality of evaluations, to develop more
effective ways of harmonizing evaluation processes, and to promote partnerships with
civil society and other partner country stakeholders (DAC, 2005). DAC evaluation
quality standards, which were forged by the DAC network on development evaluation
(DAC, 2006), are also intended to provide standards for both the product and process of
evaluation. Given the gravity of the process evaluation, the World Bank underscores that
“the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) policy and evaluation plan should give serious
consideration to participatory methodologies” (Independent Evaluation Group, 2007, p.
9). Similarly, UNICEF (2005a) also urges wide participation in the process of
evaluation from project participants at different levels.

However, process evaluation is not a new concept. The emergence of process evaluation
dates back to the late 1960s (Steckler & Linnan, 2002). Since then, the definition and
scope of process evaluation have been further developed and refined. A definition by
DAC (2007) is “an evaluation of the internal dynamics of implementing organizations,
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their policy instruments, their service delivery mechanism, their management practices
and the linkages among these” (p. 30). Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) argue that one
of main objectives of process evaluation is to provide feedback to participants and to
managers about the extent to which they are carrying out activities on schedule as
planned, and the efficiency of the activities that are being implemented. Another one is
to guide participants to determine evaluation procedures and purposes leading to
improving implementation plans. The primary focus of process evaluation is literally an
evaluation process in which project participants are involved. Hence, it aims to serve the
needs of those who participate in a program. This principle can be shared with that of
other evaluation theories, namely, responsive evaluation, utilization-focused evaluation,
democratic

evaluation,

participatory

evaluation,

empowerment evaluation (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, &

formative

evaluation,

and

Worthen, 2004; Steckler & Linnan,

2002), some of which are discussed in the 21st Century evaluations selected by
Stufflebeam(2000a).

Although these aspects of process evaluation sound similar to the monitoring that many
international aid agencies currently practice, there are distinctions between them.
According to DAC (Independent Evaluation Group, 2007), monitoring is, more often
than not, conducted by the management and operational staff of a development project
or program. Additionally, monitoring is routine work to collect and provide important
information for evaluation (JICA, 2004c) and is generally conducted only during the life
of a project since international aid agencies are interested in measuring outputs
produced by their assistance (Bamberger, 2000; Independent Evaluation Group, 2007;
Picciotto, 2003). In contrast, process evaluation involves local participants in the
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process of evaluation and can make a decision if necessary, for example, a decision to
terminate a project (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Hence, monitoring appears to be
limited-time assessment by international aid agencies for their compliance, but not to be
long-term assessment by local participants.

Patton (2004) emphasizes the importance of the use of process evaluation since
individuals change their thinking and behaviour through high-quality process
involvement, which leads to high quality and useful evaluation. For example, by
participating in the process, stakeholders are exposed to and have the opportunity to
learn the logic of evaluation, skills and knowledge relevant to problem solving and a
research method. The participatory approach can give voice to the intended project
participants, who are often underrepresented in the identification, design and
management of the project (Bamberger, 2000; Holte-McKenzie, Forde, & Theobald,
2006). Additionally, this process can enable stakeholders to understand a program better,
bring their support and participation to the program more and strengthen organizational
capacity (Stufflebeam, 2000b). As a result, a high degree of participation tends to
improve the program itself and facilitate evaluation after the project’s termination (ibid.).
Subsequently, the impact of the project can be sustainable as utilisation of the evaluation
can be enhanced (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Patton, 1997). Moreover, process
evaluation is a useful tool for an evaluator due to the day-to-day management
supervision and the correction of original plans and activities to improve a program
(ibid.). Rigorous evaluation employs different types of data and multiple sources of
information to ensure the certainty of data (Davidson, 2005). The elements to be
evaluated in process evaluation can be categorized into contents and components of a
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program, implementation of a program, and other influential elements on a program
(ibid.). In this respect, the evaluation examines distinct components of the program,
each of which implements its own activity and self-contained evaluation (Patton, 1997).
Despite the various strengths and characteristics of process evaluation, Stufflebeam and
Shinkfield (2007) warn that a sound process evaluation by project’s participants can be
carried out only by assigning a process evaluator to provide ongoing review, feedback
and documentation. In addition, as process evaluation is normally conducted by internal
program managers and staff, it is difficult to bring objective perspectives into the
assessment. Thus, assessors external to the evaluation (external to the project) should be
hired since an external evaluator can often see and judge the program objectively and
has knowledge of how other similar programs work (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004).

Thus, a process evaluation is congruent with theoretical program evaluation discourse as
discussed in section 2.1.2. as the foci points have shifted from measuring only
outcomes/products of a project to measuring the process of the project. This approach
also addresses the emerging modalities in international development, namely RBM,
capacity development and local ownership. As a result, employing process evaluation in
international development appears to make contributions to the long-term impacts and
sustainability of the project.

2.3 Evaluation for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries

This section investigates an appropriate evaluation approach for educational reform
projects in developing countries which may have potential to sustain the impact of
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technical interventions made by international aid agencies. The section firstly reviews
the inherent difficulties and constraints that a conventional evaluation in educational
reform project, might currently face. This is followed by a review of process evaluation,
as a potential evaluation approach for an educational reform project, which is putting
the emerging evaluation modalities in international development into an educational
context. Furthermore, capacity development in educational reform, as an evaluation
indicator, is analysed and additional discussion shows that fully achieved capacity
development provides the best option to sustain the impact of interventions in
educational reform projects. The final part of this section explicates the generic
evaluation process and procedures to be followed in evaluating educational reform
projects.

2.3.1 Conventional Evaluation for Educational Reform Projects in Developing
Countries

Unfortunately, evaluation for educational reform projects often fails to meet the needs of
both the international aid agencies and the developing countries because the national
evaluation capacity, as part of local capacity development, was not improved (Riddell,
1999a). The literature attributes the failure of evaluation practices to employing the
same conventional evaluation strategies commonly used in international development as
one of main reasons. Minamoto and Nagao (2006) and Riddell (1999a) argue that
outcome focused evaluation dictated by international aid agencies is still a dominant
approach in educational development. For example, JICA’s evaluation study teams trace
and elucidate the events in the project process retrospectively for outcome evaluation
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paying little attention to the process of evaluation (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006). The
conventional evaluations are rather official procedures in response to design protocol
and most of them were not timely as the evaluations are aimed at serving the aid
agencies and not project participants’ needs (Chapman, 2002).

Moreover, conventional evaluation focuses on only educational impact created by
interventions without using the government’s core indicators as the basis for measuring
progress (Nagao, 2006), and without measuring local capacity development in aid
recipient countries (Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell,
1999a). For example, when evaluating teacher educational reform projects,
enhancement of teachers’ and students’ performance is often employed as a common
indicator. However, those projects do not set up other indicators related to local capacity
development such as institutionalisation of the teacher education interventions even
though they are crucial to sustain the impact of the projects in the long term (Mabuchi &
Yokozeki, 2004). Current technical cooperation tends to focus on only activities whose
impact can emerge visibly over a short period (Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002). Moreover,
these indicators are often determined by a supply side including the

international aid

agency, high officials and central office and academics who are not aware well of
ground realities of classroom situations. For this reason, neither development of national
evaluation capacities nor project or program improvement can be attained.
Consequently, evaluating an educational reform project or program continues to depend
on the international aid agencies (Riddell, 1999a). The other reason for conventional
evaluation failure is the difficulty in measuring the improvement of qualitative aspects
in educational reform projects. Measuring these qualitative aspects is intricate since it
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can address a number of variables attributed to the improvement of quality education
(UNESCO, 2004b). Diverse contextual complexities derived from socio-cultural,
economic and political backgrounds (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006) and slowly emerging
as outcomes produced by most educational interventions (Chapman, 2002;
Psacharopoulos, 1995) make evaluation more difficult. Moreover, there have been
endless debates over how quality of education can be determined and should be
measured (Courtney, 2007). As a result, only a few studies have been able to link aid
projects and learning outcomes with the aim of improving the quality of education
(UNESCO, 2004b). Given the above difficulties, this research seeks an alternative
evaluation approach, considering the new modalities in international development and
the attributes of education quality improvement, in particular, teacher quality
improvement.

2.3.2 Process Evaluation for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries

Educational reform projects are not the exception since many other development
projects have failed to achieve their own goals (Smith, 2005). As a result, the changing
modalities in international development are also imperatives to be taken into account in
evaluating educational reform projects (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a;
Smith, 2005). RBM has already been introduced into educational development so as to
account for project outcomes and delivery as the approach has been employed in other
sectors. Local ownership and local development has also been given serious
consideration (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006).
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Concurrently, Minamoto and Nagao (2006) propose process evaluation as the best
possible approach for educational reform projects in developing countries. Riddle (1999
a) maintains that evaluation should not only measure the improvement of quality
education and its attributes as project goals but it should also enhance and measure the
national evaluation capacity through the project. This is because local capacity can
make possible the success of the project intervention and the long term sustainability of
the project outcomes. Hirosato (2001) also contends that strengthening local capacity is
crucial at all stages; diagnosis, design, management and implementation of educational
reforms in a continuous and sustainable manner. Process evaluation can address these
issues since the project evaluation can enable participants to acquire knowledge and
skills on a learning-by-doing basis. Moreover, process evaluation can attend to the issue
of RBM which seeks causality between donors’ inputs and outputs processes, and
outcomes by examining these elements carefully (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006). This
approach can enable evaluation to shed light on how project outcomes are achieved and
how the outcomes spread over and take root in a recipient country (ibid.). In a similar
vein, process evaluation can also draw on the participants’ ownership of an educational
reform project by involving them in the process of evaluation design, implementation
and analysis, which, in turn, raises the participants’ ownership (Ishida, 2007).
Eventually, this evaluation is likely to result in well-utilized results of the evaluation and
to sustain the project’s impact long-term (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a).
For the above-mentioned reasons, process evaluation should be considered in evaluating
educational reform projects in developing countries as a main approach in the future.
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2.3.3 Capacity Development as Indicators in Evaluating Educational Reform Projects

Developing local capacity in educational reform projects is not only a means to sustain
the project’s impact, but also an indicator to be measured when evaluating those projects
(Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a). Capacity
development itself is a sort of intervention that may be made by international aid
agencies for teacher quality improvement. They are categorised into third-level
objective (outputs) among the three levels of statements for evaluating educational
reform projects as shown in section 2.3.4. For this reason, this sub-section examines
capacity development as an indicator in evaluating educational reform projects.

The Association for the Development of Education in Africa (ADEA) emphasises that
there are no quick and easy solutions to the multiple and complex challenges in
improving the quality of education through capacity development (International
Institute for Educational Planning [IIEP], 1999). Based on past experiences that focused
only on technical cooperation, it is now evident from some recent educational
development projects that an evolution to comprehensive approaches, based on capacity
development is the preferred approach (Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004). Adams (2002)
names this type of educational intervention “the creation of a sustainable learning
environment of acceptable quality” (p. 28), because it is centred on capacity
development. He argues that such a shift requires large-scale reform from changing
attitudes in classrooms to changes in educational policy and systems. Earl et al. (2003)
contend that the following three major entry points should be addressed for embedding
and sustaining education reform, which is congruent with “Key Elements in Three
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Layers of Capacity Development” shown in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3
Three Different Sources for Embedding and Sustaining Educational Reform
Entry Points
Policy levers

Components
1. Policy levers
2. Resource allocation

Infrastructure

1.Resources and professional development
2.Making connections between the three entry points
3.Developing and supporting leadership
4. Building professional communities of practice
5. Using data and monitoring for decision-making
6. Solving issues
7. Increasing accountability

School Capacity

1. Understanding and motivation
2. Teachers’ capacity: knowledge, skills, dispositions
3. Local leadership
4. Adaptability to reform led by external drive
5. School and community support for reform

Sources: Adapted from Earl, Katz, and Watson (2003), Smith (2005).

As shown in Table 2.3 the three sources: are policy levers, infrastructure and school
capacity (Earl et al., 2003). Regarding the policy levers, the sources can provide
educational reform with legal framework and support that in turn may influence
resource allocation including finance, thereby ensuring that the reform is sustainable.
This can be compared to a central Ministry of Education since the Ministry is mostly
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responsible for making educational policies and securing budget from parliament.
According to Earl et al. (2003), infrastructure in the context of a large-scale reform
denotes an intermediate organisation group comprising education districts, NGOs,
universities and so forth, which can stand between the government as a decision-maker
on the one hand and the school as the unit of reform on the other. There is a need for
efficient and effective coordination of them and their functions as an implementer for
the educational reform. This intermediate group can provide a wide range of services as
shown below in Table 2.4. Concerning school capacity, there is no doubt that teachers
are central to educational reform. This source is referred to as the capacity which
encompasses a variety of elements surrounding the teachers. Mabuchi and Yokozeki
(2004) urge the establishment of measurable indicators to examine the process of
capacity development in an educational project or program. They propose a sample of
indicators for the progress of capacity development for in-service teacher training as
displayed in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4
Indicators for the Progress of Capacity Development for In-Service Teacher Training
Organizational Structure

Functions in Teacher Training

Knowledge and Skill

Central Ministry

1.Institutionalization of
in-service teacher training by
law, ministerial decree
2. Budget allocation
3.Availability of
infrastructure
4. Execution of research
1.Teacher Training Planning
2. Budget allocation
3.Availability of
infrastructure
4. Execution of research

1.Capacity to monitor the
execution of the law or decree
2.Capacity to execute research

Local Government

District Office

1.Teacher Training Planning
2. Budget allocation
3.Availability of
infrastructure

Cluster of Schools

1.Teacher Training
Planning
2. Budget allocation

School

1.Teacher Training
Planning
2.Budget allocation
3.Preparation for educational
material

1.

Capacity to monitor the
budget execution
2. Capacity to make the
training plan
3. Capacity to monitor the
implementation of the
training
4. Capacity to communicate
the district office
5. Capacity to execute research
1. Capacity to monitor the
budget execution
2. Capacity to make the
training plan
3. Capacity to monitor the
implementation of the
training
4. Capacity to communicate
the schools
1.Capacity to make the
training plan
2.Capacity to monitor the
implementation of the training
1.Capacity to make the
training plan
2. Capacity to monitor
the implementation
of the training
3. Teachers’ capacity to learn

Sources: Adapted from Mabuchi & Yokozeki (2004).

Thus, capacity development can be regarded as multiple interlocking categories which
provide a means to ensure the sustainability of an educational reform project as well as
ends to be measured in evaluating the projects. However, as capacity development is
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one of the new emerging modalities in international development, what and how
capacity development for educational reform projects for teacher quality improvement
should be evaluated is yet to be investigated (Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004). Hence, this
research poses two separate sub research questions as noted in section 1.4; how capacity
development (attributes of teacher quality improvement ) can be evaluated and how the
attributes of teacher quality improvement (conventional technical cooperation) can be
evaluated. Despite various terms for these three layers of capacity, this research setting
presumes that capacity development is comprised of three layers of capacities in an
educational system: capacities of school, organisations (education districts, NGOs,
universities and so forth) and a central Ministry of Education. As indicated earlier, this
research will propose answers to the questions at the end of this research.

2.3.4 Evaluation Process for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries

This section unpacks a generic evaluation process to be followed in evaluating whole
educational projects in developing countries and how such evaluation should be carried
out. This section includes general information on evaluation processes, objectives,
methods and tools.

Primmel, Anderegg, Burkett, Watford, and Della-Piana (2006) outline the evaluation
processes in evaluating educational reform projects. They start with defining a product
of a project. The product usually consists of three levels of statements that the project
wishes to achieve, namely goals, objectives and outcomes. Goals are overarching
statements of the project’s intention and ambitions while objectives are intermediate
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measurable results, and outcomes are the expected measurable baselin results. However,
the application of these three levels of statement varies from one organisation to another.
For example, JICA uses the statements of overall goals, purposes and outputs (JICA,
2004c). The UNICEF community project in Egypt calls them outputs, outcomes and
impact (Zaalouk, 2004). Despite the variations, this research will employ the JICA
terms since the JICA case study is a predominant study in this research. In addition,
setting these project statements in educational reform project is a difficult task because
potential responses to these three level expectations from an aid agencies to students are
quite different. They have their own focal points on the success of a project and quality
of education (Courtney, 2007; Riddell, 1999a). However, as consensus should be
reached among stakeholders as to what constitutes teacher quality improvement,
measuring the quality improvement is easier if it is broken into components: inputs,
outputs, processes, outcomes, and goals (Courtney, 2007). An educational reform
project is required to include clear objectives with well-defined targets and indicators
that are coherent and realistic. Furthermore, Primmel et al. (2006) argue for employing
the enhancement of student learning, attitudes or perceptions as some of the goals or
outcomes in all educational reform projects as these aspects are common to all
participants (Riddell, 1999a). Setting these types of targets for a project raises two
evaluation questions, firstly whether or not changes have occurred and secondly,
whether educational intervention by an educational project brought about the changes
(Primmel et al., 2006). The two questions are crucial elements in evaluating the project.

After setting the targets and indicators that will provide measurements, the project needs
to set a protocol and select approaches and tools to collect data and also to decide the
54

timing of individual roles for each evaluation activity (Courtney, 2007). There has been
an increase in research leading to the acceptance of a variety of educational research and
evaluation methodologies. This is confirmed by Kuroda and Yokozeki (2005) who add
that both qualitative and quantitative methods, are increasingly being used to evaluate
the impact of educational projects, depending on the purpose of the evaluation.
Courtney (2007) also claims that qualitative methods should be utilised in parallel with
quantitative approaches since the method can highlight contextual issues such as the
local culture in which a project is situated. Common tools to be employed for
educational projects are: surveys, interviews, focus groups, observation and tests, and
those tools are often used in a mixed way (Primmel et al., 2006). Following the
selection of evaluation methods and protocol, the procedures of data analysis and
interpretation of results should be considered (ibid.). Progressively, the findings should
provide feedback to a system or personnel as a means of improving each component
rather than finding faults in the system and personnel, as its final objectives (Pillay &
Elliott, 2005). Thus, an evaluation process consists of different stages and develops
itself as an educational project evolves. Consequently, the project should draw a
compelling evaluation plan since it will lead to a better project (Primmel et al., 2006).

2.4 Priorities of International Aid Agencies for Improving the Quality of Basic
Education

This section is divided into two parts. The first part outlines aid priorities of major
international aid agencies in basic education. The second part reviews UNICEF and
JICA assistance for improving the quality of basic education in developing countries
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given that the focus of this research is the above agencies support for the Egyptian
education reform projects as a case study. It helps further situate the case study.

2.4.1 Overview of International Aid in Basic Education

The international shift in aid priority towards qualitative aspects in basic education was
discussed in Chapter 1. For example, UNICEF has created its own broad definition of
“quality education” consisting of five dimensions namely: learners, content, processes,
environments and outcomes (UNICEF, 2000a). Other major donor agencies also have
their own aid strategies for developing quality education. In order to examine aid
priorities on quality education, this section takes the following major overseas
development agencies as representatives of donors: UNESCO, UNICEF, the World
Bank, OECD as multilateral aid agencies, and CIDA and JICA as bilateral aid agencies.
The strategies adopted by UNICEF and JICA are illustrated separately in the next
sub-section.

The major aid agencies have a variety of aid priorities or strategies in education. Across
the aid agencies, there are some commonalities in their strategies for improving the
quality of basic education shown in Table 2.5.
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Table 2.5
Summary of Aid Agencies’ Priority in Basic Education
UNESCO

UNICEF

The

World

OECD

JICA

CIDA

Bank
Development
✓

of educational
standard
Curriculum

✓

development

✓

Textbook,
teaching

✓

material

✓

✓

development
Teacher
development

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Teaching
methodologies

✓

improvement
Evaluation and
✓

monitoring

✓

improvement
Girls’
education
Early

child

education
Health
improvement
Information
technology

✓

✓

✓

✓

reduction
✓

✓
✓

✓

✓

Poverty
Miscellaneous

✓

✓
✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Source: Adapted from UNESCO, (2002a); UNICEF, (2002); World Bank, (1999); OECD, (2006); CIDA,
(2002), International Development Center of Japan & Koei Research Center Co., (2004)

Importantly, most aid agencies are directly associated with issues at the schools and
include teacher training, teaching methods, textbooks, teaching materials, and
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curriculum as common strategies to improve quality education. Many aid agencies have
invested in these areas since these issues are believed to have significant impact on the
quality of education (Hamano, 2005; Lockheed & Verspoor, 1991; Riddell, 1998). Apart
from these, international aid agencies are working on other educational issues. For
example, the World Bank, UNICEF and CIDA advocate girls’ education to eliminate
gender disparity in education. The World Bank, UNICEF and JICA cover issues of early
childhood education. All these strategies are targeted at achieving global goals such as
quality universal primary education and the reduction of gender gap in education.
Predicably, reducing the gap in the “digital divide” in education is also becoming a
crucial issue among aid agencies.

2.4.2 Aid for Improving the Quality of Basic Education: UNICEF and JICA

UNICEF has devised its own medium-term strategic plan (MTSP) for 2006-2009. The
plan accentuates the link with the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) focusing on
universalizing basic education and gender equity. In order to address the two issues,
UNICEF (2006) has set four main strategies. The first strategy is the ‘Right-based’
approach premised on the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention on
the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women. The second strategy is
the “accompanying” countries approach, collaborating closely with a counterpart
country, observing visions and policies that the country has established. The third
strategy is the “acceleration” of the use of local resources. UNICEF concentrates the
resources and intensifies the interventions closely with a counterpart country. In
addition, UNICEF undertakes an advocacy and communication campaign to raise public
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awareness and mobilize social and political action. The last strategy is the multi-sectoral
approach in which, distinct from other aid agencies above, UNICEF renders
comprehensive assistance in the education sector by linking its work to other sectors
such as health and sanitation. The links between multi-sectors, it believes, can
strengthen its internal synergism and provide aid more efficiently and effectively
(UNICEF, 2005b). These multi-sectoral strategies can be divided into two-pronged
groups impacting from inside and outside the classroom (UNICEF, 2004b). Strategies
inside the classroom are related to child-centred methodology, gender-sensitive
education, health education, teacher quality, and lesson planning. Strategies outside the
classroom are linked with development of gender, early child and adult education, local
community involvement in education, improvement in accessing schools and school
facilities.

Additionally, JICA’s involvement in basic education has five development objectives
that correspond to the international overall goals set in the World Education Forum in
Dakar and the MDGs (JICA, 2006c). These objectives are set to expand primary and
secondary education, to reduce disparities in education, to address educational needs of
youths and adults; expand early childhood education and to improve educational
management. Strategically, JICA views qualitative improvement of primary and
secondary education as one of the mid-term objectives for the expansion of primary and
secondary education. The mid-term objectives consist of sub-targets to be used as
provisional milestones of JICA development projects or programs in basic education.
The objectives can be achieved when the sub-targets as milestones are fulfilled since the
development objectives comprise the breakdowns of these milestones. The targets are:
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(i) increase the number of teachers and improvement of teachers’ professionalism
including skills, knowledge and motivation; (ii) improvement and dissemination of
teaching methodology;（iii) revision of curricula; (iv) improvement and dissemination of
textbooks and teaching materials; improvement of school facilities; appropriate
implementation of monitoring and evaluation; and (v) improvement of students’
readiness (International Development Centre of Japan & Koei Research Centre Co.,
2004). These sub-targets overlap with the priority areas of major aid agencies and are
linked directly to quality education in classrooms. Also, JICA formulates and
implements development projects or programs in basic education according to these aid
strategies. Since 1990, JICA has invested significantly in teacher training for science
and mathematics. It is now involved in eight countries assisting with the improvement
of the quality of science teachers (JICA, 2004b), which is expected to become one of
JICA’s flagship models of international cooperation (JICA, 2002a). The reasons for
increasing the investment in science and mathematics teachers are: indifference from
political and cultural issues, comparative advantage in both subjects, and less difficulties
for Japanese experts to teach the subjects through other languages (JICA, 2004b).
Furthermore, the Government of Japan announced cooperation in science and
mathematics education in developing countries as part of the Basic Education for
Growth Initiative (BEGIN) in 2002 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Japan, 2002).

2.5 Contemporary Theoretical Knowledge Informing Teacher-Quality Improvement
in Educational Reform Projects

The literature points out that by evaluating both the impact created by educational
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interventions, namely, the attributes of teacher quality improvement, and local capacity
development has been acknowledged as essential (Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004;
Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell, 1999a). For this reason, the next section examines
theoretical aspects of teacher education and teaching and learning approaches as
attributes of teacher quality improvement. They are central to teacher quality as
described in Chapter 1, and are regarded as the main focus for change anticipated by the
international aid agencies discussed in section 2.4.1. As the attributes are closely linked
with interventions by international aid agencies, they are considered as the third-level
objective among the three levels of statements (outputs often happen at the classroom
level) in evaluating activities of educational reform projects as discussed in section
2.3.4.

2.5.1 Teacher Education

Most importantly, the value of teachers in education can not be overstated (M.
Cochran-Smith & K. Fries, 2005; Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005; Delors, Amagi, &
Carneiro, 1996; UNESCO, 2004a; 2005; Villegas-Reimers, 2003). It has been
internationally recognised

that “teachers are among the most, if not the most,

significant factors in children’s learning and the key focus in educational reforms of all
kinds” (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005, p. 1). Hamano (2005) also recognises the
importance of teachers in education by stating “success or failure of school education
hinges on teachers…when it comes to argument on education, it reaches matters of
teachers in the end” (p. 90). The quality of teachers is so central to a quality education
system that their training and development is crucial. Hence, this sub-section discusses
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literature pertaining to the status quo of the teacher education programs in developing
countries and several key factors to improve the status quo.

2.5.1.1 The Status Quo of Teacher Education in Developing Countries

Teacher education is a process and structure that enhances teacher’ learning as
professionals so as to improve education quality (J. Cochran-Smith & K. Fries, 2005). A
definition of teacher education is termed as “formally attempts to provide more
knowledge, skills and dispositions to prospective or experienced teachers”(Tatto, 1997).
Interestingly, teacher education can be divided into two activities: pre-service and
in-service training (UNESCO, 2002b). However, the dichotomy between pre- and inservice training is being eroded as the importance of continuous on-service training in
schools and self-development by teachers has occurred and teacher education has
become more a coherent process of on-going professional development, not an isolated
event (Campbell, Kyriakides, Muijs, & Robinson, 2004).

After the World Conference on Education for All (WCEFA) in 1990, primary school
enrolment rates in many developing countries have increased (Lewin, 2002). This
presents challenges to the development, supply and management of well-trained
teachers. Unless the international community can secure more teachers and quality
teachers, it can not achieve quality education for all school age students by 2015
(UNESCO, 2002b). The EFA global monitoring report (2002) estimates that 15 to 35
million additional primary teachers would be needed worldwide to achieve the EFA’s
goal. However, Lewin (2002) points out that not only are more teachers needed, but also
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that teachers should be more effectively educated. Similarly, a UNESCO report urges
the international community to address a short supply of well-qualified teachers and an
issue of internal efficiency in teacher education, which can be seen in much of
sub-Sahara Africa and South Asia (UNESCO, 2002b).

The increase in supply of teachers stagnated but the student numbers kept growing in
the 1990s (Siniscalco, 2002). In sub-Sahara Africa, for example, AIDS/HIV deprives
many teachers of their lives and approximately 860,000 children in that region have lost
teachers in 1999 (UNICEF, 2000b). In some cases the recruitment has been hindered by
budgetary constraints (Nilsson, 2003). This has led to class sizes with one hundred
students to one teacher ratio, which is not uncommon in Sub-Sahara African countries,
where the oversized classes affect the quality of education negatively (ibid.).
Additionally, there are many untrained and under-trained teachers in these regions
(Nilsson, 2003). It is reported that about half of current teachers do not meet the
standards of teacher qualification in their respective countries (UNESCO, 2002b). For
example, Democratic Republic of the Congo requires nine years of schooling as a
minimum qualification for teachers, and 43% and 55 % of teachers respectively fall
short of this standard (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2006).

Studies show a clear relation between teachers with complete teacher education and
good student performance (Nilsson, 2003; The EFA global monitoring report team,
2002). The EFA Global Monitoring Team (2002) emphasises that teacher education in
developing countries can produce more positive impact on teacher performance and
student achievement than in developed countries. UNESCO cautions that poor teacher
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quality can lead to not only degradation of student performance but also students
dropping out with inadequate skills and knowledge (Dladla & Moon, 2002).

Moreover, the internal efficiency in teacher education is also an issue to be tackled in
developing countries. The duration of teacher education is part of the issue. For example,
pre-service programs in many countries are executed by special institutions or
universities in the form of two-years to four or five years. Conversely, in some
developing countries, programs are offered in post-primary, secondary and
post-secondary education that last anything between six months to a few years
(Villegas-Reimers, 2003). In-service training is often conducted for a short period in an
ad hoc manner (ibid.). This is related to the general education teachers receive. Since
teachers in developing countries have fewer years of general education, teacher
education has become remedial for them (Villegas-Reimers, 2003). Another constraint
observed is that teacher education in many developing countries still focuses on
theoretical aspects without practical activities and practicums at schools (Perraton &
Potashink, 1997; Villegas-Reimers, 2003). The design of the programs has been
conceived as a way of inculcating prescribed skills and attitudes (Perraton & Potashink,
1997). The trainers of pre- and in-service teachers have not been trained enough and
have not been prepared well for the training (Villegas-Reimers, 2003). Additionally, the
programs are often designed without any acknowledgement of trainees’ backgrounds
and their diversity. Trainees tend to be regarded as homogeneous groups that do not
correspond with changed conditions, as many of the systems or curricula originally
came from colonial practices (Samuel, 2002). Finally, teacher training is criticized as
costly, which is contingent upon many factors including the length of training. For
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example, Lockheed and Verspoor (1991) liken the cost to as much as 35 times the
annual cost of a student of general secondary education. It is a big challenge for
developing countries to train teachers and improve their competence, which they need to
do efficiently when facing budgetary constraints. Notwithstanding the difficulties above,
teacher education is expected to make a difference to teacher performance by ultimately
impacting on student achievement.

2.5.1.2 Improvement of the Quality of Teacher Education in Developing Countries

The education literature highlights several key factors to be considered in order to
improve the quality of teacher education in developing countries. There is a debate over
the balance of teacher education modes, namely pre-and in-service training, so as to
capitalise on limited resources. The balance differs from country to country with varying
outcomes. The priority of the policies of teacher education in most countries is placed
on pre-service in general. However, with large numbers of teachers already in the
system, the recognition of the importance of in-service and continuous training has been
growing (Lynd, 2005; UNESCO Institute for Statistics, OECD, & World Education
Indicators Programme, 2001; UNESCO, 1998; 2004b; World Bank, 1990).

As social

transformation, technological innovation, and globalization occur, many education
authorities need to update or change both their teacher and school education curriculum
(UNESCO Institute for Statistics et al., 2001). Often the best option is to stay in a state
of flux in order to be competitive in the global market (UNESCO, 2002b). At the same
time, in less developed countries where a severe dearth of teachers exists, teachers
trained at primary level are often transferred to junior secondary level or vice versa
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(Perraton & Potashink, 1997). As a result, a shift of the mode of teacher education has
been taking place from pre-service to in-service training that can fit both the rapid
globalization and teachers transferring from one level to another (Perraton & Potashink,
1997; UNESCO, 2002b). In addition, models of teacher education have also been an
issue as new education models such as school-based training have emerged (M.
Cochran-Smith & K. Fries, 2005). According to Villegas-Reimers (2003), the models
can be grouped into: “organisational partnership models” and “small group models” (p.
69). The first models require relationships with certain organisations and institutes to
implement training. The training can be implemented through a university, a research
institute, teacher networks and distance education. Small group models can be carried
out on a small scale, which includes a seminar, supervision at a school, observation of
excellent practice or self-development by a teacher. Villegas-Reimers (2003) emphasises
the importance of the use of a combination of these models simultaneously so as to meet
demands that vary from setting to setting.

In regard to the curriculum of teacher education, there is no single fixed curriculum at
present, particularly as teacher education programs target teachers with a variety of
backgrounds and at different levels of education in different countries (Perraton &
Potashink, 1997). For example, secondary-school teachers are more concerned about the
content coverage in subject areas than students’ learning outcomes, whereas
primary-school teachers are the opposite, focusing more on the student and little on
subject content (UNESCO, 1998). Therefore, “the design of teacher education
programmes will continue to be uncertain”(UNESCO, 1998, p. 67). However, literature
on teacher education makes some suggestions on the key elements in seeking a balance
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between the different demands. Perraton and Potashink (1997) claim that the program
should consist of general education, subject content, pedagogy, and classroom
management while UNESCO (1998) regards the following elements as the most
important: “subject matter knowledge, knowledge of general pedagogical principles and
knowledge of learners” (p. 67).

A notable UNESCO report named “Learning: The Treasure Within” also acknowledges
that it is crucial for teachers not only to update their skills and knowledge but also to
appreciate who learners are and “adapt it (teaching) more closely to the special
characteristics of classes or groups of pupils” (UNESCO, 1996, p. 40). In addition,
Borko and Putnam (1995) argue that the program of teacher education should improve
growth in “teachers’ conceptions of subject matter, pedagogy, and subject-specific
pedagogy” as the substance of professional development, and “the approach to teaching
and learning” (p. 58). They further argue that the program advocates for teachers to
adopt in their own classrooms “as a process of self professional development” (Borko &
Putnam, 1995, p. 58). In particular, UNESCO (2002b) sub-categorises in-service
training in developing countries into four programs. As it depends on the following
purposes, the curriculum is to be tailor-made accordingly: training for unqualified
teachers leading to certification; upgrading training for teachers with qualifications;
training to prepare teachers for their new roles such as head teachers; and training
related to the content of school curriculum. Overall, the focus on the curriculum
development in developing countries is to be transferred from "subject-based" to
"demand-driven" curriculum grounded on what learning outcomes are required to
function in a civil and knowledge based society (Pillay, Sharifov, & Maharramov,
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2002).

Also, teacher educators such as a coach and mentor are always key persons influencing
teacher professional development, regardless of the emergence of new approaches
(Crowe & Berry, 2007). Calderhead & Shorrock (1997) propose that educators should
be capable of building a good relation with mentees, demonstrating a variety of teaching
practices, assessing teaching practice, counselling and setting targets for teachers. In a
similar vein, Villegas-Reimers (2003) indicates a wide range of the educator’s roles:
“sharing information, providing access to resources, role modelling, counselling,
coaching, encouraging reflection, advising in career moves and supporting new teachers”
(p. 116). Bacchus (1991) suggests that teacher educators like schooling inspectors, need
to have a more flexible relationship with teachers to allow teachers to try out new ideas.

Finally, investing in teacher education is necessary to meet the demand of supplying
well-trained teachers, but adequate investment is also imperative (UNESCO Institute for
Statistics et al., 2001). Hence, analysing teacher education is an aspect that decision
makers are keen to verify. According to Lynd (2005), there are two items to be
examined. One of them is cost, since teacher education is costly, in particular,
pre-service training. The other is effectiveness of teacher education includes: enrolment
rates in teacher education, completion or pass rates of teachers, exams scores, rates of
teacher placement, teacher knowledge, teachers’ attitudes about teaching, teacher
retention in pre-service training, teacher performance measured by class observation,
students’ test scores, and the number of teachers trained. Thus, the literature on teacher
education, as examined above, provides a guideline for some new initiatives to
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improving the quality education for all.

2.5.1.3 Pedagogical Practices in Developed and Developing Countries

Pedagogy is a main subject of teacher education, which is often a flagship item for
educational reform projects and programs in many developing countries (UNESCO,
2004a). This section looks at innovations in pedagogical practices. There are shifts in
paradigms of teaching toward a greater focus on conception and meaningful learning
(McLaughlin & Taji, 2005). Jarvis (2002) also notes this shift as a change from giving
“systematic information to a person, or about a subject or skill” to “to help others to
learn” (p. 11). In a similar vein, Taylor (2002) defines learning as a change in
performance to be produced by doing a variety of activities: “Learning is a change in
performance through conditions of activity, practice, and experience … that lead to
change in performance [and] involve telling and listening, judging, reading, reciting,
observation of demonstrations, experimenting, pupils interacting, and individual
learning quests and activities” (p. 1). In contrast, a UNESCO and UNICEF report stated
that in developing countries, traditional teacher-dominated pedagogy such as
“chalk-and-talk” teaching instruction pervades classrooms broadly while students play
passive roles (UNICEF, 1998; UNESCO, 2004a). UNESCO (2004a) describes a typical
classroom situation in developing countries as being one where a teacher teaches in
large classes with traditional teaching methods and small amount of materials. In their
stud y, Johnson, Monk, and Swain (2000) delineated teaching and learning practices in
an Egyptian classroom as being mainly about recitation, rote learning, and
memorization. Swain, Monk and Johnson (1999) describe teaching and learning as
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students being highly controlled by teachers and rarely having any opportunity to work
in pairs, groups or independently of the teacher. As for learning outcomes, a 1998 World
Bank survey in Bangladesh reported that four out of five children who had completed a
five-year primary education failed to reach a minimum learning achievement level,
whereas those who had completed three years of primary schooling achieved almost
zero on the same measure of learning achievement (UNICEF, 1998). This highlights the
importance of teaching and learning in education reform projects. Not surprisingly,
UNESCO (2004a) maintains that teaching and learning is a determinant of the quality of
learning outcomes and a process to bring curriculum to everyday life. In the same
fashion, Motala (2001) argues that teaching and learning processes are one of five
factors in the quality of education, which also encompass sound management practices,
learning facilities, equipment and physical resources. A number of studies in the early
1990s corroborated that school and classroom focus and process factors such as
teaching and learning are linked to quality education (O'Sullivan, 2006). As a result,
since the 1990 World Conference on Education for All (WCEFA) meeting, international
aid agencies began to focus on the approaches of teaching and learning as the key
indicators of learning acquisition rather than just the increase in enrolment (ibid.).

Subsequently, the aim of many educational development projects is to focus on and
encourage child-centred learning, active pedagogy, cooperative learning, and the
development of critical thinking and problem-solving skills. Additionally, peer learning,
group learning and self-study are also introduced by the reform projects to develop
appropriate pedagogies for teachers (UNESCO, 2004a). For example, almost all
UNICEF primary education projects in developing countries are using the same key
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words: “introduce child-centred methodologies”, “use cooperative learning strategies”,
and “give children opportunities to learn” (Furniss, 2000, p. 1). Similarly the UNICEF
community school project and the JICA mathematics and science project in Egypt
focused on a variety of learning strategies such as cooperative learning, child-centered
learning and problem-solving skills as themes of the project. Hence, any attempt to
improve the quality of education in developing countries should focus on developing a
repertoire of teaching methods and leaning styles, and to combine them in harmony to
ensure that students’ needs are met (UNESCO, 2004a)

In summary, the literature review in Chapter 2 provides the research with a theoretical
and contextual framework. The review links literature related to: program evaluation
theory; the changing modalities and evaluation practices in international development;
evalution for educational reform projects; priority areas of aid in education; and
theoretical aspects on the attributes of teacher quality improvement in developing
countries. This chapter has also carefully considered the nexus between these aspects.
The next chapter discusses research methods to support emprical work that informs a
synthesied evaluation framework developed from the literature review.

Chapter 3:

Research Methodology
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3.0 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to establish a research design to conduct rigorous
empirical work since “a systematic, disciplined inquiry in educational research relies on
methods and principles that will produce credible and verifiable results” (McMillan &
Wergin, 2006, p. 1). The chapter discusses: a rationale, the research design, procedures
and techniques for data collection and analysis, ethical issues and limitations of the
current research designs. Further a depiction of the context of each case of the JICA and
UNICEF projects in Egypt as the cases under study in this research is highlighted. The
overall research design seeks to provide answers to each of the research sub-questions
noted in Chapter 1.

3.1 Qualitative Research Method

The definitions and merits of different types of research methods are always under
debate so as to conduct meaningful investigations. For instance, Denzin and Lincoln
(1994) argue there are three major approaches: qualitative, qualitative and critical. Other
authors extol four possibilities: radical humanist, radical structuralist, interpretivist, and
functionalist (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Creswell (2002, 2008), however, argues for two
major approaches which subsumes other research approaches. These are qualitative and
quantitative research since these two major approaches have become legitimate and
dominant approaches due to their widespread use and popularity. Notwithstanding the
significance of the two major paradigms, some proponents of each paradigm count
72

quantitative and qualitative methods in research as incompatible while others regard
them as complementary. It is the latter perspective that is adopted here.

According to Gay, Mills and Airasianet (2006), qualitative methods are approaches that
“seek to probe deep into the research setting to obtain in-depth understandings about the
way things are, why they are that way, and how the participants in the context perceive
them” (2006, p. 15). The qualitative methods are generally supported by the two
paradigms: (i) constructivism in which social interactions and realities are constructed
by the participants in real social settings, so that qualitative researchers interact with
those participants in order to understand the nature of constructed realities and search
the variety of perspectives (Glesne, 1998); and (ii) interpretivism that requires
researchers to interpret people’s actions and their institutions in the social world as “they
act on the basis of the meanings they attribute to their acts” (Bryman, 2004, p. 14). In
this sense, the qualitative methods adopt an inductive, bottom-up and interpretive
process by which the truth of a proposition is made probable by the accumulation of
confirming evidence, this being a common pattern in research (Abercrombie, Hill, &
Turner, 1994). This process results in the generation of a theory/ model/conceptual
framework at the end (Bryman, 2004).

However, as in all data gathering, the qualitative approach has both strengths and
weaknesses. The strengths have partly been mentioned above. Firstly, one strength is
that researchers can examine the breadth and depth of phenomena to explore the detail
naturalistically and holistically (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). Since most qualitative
research seeks to understand the meaning of acts in context, the participant-oriented
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nature of the qualitative paradigm enables researchers to gain participants’ views of the
field (Burns, 2000; Glesne, 1998). Another example is that the method is appropriate to
study the context within which a phenomenon occurs, that is, seeking authentic meaning.
Methodological eclecticism is a strength of qualitative research (ibid.). Researchers can
select one or a combination of approaches suitable to address their own research
questions from various qualitative research approaches. Yet, the major issue for debate
is the concern regarding the qualitative research paradigm’s adequacy in dealing with
the validity and reliability aspects of research quality. Due to “the subjective nature of
qualitative data and its origine in single contexts, it is difficult to apply conventional
standards of reliability and validity” (Burns, 2000, p. 12). However, triangulating data
from a number of different sources and using different tools may improve the internal
validity of research (Burns, 2000; Patton, 1997), which in turn can strengthen data
analysis (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). This denotes that a case study can adopt either
qualitative or quantitative, or a combination of both methods in order to gain an
in-depth understanding from the study (Burns, 2000).

3.2 Theoretical Perspectives of Case Study Methodology

Amongst the various qualitative studies, Yin (1994) contends that case study research
can be either qualitative or quantitative. However, other researchers categorize case
studies as a qualitative method since the research is ethnographic and interpretive
(Creswell, 2003; Mertens, 2005; Wellington, 2000).

Creswell (2008) defines case-study research as “an in-depth exploration of a bounded
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system based on extensive data collection” (p. 476). Case-study research can consist of
a single case or several cases that may have interrelated and complex elements
embedded in a large context. Creswell (2008) identifies a case as “a bounded system”
and claims that “the case is separated out for research in terms of time, place, or some
physical boundaries” (p. 476). By “bounding” a system, case-study research provides a
meaningful and manageable scope for the field study, which in turn may provide rich
and deep description of context and operations of a case or cases (Johnson &
Christensen, 2004; Mertens, 2005). In a case-study, the data collection combines
qualitative and quantitative procedures to complement the results and corroborate the
findings, as noted by Creswell (2003) and Mertens (2005). Given the diverse and
interrelated nature of the variables in the research context of this study, such
comprehensive data sources allow more detailed analysis for understanding the research
problem (Burns, 2000; Creswell, 2002, 2008). Such rich data also allows the researcher
to undertake a comparative analysis to extract commonalities and differences from the
variety of cases. The capacity to adopt a complex process to collect and synthesize a
number of different sets of data from different sources is a significant strength of the
case study methodology. Another strength of a case study is that it can “represent a
process consisting of a series of steps that form a sequence of activities“ (Creswell,
2008, p. 476). In contrast, however, the limitations of case-study research include not
being able to generalize results to other populations. These are discussed in detail in
Sections 3.4 and 3.11.

3.3 Rationale for Selecting Case-Study Research
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Crossley & Watson (2003, p. 20) state that international research in education is “a
diverse, multidisciplinary and ever-changing field”. Given the deeply entrenched
traditions and cultural values that can have an impact on professional practices,
educational reform projects in developing countries are even more complex due to
under-resourced educational system. However, given the scope of complexity in
education reform projects this research cannot examine every aspect of the complexity
but needs to employ “a bounded system” as Creswell (2008) points out. Also, many of
these international projects may be considered as intervention cases aimed at improving
the quality of education services, in particular, teacher quality improvement, in the
respective countries. These reform interventions are often bounded by time, context, and
scope of work that helps delimit the boundaries for the case studies. For example, the
approach adopted for the JICA study was a case-study bounded by time (last 3 years),
location (Egypt), and sample (aid agencies, students, parents, teachers and education
department personnel). This was a pivotal reason that a case study was selected for the
research design.

Secondly, the selection of the case study method was its appropriateness for examining
a complex process in depth, seeking authentic understanding—contextually embedded
meaning. Such in-depth understanding is what is lacking in current evaluation processes
that measure the quality of outcomes in development projects. It is associated with
diverse yet connected variables, so that any evaluative framework needs to adopt a
complex process. In this regard, this method can be accommodated since a case study
can portray and describe the process of evaluation for both outputs and outcomes which
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are created by a sequence of activities (Creswell, 2002, 2008). The third reason was the
advantage of the use of multiple data sources. This is necessary as it can readily relate to
the attributes of the complex process of evaluation. The case study process collected and
synthesized a number of different sets of data from different sources, a capacity central
to success for the research. Finally, the case study approach matched the goal of this
research, which is to develop an evaluation framework for educational reform projects
for qualitative aspects. The purpose of a case study is also “to develop or to test theory”
(Yin, 1994, p. 27). Therefore, both the evaluation process and the case study process
were congruent with each other. Hence, this research explored the case study as a
possible research methodology.

3.4 Quality Assurance of the Research Designs: Validity and Reliability

Undoubtedly, quality has been an issue in qualitative research, which demands
“theoretical sophistication and methodological rigor“ (Silverman, 2005, p. 209). Yin
(2003) argues that as a research design is supposed to present a logical set of statements,
the quality of the design should be judged according to certain logical tests. Burns
(2000) and Yin (2003) emphasize that validity and reliability are crucial aspects in
case-study research. Hence, this research employs four tests: “construct validity, internal
validity, external validity and reliability” since these tests are common to all social
science methods (Yin, 2003, p. 34).

Firstly, validity as a whole is defined as “the appropriateness of the interpretations,
inferences, and actions that we make based on test scores“ (Johnson & Christensen,
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2004, p. 140). Among various validities, construct validity is the most complex and
rigorous form of validity (Creswell, 2002, 2008; Johnson & Christensen, 2004; Yin,
2003). However, Johnson and Christensen (2004) explicate the definition as the extent
to which a higher-order construct is accurately represented in the particular study. They
further argue that in enhancing validity, it is important to have “a good definition and
explanation of the meaning of the construct of interest“ (Johnson & Christensen, 2004, p.
237). According to Yin (2003), a case study can increase construct validity by adopting
the following measures: (i) using multiple sources of data to demonstrate the
convergence of data from different sources; (ii) establishing a chain of evidence to link
between each stage of evidentiary procedures and the initial research questions; and (iii)
having key informants review the study report as a tactic to enhance the accuracy of the
study. Among these reasons, this research collected data from three kinds of data
sources: documents, interviews and questionnaires because multiple sources of evidence
can provide multiple measures of the same phenomenon (Yin, 2003). In addition, the
research followed the particular processes of case-study research, which are made up of
five steps and developed by Yin (2003), as illustrated in Section 3.7. It is by following
these series of steps maintaining a chain of evidence to enhance construct validity as
well as reliability that is critical. Moreover, Japanese interviewees capable of reading
English were asked to check the transcribed interview script in English to enhance the
accuracy, and two bilingual Egyptian researchers supported and accompanied the
researcher to as many interviews as possible for crosschecking their interpretations.

Secondly, in a case study, inferences are made based on some earlier occurrences such
as documents and interviews. For this reason, the concern is internal validity including
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the adequacy of the inferences and the convergence of the evidence (Yin, 2003). To
enhance the internal validity, this research adopted a “pattern-matching logic” in the
analytical process so that the patterns of the evidence are identical (ibid.). This logic
was established in this research by proving that the assumptions made from the
literature review were identical with the data from interviews, documents and
questionnaire survey.

Thirdly, external validity is the extent to which findings in one study can be applied to
another situation (Mertens, 2005, p. 124). Burns (2000) emphasizes that “case studies
are generalisable to theoretical propositions, not to statistical populations, and the
investigator’s goal is to expand theories and not to undertake statistical generalization”
(p. 474). Furthermore, the objective of this research was to develop an evaluation
framework based on principles that may be used by educational development projects.

In addition, a case study is studied at length in order to produce theories (Bassey, 1999).
Therefore, these theories are modified and refined over the procedural period. Burns
(2000) also argued that the generalizations and theories should be judged by readers as
to the extent to which the case is similar to and instructive to, their context. Moreover an
evaluation framework to be developed by this research can be applicable to another
developing country where the context is analogous to Egypt. Currently this country is in
the process of shifting its focus from an expansion of education to an enhancement of
quality education. The extent to which the generalization of the framework is applied is
contingent upon another country or an international aid agencies focus and purpose.
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Lastly, reliability is to ensure the consistency or stability of results if a study is repeated
using the same data procedures (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). To strengthen reliability,
the procedures from posing initial research questions to ultimate case study conclusions
and its specific tactics should be clarified and documented so that other investigators
can follow the same procedures and replicate the same results as the earlier case has
found (Yin, 2003). In this regard, this study enhanced the reliability in the same way as
construct validity, which is by following the five steps of the case study research
developed by Yin (2003). Strategically it enabled this study to maintain a chain of
evidence. In addition, the research tried to increase reliability by employing
triangulation of the data from multiple data sources as well as by examining multiple
projects in Egypt. Finally, triangulation was used to enhance both reliability and validity
throughout the entire research.

3.5 Rationale for Choosing the Research Sites

.Egypt is one of the prototypical developing countries in transition and is re-focusing its
education development initiatives from a quantitative one to a qualitative one (Ministry
of Education in Egypt, 2001). In recent years there have been several educational
reform projects in Egypt, however, for the purpose of this study, the JICA and UNICEF
educational reform projects in Egypt provided the context. This was the motivation for
this research being conducted in Egypt. Both these projects aimed at developing quality
education and encompassing the activities for teacher quality improvement and students’
learning as the main outcomes in each project. In addition to meeting the research’s
purpose, the two aid agencies’ Cairo offices and the National Center for Educational
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Research and Development (NCERD) in Egypt were willing to cooperate with this
research. In particular, UNICEF Cairo office is still looking for a better evaluation
framework for both accountability and improvement of local evaluation capacity. Thus,
the evaluation components in both the above projects were the focus of the cases in this
study. The case study investigated the assumptions, procedures, measurements and
interpretations thoroughly and holistically. In parallel, the study also researched the
understanding of each layer of personnel that participated in these projects. This allowed
the researcher to understand the process and impact of capacity building achieved
through the evaluation activities.

Furthermore, the two projects were selected as they were typical educational reform
projects targeting teacher quality improvement such as: teacher education, and teaching
and learning approaches as discussed in Chapter 2. The two projects were able to
provide cases that were independent but still focusing on common outcome indicators
centred on the above noted quality issues. The opportunity to compare the two cases
allowed the researcher to map similar or contrasting results against the consolidated
quality measures/propositions identified for this research. Therefore, this research
analysed the evaluation activities associated with the JICA and UNICEF projects. In
addition it compared and contrasted the results of the two cases and found possible
answers to resolve the research questions. A brief profile of each of the two projects
selected for the study is shown in Table 3.1. It provides contextual information on both
projects and each column denotes the boundaries of the current case-study research: site,
sample, time, and context. This is followed by the contextual information about the two
projects in the next section.
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Table 3.1
Profiles of Educational Reform Projects in Egypt
Project Name

Implementing
Agency

Local Partners

Duration

Sector and Target

April,
2003~
March,
2006

Science and
Mathematics in
Primary Education

Project for
Improvement
Of Science and
Mathematics Education
in Primary Schools in
Egypt

Japan
International
Cooperation
Agency
(JICA)

National Center for
Educational Research
and Development
(NCERD),
Ministry of Education
(MOE)

Community School
Project in Egypt

United Nations
Children’s Fund
(UNICEF)

Ministry of Education
(MOE), NGOs

1992~

Community
engagement,
Primary education
Girl’s Education

Sources: JICA. (2003) and Zaalouk (2004).

3.6 Contexts of the JICA and UNICEF projects in Egypt

This section provides contextual information on the JICA and UNICEF projects in
Egypt as a case-study. The information helps the research understand when
contemplating a new evaluation framework for a similar educational reform project.

3.6.1 JICA Science and Mathematics project

As noted in Chapter 1, despite significant improvement in the quantitative aspects of its
education since the 1990s, Egypt has not yet resolved many of the qualitative aspects of
its education system such as, large classes, limited educational materials, and a
restrictive curriculum (Swain, Monk, Johnson, 1999). JICA, as one of the major
bilateral donors, agreed to provide support to enhance the teaching and learning of
science and mathematics in primary education in Egypt. The project reviewed in this
study was a small-scale project called “Development of Creative Science and
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Mathematics Lessons in Primary Education”. The project was implemented in
collaboration with NCERD in Egypt (JICA, 2003). It involved JICA experts and
NCERD staff jointly developing guidebooks for primary Mathematics and Science
teachers as the main activity. The guidebooks were aimed at introducing a child-centred
approach so that children heuristically learn to solve problems by themselves with their
creativity (ibid.).

Despite the efforts and investment made in design and printing the guidebooks, they
were not tested in real classroom settings before national implementation. Also, the
underlying concepts and processes introduced in the guidebooks were not understood by
the national researchers, subject inspectors, and teachers in order to effectively use the
guidebooks (JICA, 2003). Recognising this limitation, the Government of Egypt
requested further support from the Government of Japan for implementing another
project for the improvement of science and mathematics in primary education (ibid.).

The second project was also collaboration between JICA experts and NCERD staff and
the project ran from 2003-2006. The main objective of this project was to form a solid
base for further dissemination of new teaching methods by introducing a revised
teachers’ guidebook on science and mathematics, which was developed under the
previous project (JICA, 2003). In order to fulfil this purpose, JICA’s experts advised and
instructed science and mathematics researchers in NCERD through a series of planned
activities within the project (ibid.). The JICA experts and NCERD researchers jointly
revised the teacher guidebooks, linking them to the real classroom settings (JICA,
2006a).
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JICA experts provided instructions on child-centred teaching and problem solving, and
on making teaching plans for teachers at pilot schools. These efforts were measured by
the impact of the project activities on the teachers and students. JICA and NCERD
jointly conducted a series of teacher training activities in Cairo governorate (ibid.). In
parallel with the main JICA activities noted above, the project provided experts and
support for joint activities with the Program Planning and Monitoring Unit (PPMU)
sponsored by the European Union (EU), the World Bank and the Egyptian Ministry of
Education (MOE). JICA experts and NCERD researchers jointly produced and
distributed the concise version of the guidebooks for teacher training by the PPMU
nationwide and conducted teacher training on mathematics and science (JICA, 2006a).

According to JICA’s final evaluation (JICA, 2006a), the project had achieved its original
purpose. The three-year project finished with completing the guidebooks’ revision and
transferring the new teaching methods to both NCERD’s researchers and pilot teachers
by using the guidebooks. The MOE had intended to disseminate the guidebook and the
teaching methods not only to JICA model schools but to all schools in the country. In
terms of sustainability of the project, the final JICA evaluation found a need for more
capacity building and resource development activities such as, further dissemination of
guidebooks and the related teacher training. In addition, there needed to be sufficient
financial resources secured and administration structures established to apply the
teaching method and teacher guidebooks (JICA, 2006a). Furthermore, the MOE needed
support on how to institutionalise the new teaching method. Secondly, the guidebooks in
pre-service teacher training should have been adopted as a priority for in-service
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training, and expanded to the development of guidebooks for other subjects in the
syllabus (ibid.).

3.6.2 UNICEF community project

In the early1990s, educational quality was the national concern and girls’ engagement in
education was underrepresented. There were no schooling services provided in the
communities in the southern half of Egypt (United States Agency for International
Development (USAID), 2006). Rural parents were envisaged as being not interested in
sending their daughters to schools. However, UNICEF’s research discovered that the
parents did not object to schooling, but rather, were more concerned about long
distances to school; classes with only male or non-local teachers, and school hours
depriving children of engaging in their daily household duties (USAID, 2006).

UNICEF initiated the community project in 1992 to address these issues in four
deprived hamlets of a southern Egyptian governorate. The overall objectives were “to
demonstrate a replicable approach for increasing access for girls to primary education in
remote rural areas where no schools existed, and develop innovative learning
methodologies which could be applied to the formal educational system” (Zaalouk,
2004, ix). Over the project’s life, the number of the community schools has increased
and the school model has been locally embedded (Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). Although
the project is not large-scale, it was successful in building an unprecedented partnership
among the main stakeholders: UNICEF, Ministry of Education in Egypt, a NGO
(Woman Association) and local community.
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Interestingly, the responsibilities of the four stakeholders were multi-branched, but
well-coordinated with each other. UNICEF, as a driving agency of the community
school model, designed the community model, managed the project and conducted
monitoring and evaluation (Zaalouk, 2004). Both UNICEF and the MOE made plans on
the project’s activities based on the design. They also trained staff involved in the
project and provided educational materials. Also, MOE secured the budget for teachers’
salaries, conducted examinations and issued ministerial decrees to reinforce the project’s
implementation and dissemination (Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). However, one of the
strongest indicators for success was that local NGOs and local communities were
recognized as main actors in the project . It was not only UNICEF and MOE that were
attributed with the driving forces of the community school model, but the success of the
project was shared. The local NGO, an implementing agency in the project, managed
and supervised the community schools and coordinated project activities with other
stakeholders (ibid.). Additionally, they closely kept UNICEF and MOE informed of
work of both teachers and local school committees. Meanwhile, the local communities
provided school sites, nominated local teachers and set up school committees to make
decisions (Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). Moreover, the four stakeholders collaborated
with other partners, such as other aid agencies and universities. The close collaborative
work and democratic process of the project’s implementation by the different
stakeholders formed a solid base to produce a variety of outcomes and impacts from the
project in sustainable fashion.
3.7 Research Design for Current Study
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Every empirical study has a research design linking the data to be collected to initial
questions of a study (Yin, 2003). Nachmias and Nachmias, (1992) state that a research
design is a plan that “guides the investigator in the process of collecting, analysing, and
interpreting observations. Advantageously it is a logical model of proof that allows the
researcher to draw inferences concerning casual relations among the variables under
investigation” (pp. 77-78).

For case studies, Yin (2003) argues that there are five crucial components that make up
the design and procedures for conducting research. The study used Yin’s (2003) model
and the sequence of steps to guide the research investigation. These are: (i) developing
research questions - forming one main and three sub questions; (ii) identifying the
research assumptions - making assumptions to highlight something important to be
examined within the research; (iii) specifying research unit(s) of analysis - defining the
units of analysis related to the research questions; (iv) the logical linking of data to the
assumptions - establishing a logic by proving that several pieces of information from the
case are related to the theoretical assumptions; and (v) determining the criteria and
interpreting the findings and setting up a general analytic strategy to interpret the
findings. The following sections review the relevant steps and contextualize them to the
study.

3.7.1 Identifying Research Questions, Assumptions and Units of Analysis
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It is crucial that any research design needs to have clearly stated research questions,
assumptions and research units in order to clarify what should be examined in this
research. Cresswell (2002) suggests that the main research question should be an
over-arching question, which may have a number of sub-questions to refine and
contextualise the main question into subtopics to indicate the research process. The
research sub-questions were noted in Chapter 1 and are further expanded here in terms
of assumptions extracted for each research sub-question. The following questions were
proposed for the current research:

The main question is:

What is an evaluation framework for basic education reform projects for
teacher quality improvement funded by international assistance in developing
countries?

The following sub-questions supported and clarified the main question:

(1) How can entire basic education reform projects for teacher quality
improvement be evaluated?
(2) How can capacity development be evaluated in basic education reforms? ;
and,
(3) How can attributes of teacher quality improvement be evaluated in basic
education reforms?
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The main question derived from the literature review suggested that there is a gap in
rigorous evaluation methods for educational reform projects focusing on teacher quality
improvement. This was despite the acknowledgement of its imperative. Therefore
researching explanations to resolve the sub-questions aimed to develop an evaluation
framework for educational reform projects, was critical to the process as a whole.

3.7.2 Research Assumptions

According to Longman (1987), a research assumption is defined as “an unproved
statement in which an opinion or judgment is expressed”(p. 832). These assumptions
can “succinctly qualify research questions by directing attention to key issues” such as
training activities that should be examined within the scope of study (Yin, 2003, p. 22).
Therefore, for the current research the following assumptions that are linked with
pivotal issues described in the literature review are proposed. This process of using the
literature is “an excellent source for the identification of appropriate theories to guide
the investigation and resolving the prepositions” (Mertens, 2005, p. 240). The
assumptions were constructed to correspond to each of the sub-questions noted above
and also in Chapter 1, and reflected questions for a questionnaire survey and interviews
in the research.

Based on sub-question (1): How can entire basic education reform projects for
teacher quality improvement be evaluated?

89

(1-1)

Multi-stakeholder and international aid agencies should evaluate the
entire education project with an external evaluator to bring rigour and
objectivity into the evaluation.

(1-2)

Outcome evaluations should be implemented during the life of project
while context evaluation should be carried out prior to the initiation of
the project.

(1-3)

Outcome evaluations should examine educational enhancement,
degrees of achievement of the project’s objectives and common
program standards in evaluating the entire project, whereas context
evaluation should assess needs and the design of the project.

(1-4)

A range of evaluation tools for process evaluation should be employed
to verify the project’s outcomes and impact.

(1-5) Outcome evaluation should be conducted not only to measure outcomes
of a project but also to enhance local capacity, while context evaluation
should be undertaken for the project’s designing and planning.

Based on sub-question (2): How can capacity development be evaluated in
basic education reforms?
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(2-1) Various groups of stakeholders at different levels should conduct process
evaluation with a process evaluator, getting support from an international
aid agency.

(2-2) Process evaluation should be conducted from the beginning to the end of
the project and the evaluation practice should be locally institutionalised to
continue after the project is completed.

(2-3) Capacity development of the three layers of schools, organisations and a
central ministry of education, which entails both technical aspects and
administrative and management aspects in an interwoven way, should be
thoroughly evaluated.

(2-4) Various evaluation tools should be developed and employed to verify the
project’s impact.

(2-5) Process evaluation should be conducted not only to measure outputs of a
project but also to enhance local capacity.

Based on sub-question (3): How can attributes of teacher quality improvement
be evaluated in basic education reforms?
(3-1) Various groups of stakeholders at different levels should conduct process
evaluation with a process evaluator, getting support from an international
aid agency.
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(3-2) Process evaluation should be conducted from the beginning to the end of
the project and the evaluation practice should be locally institutionalised to
continue after the project is completed.

(3-3) The attributes of teacher quality improvement should be evaluated as
part of capacity development, consisting of the three layers of capacities of
schools, organisations and a central Ministry of Education.

(3-4) Various evaluation tools should be developed and employed to verify the
project’s impact.

(3-5) Process evaluation should be conducted not only to measure outputs of a
project but also to enhance local capacity.

3.7.3 Research Units of Analysis

The next step developed by Yin is to specify the units of analysis of the case. The unit of
analysis “is related to and shaped by the way you define your initial questions”(Yin,
2003, p. 23). Specifying the units of analysis defines each case or sub-case. Therefore,
the unit(s) should be established as clearly as possible in terms of who and what is
included in each case/sub-cases in the research (Mertens, 2005).

In the context of this research, the unit of analysis employed was closely tied to the
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evaluation framework employed in educational reform projects that were funded by
international aid agencies. The case under scrutiny consisted of three embedded units.
These units were “evaluating basic education reform projects for teacher quality
improvement,” “evaluating institutional and organizational capacity development” and
“evaluating the attributes of teacher quality improvement” These three embedded units
consisted of five sub-units respectively as shown in Table 3.2. The sub-units of analysis
were: “evaluator”, “timing of evaluation”, “evaluation aspects”, “tools for evaluation,”
and “reasons for evaluation.” Briefly, questions of “who“, “what”, “where”, “how” and
“why” are favourable for a case-study (Burns, 2000) and enable researches to produce
key findings.

Table 3.2
Matrix of Main and Sub Units of Analysis
Main Units of
Analysis

Sub Units of Analysis
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Unit 1:

Sub-unit 1

Evaluator (who should be involved in the evaluation process)

Basic

Sub-unit 2

Timing of evaluation (when should the evaluation be conducted)

Sub-unit 3

Evaluation aspects (what aspects should be evaluated)

Projects for

Sub-unit 4

Tools for evaluation (how should the evaluation be conducted)

Teacher Quality

Sub-unit 5

Reasons for evaluation (why should the evaluation be conducted)

Unit 2:

Sub-unit 6

Evaluator (who should be involved in the evaluation process)

Institutional

Sub-unit 7

Timing of evaluation (when should the evaluation be conducted)

Sub-unit 8

Evaluation aspects (what aspects should be evaluated)

Sub-unit 9

Tools for evaluation (how should the evaluation be conducted)

Sub-unit 10

Reasons for evaluation (why should the evaluation be conducted)

Sub-unit 11

Evaluator (who should be involved in the evaluation process)

Sub-unit 12

Timing of evaluation (when should the evaluation be conducted)

of teacher

Sub-unit 13

Evaluation aspects (what aspects should be evaluated)

quality

Sub-unit 14

Tools for evaluation (how should the evaluation be conducted)

Sub-unit 15

Reasons for evaluation (why should the evaluation be conducted)

Education
Reform

and
organizational
capacity
development
Unit 3:
The attributes

improvement

3.8 Data Collection

3.8.1 Data Sampling

Since most case studies are bounded in nature, this inadvertently determines the sample
pool. Thus purposeful sampling is favoured for case-study research as recommended by
Creswell (2003). For a case study to be able to probe deeply into issues, the sample,
whilst bounded, still has to be purposeful to ensure it is diversified, extreme, typical,
critical, and capable of unravelling the deeper and more significant underpinning of a
theory or a concept (Creswell, 2003). Similarly, Scholz and Tietje (2002) maintain that
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the case should be “considered unique, prototypical, salient, or revelatory to the
understanding of a phenomenon or problem” ( p. 11).

Considering the above factors, the people involved in the JICA and UNICEF projects
were invited to participate as a purposeful sample. A representative cross-section of
participants from students through to Central Ministry of Education officials was also
invited to participate. They were voluntary representative groups from different layers
of an educational system (Hittleman & Simon, 2006). Particular care was taken to
ensure the sample was diverse enough to elicit commonalities and differences on the
various perspectives of evaluation, at different levels within each project, plus across the
two projects. Such a diverse sample provided both breadth and depth of understanding
to the development of an evaluation framework. It included not only the views of
donors and policy makers but also practitioners’ needs. A summary of the number and
stratified levels of participants is shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3
JICA Science and Mathematics Projects
Participating
stakeholders

Type of Interview

UNICEF Community Project
Participating
stakeholders

Survey
respondents
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Type of Interview

Survey
respondents and

Language used

and

Language used

Language
used
(n=55)

JICA
(including staff
member and
experts)

1x 1 individual
face to face
interview
2 x 1 individual
telephone
interviews
(Japanese)

4
(English)

The Ministry of
Education in
Egypt

1x 3 people group
interview
1x 2 people group
interview
1x 1 individual
face to face
interview
(Arabic)

Researchers in
the National
Center for
Educational
Research and
Development

1x 1 individual
face to face
interview
(English)
1x 4 people group
interview
(Arabic)

Teachers
(including a
principal and
teachers)

Language used
(n=15)

UNICEF

1x 1 individual
face to face
interview
(English)

2
English

4
(Arabic)

The
Ministry of
Education in
Egypt

1x 1 individual
face to face
interview
(Arabic)

1
Arabic

11
(Arabic)

NGO staff
members

1x 4 people group
interview
(Arabic)

4
Arabic

1x 1 individual
face to face
interview
1x 4 people group
interview
(Arabic)

5
(Arabic)

Teachers
(including
facilitators
and
supervisors)

2 x 2 people group
interviews
(Arabic)

4
Arabic

Parents

1x 4 people group
interview
(Arabic)

31
(Arabic)

Parents

1 x 4 people group
interview
(Arabic)

4
Arabic

Students

1x 4 people group
interview
(Arabic)

-------

Students

1 x 4 people group
interview
(Arabic)

Outline of Data Collection
3.8.2 Identifying Data Sources and Instruments
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Purposefully, case-study research tends to be pragmatic and employ multiple data
sources (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). The approach is eclectic and uses any data
which contributes to finding information that explains research questions.

Given the characteristics of this research, the first data sources were documents. They
consisted of documents relevant to the two projects and evaluation reports used in JICA
and being used in UNICEF projects. Such “desk study” helped researchers with
valuable written information to better comprehending the central phenomena (Creswell,
2002, 2008). Regarding the main merits of the use of documents, they were ready for
analysis without transcription (ibid.), covered broad information, and contained exact
references (Yin, 2003). In order to access some of these reports the researcher had
sought permission from the Egyptian Ministry of Education, JICA and UNICEF. The
specific documents sought from each of the above sources are shown in Table 3.4. The
review and analysis of these documents revealed the assumptions and theoretical
framework(s) underpinning the project designs, implementation processes, the results of
evaluations and the implications of the evaluations for each project. This part of the
research carefully examined how the evaluations have been executed or are being
executed by referring to evaluating whole the projects, the aspects of teacher quality
improvement and capacity development for teacher quality improvement.

Table 3.4
Archival Document Sources
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Document
Sources

Documents
1.

JICA (2003). JICA preliminary study on project for improvement of
science and mathematics education in primary schools, Tokyo:
JICA.

Japan
International
Cooperation
Agency
(JICA)

2.

JICA (2004). JICA progress report on science and mathematics project in
Egypt: Achievement of outputs (Internal report): JICA.

3.

JICA (2005). JICA mid-term evaluation report on project for improvement of
science and mathematics education in primary schools. Cairo: JICA.

4.

JICA (2006). JICA Final evaluation report on project for improvement of
science and mathematics education in primary schools, Tokyo: JICA.

1.

National Center for Examinations and Educational Evaluation(NCEEE).
(2001).Community Schools Evaluation Project: Main Report. Cairo:
National Center for Examinations and Educational Evaluation.

United

2.

Nations
Children

Program Support Unit. (2001). Community education project: End of phase2
evaluation, Community partnership component Cairo, Egypt.

3.

Sidhom, S., & Al Fustat. (2004). Mainstreaming and sustaining the

Fund

community school model in Egypt: A formative evaluation. Cairo, Egypt:

(UNICEF)

UNICEF Cairo Office.
4.

Zaalouk, M. (2004). The pedagogy of empowerment: Community schools as
a social movement in Egypt. Cairo: The American University in Cairo,
Egypt.

The second and third set of data were collected through interviews and the use of
surveys. Semi-structured interviews are designed to elicit views and perspectives from
interviewees by using a semi-structured framework (Wellington, 2000). The interviews
in this research was carried out to complement the data obtained from questionnaires
and to produce in–depth analysis and understanding (Gay et al., 2006). Interviews are
“appropriate for asking questions that can not effectively be structured into a
multiple-choice format“ (Gay et al., 2006, p. 173). For this reason, they were conducted
after the survey data was collected. In the current research context, questions such as
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“Why should the capacity development of educational reform projects be evaluated?”
required lengthy responses, so that the interview was more suitable for this kind of
question. Also, since the current research needed to seek data from a variety of
participants, interviews allowed more flexibility for adapting the questions to fit the
various participants (ibid.). Interviews allowed researchers to clarify incomplete and
unclear answers from respondents by additional probing questions (Gay et al., 2006).

A questionnaire survey is “a form of non-experimental research in which questionnaires
are used to gather information” (Johnson & Christensen, 2004, p. 197). This research
adopted a descriptive research approach, whose purpose was simply “to present basic
information profiling the respondents and describing the issues under study“ (Nardi,
2006, p. 10). The survey was a standardized list of questions with the same wording,
which needed to be responded to in the same order (Burns, 2000). Yin (2003) it
maintains that multiple case studies with multiple embedded units of analysis can
employ a questionnaire survey at each case study site since each site may rightfully be
relevant to the topic of a case study and the survey data is part of the findings for each
individual site. Survey questionnaires are advantageous because they are economically
efficient; include standardization of responses, and the possibility of administering to a
large number of subjects in different locations. Disadvantages are non-flexibility, poor
responses caused by complex or vague questions, and responses that can be influenced
by respondents’ motivation and so forth (Burns, 2000). A sample of the questionnaire
and interview framework can be seen in Appendices 1 and 2.

3.9 Data Collection Procedures
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The data collection was undertaken in both Egypt and Australia from March to May,
2007. The researcher has been an educational consultant working in a JICA math and
science project in Egypt from 2001 to 2005. He had a network of JICA and UNICEF
Cairo offices and NCERD. This privileged him access to the three organisations as
research sites as well as to support his research. The protocol involved visiting the
Ministry of Education in Egypt to obtain permission to carry out his research at each
research site in Egypt. Relevant archival documents noted in Table 3.4 were collected
during the visit to JICA and UNICEF offices in Cairo. All four JICA evaluation reports
for the Egyptian math and science project were obtained while only three of nine
UNICEF evaluations reports for the community project and one monograph describing
the UNICEF project were available. The empirical data was collected by adopting a
mixed method approach to different respondents as mapped out in Table 3.3. Both the
JICA and UNICEF educational reform projects in Egypt consisted of six layers of
participants. Therefore, this study administered both interviews and questionnaire
surveys to, at least, either one staff member or one group from each layer of the
participants, except for the questionnaire to students. This was aimed at seeking
information from all levels of the evaluation of teacher quality improvement to
illuminate the different perspectives. This was necessary as participants from each layer
in educational reform projects had different perspectives (Riddell, 1999a).

In addition, the researcher obtained consent from each interviewee for participating and
for audiotaping the discussion. The audio recording was then transcribed as text and
used for analysis (Creswell, 2002, 2008). However, since the research participants were
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from two different cultures and the principal research language was English, the surveys
had been translated into English and Arabic languages. The interviews were also
undertaken in English, Arabic and Japanese, and then translated into English. Regarding
interpretation between Arabic and English, two researchers from NCERD agreed to
assist the researcher with conducting these interviews. The data in Arabic and Japanese
were transcribed into English. The two English/Arabic bilingual NCERD researchers
with working experience in both JICA and UNICEF projects cross checked the English
interpretations. The transcribed interviews from Japanese to English were checked by
the Japanese/English bilingual interviewees. The cross checking of the translation aimed
to ensure a higher degree of construct validity.

The questionnaire survey (Appendix 1) and interview (Appendix 2) contained questions
related to the three main units which consist of five sub-units of analysis each. These
specified units were to define what the case was (Yin, 2003). Therefore, the units were
closely associated with the research sub-questions as well as the 15 research
assumptions since they were extracted from the literature review for the sub-questions.
The NCERD researchers accompanied the researcher and went to the field to administer
the survey and interview to all participants in the JICA and UNICEF projects in a same
fashion except for the parents and students. They were helpful to the researcher in not
only overcoming language barriers but also taking cultural sensitivity into consideration.
Questions on teacher education were not asked to parents due to their lack of knowledge
on the issue. In contrast only questions on evaluating projects, and teaching and learning
approaches were asked to students due to their lack of knowledge.

This was because

they were likely to have limited knowledge on particular issues influenced by the
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intervention of an educational reform project (Riddell, 1999a).

The timetable for empirical data collection (Appendix 3) took about nine weeks and
occurred mostly in Egypt. Four weeks of research was carried out in Cairo and one
week was spent in Qena, the local area of the southern part of Egypt. However, key
informants of JICA were living in Japan and Laos respectively. Hence, the research for
these respondents was conducted from Brisbane, Australia through interviews by
telephone and questionnaire survey by e-mail because of the distance and associated
costs.

3.10 Data Analysis Process

The definition of data analysis is “the process of examining, categorizing, tabulating,
testing, or otherwise recombining both quantitative and qualitative evidence to address
the initial propositions of a study” (Yin, 2003, p. 109). Yin (2003) argues that the
analysis is “one of the least developed and most difficult aspects of doing case studies”
(p. 18). It is crucial for the data analysis to establish the logic by linking the data with
the assumptions and to employ a rigorous criterion for interpreting the findings (Yin,
2003). In this research, the assumptions derived from current theoretical literature and
mentioned above were used as a strategy for data analysis. Some of the assumptions
extended across specific sub-boundaries within each case or even across the two cases.
Furthermore, the strategy should reflect the characteristic of design of the case study
and help guide the data analysis by, for example, helping to focus on key data related to
the assumptions rather than other data (Silverman, 2005; Yin, 2003). As for the analytic
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techniques in the processes of the data analysis, this research applied a specific
technique called “a pattern matching logic” (Yin, 2003). “A pattern matching logic” is
described as “if the result of a comparison between an empirically based pattern and a
predicted one is identical, the result can help enhance its internal validity” (Yin, 2003, p.
116). This logic was established in this research by proving that the assumptions made
from the literature review were identical with significant patterns extracted from the
interview data, document analysis and questionnaire survey patterns. For instance, the
recognition of broader stakeholder participation was consistently mentioned in the
literature. This was also identified as a common expectation of the research participants.
This confirmation provides assurance of the finding that increases in stakeholders’
participation adds strength to an evaluation system.

The process of data analysis employed the four stage model proposed by Creswell
(2002, 2008). The model consists of the following steps: 1. organizing the data; 2.
exploring the data; 3. using codes to describe and develop themes from the data, and; 4.
representing the findings. First, the research commenced with transcribing interview
data into text form to organize the data. This was followed by both the text data of
interviews and archival documents being uploaded to computer software NVivo and
identifying labelling codes for segments of each text (Creswell, 2002, 2008; Silverman,
2005). The use of the computer software is appropriate since this research yielded an
extensive and considerable volume of qualitative data from both the documents and
interviews, and it made the process more efficient (Johnson & Christensen, 2004;
Silverman, 2005). However, part of document data was coded manually since the data
couldn’t be computerised.
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The next step was to start exploring the coded qualitative data from interviews and
archival documents to understand the entire data set as a whole. This way, categories
could be developed from the segments of coded data (Johnson & Christensen, 2004;
Silverman, 2005). The categories were the aggregation of codes that are linked with
original assumptions in terms of evaluating an entire project for teacher quality
improvement, capacity development and the attributes of teacher quality improvement.

Additionally, the quantitative data collected by the questionnaire survey was analysed
for descriptive statistics only. Descriptive statistics “describe, summarize, or make sense
of a particular data set” (Johnson & Christensen, 2004, p. 434). This research computed
the percentage and frequency distribution of scores. The survey questionnaire originally
had a five-part Likert-type scale, namely “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “neutral”,
“agree”, and “strongly agree.” However, due to the limited space, percentages were
collapsed into three scales by regarding “strongly agree” as “agree” and “strongly
disagree” as “disagree” responses, and computed. Then, only average percentages of all
participants who “agree” responses were presented in Appendix 4 in this research. The
comparison between the categories of qualitative data, the survey data and the research
assumptions established “a pattern matching logic.” This process led to strengthening
internal validity (Yin, 2003).

The final report contained the explications of the JICA and UNICEF cases and some
cross-case analysis around the assumptions between the two projects. The report
concluded with an evaluation framework to attend to the research sub-questions as well
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as the relevant findings.

3.11 Limitations of the Case Study Research Design

Case-study research is regarded as a less desirable approach by some researchers due to
subjective biases (Burns, 2000). For instance, when selecting evidence to support or
refute or when choosing a particular explanation for the evidence found, individual
interpretation is involved and is susceptible to incorrect judgments (ibid.). Thus it is not
difficult for a case study to allow personal views to influence the findings and
conclusions (Burns, 2000). However, this type of bias can affect any step of the process
of research and even affect the conduct of experiments to an uncertain degree. So as to
prevent the human subjectivity from influencing this research, it is important to enhance
both validity and reliability. A main issue related to validity and reliability is the notion
of generalisability. Case-study research design cannot produce enough evidence for
scientific generalization (ibid.). The generalisability to statistical population, as
discussed in section 3.4, can also be abated by increasing the external validity. Again,
the purpose of this research was not to generalize the results to other populations, but to
develop a theoretical evaluation framework from this research that can be applicable in
a different situation. Case studies may allow underlying principles to be generalized
(Burns, 2000). The other limitation in this study was that educational reform projects
investigated are from only one country. This could increase the chance of
misrepresentation due to the vulnerability of a single case (Yin, 2003). Also, language
barriers can also be seen as a limitation and having the possibility of introducing
misrepresentations. This study was carried out employing three languages: English,
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Arabic, and Japanese. This may have caused misunderstandings between the researcher
and respondents. However, Burns (2000) and Silverman (2000) emphasize that two or
more people should have similar interpretations using a procedure to increase the
reliability. Yin (2003) also suggests that to have the draft report reviewed by the
participants’ leads to increasing the construct validity of study. Two bilingual Egyptian
researchers attended most of the interviews conducted in Arabic for cross-checking of
interpretations. In addition, the research asked the bilingual JICA staff and experts who
were interviewed in Japanese, to check and correct the English transcriptions of their
interviews to minimize the misunderstandings in this study.

3.12 Ethical Considerations

The researcher applied to the QUT Human Research Ethics Committee for approval to
conduct this study and obtained approval from the committee. As required by QUT
ethics guidelines, all interviews and the questionnaire survey were administered only
after obtaining consent from participants. Also, given the participants do not have
proficiency in English, the consent forms were made available in both English and
Arabic languages (Appendix 5). As part of this application, the researcher has obtained
and supplied to the committee letters of approval from the Egyptian Department of
Education and Personnel (National Center for Educational Research and Development
in Egypt - NCERD), UNICEF and JICA to access their databases and networks
(Appendix 6).

Throughout this chapter, the research design that describes the procedures to collect and
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analyse the data from the fieldwork have been described. The next chapter demonstrates
the findings from the evaluation processes of each case of JICA and UNICEF projects in
Egypt.

Chapter 4: Results and Findings
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4.0 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings to address the research questions posed in this study
(Sections 1.4 and 3.7.1). Secondly, this chapter is structured to present the case studies
of two quality improvement projects funded and implemented by the Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)
respectively, for Egyptian teachers in collaboration with the Egyptian education experts.
The JICA case is described as a predominant study in this research whereas the UNICEF
case is shown as an exploratory study due to the relatively small number of respondents
and the limited number of archival evaluation reports available on the UNICEF project.

Firstly, each case-study narrative is presented under the three units of analysis that have
been presented previously, and linked with the research questions namely: (i) evaluating
entire basic education projects for teacher quality improvement; (ii) evaluating capacity
development for teacher quality improvement at the three layers of capacities within an
education system—schools, organisations (i.e., regional education offices, a research
institute, a non-governmental organisation [NGO], a university) and the central Ministry
of Education (MOE); and (iii) evaluating attributes of teacher quality improvement
which consists of teacher education, and teaching and learning approaches. In addition
this chapter illuminates the process of evaluation under the sub-units of analysis as
described in section 3.7.3. The sub-units of analysis included are: (i) evaluators (who
should be involved in the evaluation process); (ii) timing of evaluation (when should the
evaluation be conducted); (iii) evaluation aspects (what aspects should be evaluated);
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(iv) tools for evaluation (how should the evaluation be conducted); and (v) reasons for
evaluation (why the evaluation should be conducted). Thirdly, cases are depicted by
addressing the sub-units of analysis to the following three sets of data: archival
documents from the JICA and UNICEF projects (mainly evaluation reports on the two
projects), a survey questionnaire administrated to participants, and interviews with
representatives of the respective projects. The archival documents revealed the ‘actual’
evaluative practices implemented by the two projects for teacher quality improvement in
Egypt. The empirical data from the questionnaire survey (Table 1, 2 and 3 in Appendix
4) and interviews indicated aspects for an evaluation framework that both JICA and
UNICEF should have employed, or should consider for similar future projects. The key
themes of the two cases, which were abstracted from the three data sources, are together
displayed in a comprehensive table for each of the units of analysis. Table 4.1 presents a
summary of finding for “evaluating entire basic education projects for teacher quality
improvement”. Table 4.2 shows the findings for “evaluating capacity development” and
Table 4.3 presents findings for “evaluating the attributes of teacher quality
improvement”. Lastly, mapping common and unique aspects of both cases assisted the
structure of the data synthesis and presentation.

4.1 Case Studies on JICA and UNICEF projects in Egypt
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4.1.1

Evaluating

Basic

Education

Reform

Projects

for

Teacher

Quality

Improvement

In this section, a summary of the findings from the two cases is described in Table 4.1
below (further details of survey data can be found in Table 1, Appendix 4). The focus of
this analysis was to evaluate entire educational projects and the respective successes
comprehensively, rather than individual aspects of the project components. The
evaluation is associated with superficially examining the project’s products consisting of
hierarchical levels of statements as discussed in section 2.3.4. This embraces a goal, a
purpose, and the educational reform projects.

Table 4.1
Evaluating Basic Education Reform Projects for Teacher Quality Improvement
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Archival and Relevant Documents
Sub-Units of
Analysis
Evaluators

J

Questionnaire Survey (n=70)

U

J

U

Interview Data
J

U

International aid agency

✓

✓

International aid agency

✓

✓

International aid agency

✓

✓

Central MOE*

–
–
–
–
–
–
–

✓

Central MOE

✓

✓

Central MOE

✓

✓

✓

Educational institutes

✓

✓

Various stakeholders

✓

✓

✓

Local community

✓

✓

External evaluators

✓

✓

–
–
–
–

School

–
–

✓

Teachers

✓

–

Educational institutes
External evaluators
Local community
School
Teachers
Students

Teachers

✓

Timing of

Context evaluation prior to
project for project preparation
and evaluation design

✓

✓

From the beginning to the
end of the project

✓

✓

Context evaluation prior to
project for project preparation
and evaluation design

✓

✓

Evaluation

Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project

–

✓

Regular
on-going
evaluation even after the
project

✓

✓

Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project

✓

✓

Regular ongoing monitoring of
project outputs/activities

✓

–

Mid-term evaluation

✓

–

Mid-term evaluation

✓

–

✓

✓

–
–

Terminal evaluation

Terminal evaluation-for project
closure
Periodic evaluation for specific
activities

–

✓

Teachers’
classroom
performance
Changing students’ attitudes
(qualitative indicators )

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Teachers’ classroom
performance
Changing students’ attitudes
(qualitative indicators )

✓

✓

Student-examination results

✓

✓

Achievement of project goals

✓

✓

Student-examination results
Repetition rate of grade
level
Completion rate of
education
Advancement rate to the
next level of education

Evaluation
Aspects

Five DAC criteria

✓

–

Quantity & quality of inputs

✓

✓

Institutionalisation of
interventions

✓

✓

–
–
–
–

✓

–

✓

The number of participants
Repetition rate of grade level
Completion rate of education
Cost efficiency
Advancement rate to the next
level of education

Teachers’ classroom
performance
Changing students’ attitudes
(qualitative indicators )
Achievement of project
goals

✓
✓
✓
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✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Student-examination results

✓

✓

✓

✓

Achievement of project goals

✓

–

✓

✓

Evaluation design

✓

–

✓

✓

Causality between outcomes
and intervention

–

✓

✓

✓

Questionnaire Survey (n=70)

Archival and Relevant Documents
Sub-Units of
Analysis

J

U

J

U

Interview Data
J

U

Tool for

Students’ tests

✓

✓

Students’ tests

✓

✓

Students’ test

✓

✓

Evaluation

Classes observation

✓

✓

Classes observation

✓

✓

Classes observation

✓

✓

–

✓

Interview

✓

✓

Questionnaire

✓

✓

Project’s report and records

✓

✓

An evaluation sheet

✓

✓

Blueprint for a future plan

✓

✓

Interview

✓

✓

Comparison between control
and experimental groups

Discussion

✓

✓

Comparison between control
and experimental groups

✓

✓

Reasons

Monitor and assess project’s
effectiveness

✓

✓

Monitor and assess project’s
effectiveness

✓

✓

Monitor and assess project’s
effectiveness

✓

✓

for

Improve education quality

–

✓

Improve teacher quality

✓

✓

Improve teacher quality

✓

✓

Seek feedback to resolve
problems
Utilize evaluation results and
process

–

✓

✓

–

✓

✓

Evaluation

Seek feedback to resolve
problems
Utilize evaluation results and
process

–

✓

–

✓

Enable self-evaluation as
empowerment and ownership

–

✓

Assist operational aspects of
project management capacity

✓

✓

Assess project’s progress

✓

✓

Assess project’s context

✓

✓

Seek feedback to resolve
problems
Utilize evaluation results and
process
Enable self-evaluation as
empowerment and
ownership
Assist operational aspects of
project management capacity
Assess project’s progress

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

–

–

✓

Determine strengths and
weaknesses of a project

J: JICA, U: UNICEF (The number of survey respondents collected was 55 from JICA and 15 from
UNICEF respectively)
*MOE: Ministry of Education

4.1.1.1 Evaluators

The archival documents related to the evaluation for the JICA project (Table 4.1) noted
that the JICA project had JICA itself as a sole evaluator. The JICA evaluators were
‘evaluation study teams’ composed of consultants from a Japanese university, a
Japanese private sector representative, co-opted JICA staff from its headquarters in

112

Tokyo and the Egypt office (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). It was noted that teams focused
more on the success of the entire project from a project management perspective rather
than individual intervention activities. Furthermore, the JICA evaluation teams from
Tokyo were deployed five times. There were three ex-ante (context) evaluation teams
from Tokyo for the design of evaluation for the project, a mid-term evaluation and a
terminal evaluation (ibid.). The mid-term and final outcome evaluation teams assessed
improvement of teacher quality based on monitoring data and records collected by the
JICA experts based in Egypt, but not by local participants (JICA, 2006a). It should also
be noted that both monitoring and evaluation was carried out by JICA internal
evaluators given that most of the experts belonged to the same Japanese university from
which the academics were recruited, as members of the Tokyo based evaluation teams
(JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a).

In contrast,

UNICEF’s relevant documents of the

community school project in Egypt (Table 4.1) showed that the UNICEF projects had
not only UNICEF but also several non-UNICEF evaluators involved. Prior to the project,
UNICEF conducted a context evaluation called a feasibility study to discuss key priority
issues for inclusion in the design of evaluation and the roles of each stakeholder with the
Egyptian authorities (Zaalouk, 2004).

After initiating the project, UNICEF conducted nine thematic outcome evaluations
between 1992 and 2004 (Zaalouk, 2004). Four internal evaluations were carried out by
UNICEF’s Egypt offices while the remaining five evaluations were conducted by
external organisations, namely individual consultants, research institutes, the Egyptian
Ministry of Education and the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) .
As noted above, these evaluations focused on particular themes of the project and its
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outcomes. For example, the 2001 evaluation centred on the quality of learning and
effective schooling. The National Center for Examinations and Educational Evaluation
(NCEEE), a research institute affiliated with the Egyptian Minister of Education, and
CIDA played a central role in evaluating the project (National Center for Examinations
and Educational Evaluation [NCEEE], 2001; Program Support Unit, 2001). Additionally,
the 2004 thematic evaluation was conducted by individual consultants who examined
the community school project’s sustainability (Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). These
evaluators including UNICEF largely conducted the evaluations by reviewing the
project’s documents and records kept by the local project participants who carried out
ongoing process evaluation on a regular basis (Zaalouk, 2004). Lastly the process
evaluation provided information about the evidence used to judge thematic outcome
evaluations.

As seen in the JICA and UNICEF survey data (Table 4.1)

recognition of the

importance of involving a variety of participants at different levels in the evaluative
processes for educational projects is critical. This is contrary to the JICA’s evaluation
approach for the math and science project in Egypt. This survey’s finding showed that
JICA respondents claimed JICA, the central MOE, Egyptian educational institutes and
local community were appropriate as possible evaluators of educational projects
(Appendix 4). Whereas the UNICEF survey data disclosed a broader range of
respondents including teachers and schools. More than 90 % of the respondents
favoured teachers, schools, educational institutes, UNICEF and the central MOE to be
part of evaluation process as evaluators (Appendix 4). Furthermore, interview data from
both JICA and UNICEF projects also showed (Table 4.1) that a variety of project
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participants should take part in the evaluation, thus in agreement with the findings of the
survey data. Interestingly, one JICA interviewee said, “I think different participants at
different levels should evaluate their own operations [self evaluation]. Then, we should
evaluate the entire project considering the results of evaluation of each operation” (JICA
central MOE Group1-1, group interview, 19 March, 2007). The above statement
indicated that each layer of the local educational organisation and the international aid
agency should jointly conduct different appraisals for the various purposes and
additionally should take part in evaluating the entire project.

Moreover another JICA interviewee also pointed out the need for different evaluators at
different levels and types of evaluations, saying:

I think that the international aid agency may be more interested in (evaluating) the
successes of an educational project while we are keen to see improvement of teacher
quality in a long perspective. For this reason, evaluators and evaluation aspects differ
in terms with what should be examined. (JICA NCERD researchers group 3, group
interview, 20 March, 2007)

Similarly, one UNICEF interviewee said, “all the members should evaluate the
project because they are playing different, but important roles in the project”
(UNICEF Teacher group 1, group interview, 25 March, 2007). In addition, it
should be noted that some UNICEF interviewees recognized that inviting an
external evaluator who is not engaged in the project is also important. One
interviewee claimed, “we need to have extra experiences from external evaluators
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because they can tell us points which we can not see from inside the project”
(UNICEF NGO group1, group interview, 25 March, 2007).

4.1.1.2 Timing of Evaluation

Interestingly, the archival documents from the JICA project showed (Table 4.1) that
JICA conducted the following evaluation: three ex-ante evaluations before the
beginning of the project; one mid-term evaluation at the middle of the project’s period;
and one final evaluation at the end of the project (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). However
the relevant document on the UNICEF project showed (Table 4.1) that UNICEF
conducted a context evaluation before the initiation of the project (Zaalouk, 2004). The
nine thematic outcome evaluations between 1992 and 2004 were periodically carried
out after the project was initiated (ibid.). They yielded productive (formative feedback)
and timely results as lessons for realigning activities to keep the interventions on track
and achieve the objectives of the project (Zaalouk, 2004).

However, this research could not find how UNICEF decided the best possible timings
for the thematic evaluations, as examining the relevant UNICEF documents on the
community project did not reveal this.

The summary of the survey data (Table 4.1) disclosed favourable responses of
evaluation as a whole including an evaluation after project completion. The survey
findings (Appendix 4) showed that more than 85% of the JICA and UNICEF
respondents valued regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project participants,
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particularly after the completion of specific activities. This contrasted with the periodic
evaluations by JICA during the project’s life, which was not generally preferred. In
addition, more than 80% of the JICA and UNICEF respondents preferred regular
evaluation from the beginning of the project to the end. The interview data taken from
both agencies further supported the importance of evaluation from the beginning of the
project and beyond the project’s timeline. One JICA interviewee stated, “the evaluation
should be carried out continuously even after the project finishes because activities of
the project should ideally continue after the period of the project” (JICA student 3,
group interview, 15 March, 2007). Another UNICEF interviewee also emphasised the
importance of continuous evaluation, saying “it is very important for teachers and other
participants to do on-going evaluation by ourselves to increase educational and
evaluation skills, so that we can continue to use them . . . also, it is important to deal
with a problem by ourselves during the project until problems become bigger”
(UNICEF NGO group 1, group interview, 25 March, 2007). Additionally, some
interviewees claimed project evaluation should be conducted prior to the project as a
fact-finding activity. One JICA interviewee said, “a project needs to clarify what
problem they face and what roles each player should play before the project starts, so
that all stakeholders know what they should do” (JICA expert 2, telephone interview, 5
May, 2007). Also, interviewees referred to the importance of an evaluation at the
mid-term and end of the project, something that is standard in design of evaluation in
most projects.

4.1.1 3 Evaluation Aspects
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The archival documents on the JICA project revealed the project had three levels of
objectives: outputs, purpose and overall goals. These were included in the initial
evaluation design (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). Intentionally, this is more about project
evaluation than evaluation of the intervention activities and outcomes of such
activities—it is more at the macro level evaluation for the project. The outputs and
purpose were to be achieved as long-term objectives by the end of the project. While
it is anticipated that an overall goal is anticipated to be attained several years after the
end of the project (ibid.). Furthermore, JICA evaluated the project on how much the
project activities have fulfilled the project objectives (JICA, 2006a). In addition, JICA,
from a success point of view, conducted an overall evaluation of the project by tracing
all the activities of the project against the five Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) criteria discussed in Section 2.2.1. The DAC criteria are relevance, efficiency,
effectiveness, impact and sustainability. Moreover, quantity and quality of the project’s
inputs such as the adequacy of the number of JICA experts involved in the project were
assessed (ibid.). Along with those aspects, teacher quality improvement and changing
student performances were evaluated as the expected outputs in the project. However,
the records of these aspects of educational enhancement were only retraced and
reviewed when outcome evaluations by evaluation teams from Tokyo were carried out
(JICA, 2005, 2006a). Hence, most of the JICA evaluation aspects measured were
associated with international standards of evaluation and the project objectives were
limited to the project only. Yet, those evaluation aspects were not directly linked with
objectives of national development in Egyptian education except enhancement of
teacher and student performance (Table 4.1).
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In contrast, a relevant document on the UNICEF project noted that the project employed
a range of educational evaluation activities associated with the entire educational
development in Egypt (Table 4.1). The aspects were also connected with the
overarching goal of the initiative, quality education for all, categorised into the three
levels of the project’s products: outputs, outcomes and impacts (Zaalouk, 2004). All
aspects were drawn from the nine thematic outcome evaluations, and on-going process
evaluation activities. The outputs included: the number of schools under the initiative;
the number of students enrolled and completed; the number of teachers employed and
trained; the number of supervisors and educational committee members trained; and the
number of communities involved in the initiative. The outcomes comprised the
enrolment and completion rate of preparatory education after graduating from the
community schools at primary level; the quality of the community schools in the light
of various aspects such as professional development at schools, and student
performance in both national tests and tests developed by the project team; and teachers
and supervisors’ performances.

Three major aspects measured the impacts of the project: students’ transformation such
as measurable cognitive transformations and improvement of social and life skills. Also,
structural transformation such as mainstreaming the project into national educational
reform and the sustainability of the project was assessed. In addition to the three levels
of indicators, the project’s cost efficiency was of concern at the outset of the project
(ibid.). Furthermore, the degree of progress and achievement of the project against
originally set goals, the degree of partnership between stakeholders, the adequacy of
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both quality and quantity of inputs, and the timing of the inputs were important
indicators of the project’s success (NCEEE, 2001; Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). All the
evaluation aspects discussed above were indicators associated with measuring the
transformations created by both JICA and UNICEF after the two projects were started.
In addition, the archival documents for both projects revealed that the two projects
employed another group of evaluation aspects. The group of aspects were indicators for
designing evaluation in the projects and examining the relevance of the interventions
well before the projects were initiated. Both the aid agencies identified local needs and
problems, looked at cultural, political and financial issues, designed evaluation in a
project and set the objectives (JICA, 2003; Zaalouk, 2004). In setting the objectives of
the projects, both JICA and UNICEF took improvement of quality education as the final
goals (ibid.). However, the JICA project employed short-term project-confined
objectives as the purpose of the project, which were expected to be achieved at the end
of the project. Compared to JICA, the UNICEF project set long-term objectives such as
ensuring that all children of school age in the project area go to schools. They also made
institutional and management arrangements and clarified roles and responsibilities
between the aid agencies and Egyptian education authorities (JICA, 2003; Zaalouk,
2004). Thus, JICA ex-ante evaluations and UNICEF contextual evaluations examined
similar aspects in designing and planning their evaluation.

Importantly, findings from the JICA and UNICEF questionnaire survey (Table 4.1)
showed that respondents corroborated on the following aspects to be included as
potential indicators in evaluating educational projects. These aspects were: teacher
performance as a classroom practitioner; the changes in students’ attitudes; level of the
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quality improvement targeted by a project as its goal; the results of students’
examinations; and the repetition rate at a grade level, completion rate of primary
education, and the advancement rate to the next level of education. Both the JICA and
UNICEF evaluation aspects were supported by the majority of participants (Appendix
4). Encouragingly, these are long-term indicators manifest the impact of the
interventions on educational enhancement. These findings alluded to the necessity of
building national evaluation capacity that assesses not only immediate outputs created
by the project interventions but also accrued impact in the long-term. The JICA and
UNICEF interview data (Table 4.1) supported the evaluation aspects as per the
responses of the questionnaire survey. Some interviewees claimed teacher performance,
the changes in student attitudes, and the results of student examinations as being
important. One JICA interviewee said, “improving the integrated ability of teachers is a
goal of an educational project since improving students' performance hinges on the
teachers' abilities” (JICA expert 1, telephone interview, 12 May, 2007).

Another interviewee stated:

…students’ score in tests developed by a project is an indicator. If students have
good grades in a test, the project may have impacted on students’ learning. If
students have low grades in a test, the project may have affected them negatively. We
need to use tests because the improvement of students' performance is our concern.
(JICA teacher group 2, group interview, 15 March, 2007)

Additionally, JICA interviewees raised the issue of determining the project’s needs and
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evaluating the degree of achievement of a project’s goal before and at the end of the
project. Moreover, it is interesting to note that UNICEF interviewees referred to the
importance of verifying a cause and effect relationship for evaluating a teacher quality
improvement project. One interviewee mentioned, “it may be tricky, but we should
examine how much really the project’s activities have produced impact, but not by other
elements” (UNICEF NCEEE researcher, face to face interview, 3 April, 2007).

4.1.1.4 Tool for Evaluation

Archival documents of the JICA and UNICEF projects revealed that the projects used
various tools as a means to measure the impact of the overall goals and purposes.
Inherent in the projects tools are more specific indicators for each objective (Table 4.1).
The tools included: questionnaire surveys, project records and documents, statistical
reports, evaluation sheets, interviews with the project’s participants and organisations
such as the high officials of the central Ministry of Education (JICA, 2006a; NCEEE,
2001; Program Support Unit, 2001; Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004; Zaalouk, 2004). In
addition to some of those tools, more specifically for educational enhancement, the
JICA project evaluated lessons planned and demonstrated by the pilot teachers and the
contents of their teaching plans (JICA, 2006a) as an indicator of quality improvement.
Additionally, the project employed a quasi-experimental design approach by taking
pre-and post-tests between experimental and control schools to measure how teachers
trained under the project may have impacted on the students. Questionnaires were used
to trace the changes in student attitudes and interest (ibid.). Also, JICA administered
another questionnaire to the pilot teachers in order to examine their understanding and
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perceptions of the concept of teaching strategies introduced, and the efficacy of the
intervention application (JICA, 2006). The UNICEF project used: student portfolios,
government and project-developed tests, essays and diaries written by students, and
classroom diaries of teachers to assess the impact of interventions on students, as
quality enhancement was the main purpose of this project (Zaalouk, 2004).

Apart from the above tools for verifying outcomes of the projects, the JICA and
UNICEF evaluation documents also highlighted some tools used for designing and
planning evaluation in the projects. They included governmental reports and statistics,
and discussions with the Egyptian authorities (JICA, 2003; Zaalouk, 2004). A number
of discussions with the local authorities before the projects were delineated was not only
an evaluation tool but also a useful tool to cement the partnership between the recipient
government and the aid agency (Zaalouk, 2004). Empirical data from the questionnaire
survey and interviews from the JICA and UNICEF respondents found limited number of
tools for evaluating the overall project.

However, the majority of the survey respondents from the two projects (80%) favoured
class observation and student tests as powerful tools that may be used to directly
evaluate teacher quality improvement projects (Appendix 4). Most of JICA interviewees
recognised that the tests were a means of verifying the impact of these project activities.
In addition, ‘student’ scores in a test developed by a project could be used as an
indicator. If students received higher grade percentages, then the project may have
impacted on the students” (JICA teacher group 2, group interview, 15 March, 2007).
One JICA interviewee claimed, “a lesson observation including reviewing the
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communication process between students and teachers—how teachers posed questions
and how students’ answered questions, how teacher’s explained concepts—can provide
evidence on teacher quality improvement” (JICA teacher group1, group interview, 15
March, 2007). In addition, interviews with project participants were recognised as a
potential tool by both JICA and UNICEF survey respondents. The comparison between
experimental and control schools was also regarded as useful by UNICEF interviewees
even though there are many methodological issues with controlling extraneous variables
in experimental designs.

4.1.1 5 Reasons for Evaluation

The archival documents on the JICA project described the objectives of the three types
of periodic evaluations (Table 4.1). For each of the three ex-ante evaluations, the main
objective was to discuss the evaluation plan; design and procedures with the Egyptian
authorities to ensure the project addressed the support requested by the Egyptian
Government (JICA, 2003). The mid-term evaluation was to assess the progress and
achievement of the intervention to date and to discuss any modifications to the original
project plan and activities that may be necessary (JICA, 2005). The final evaluation was
conducted to assess the project comprehensively and to discuss future cooperation in
light of the project’s effectiveness, the Egyptian education policy and the JICA’s aid
policy in the Egyptian education sector (JICA, 2006a). Monitoring for the JICA project
was aimed at checking if activities were being duly implemented according to the
original plan, modifying the plan if necessary and providing information for judgements
made by outcome evaluations (JICA, 2003). For example, given that teacher quality
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improvement was one of the major activities in the project, it was monitored during the
project’s implementation and these findings were collated to evaluate the entire project
at the mid-term and final stages of the project (JICA, 2006a).

Documents relating to the UNICEF project showed that the context evaluation was
conducted to study needs of the project and the design of evaluation in the project
(Zaalouk, 2004). Each of the nine thematic evaluations investigated the project based on
a specific theme. For instance, the 2001 evaluations led by CIDA and NCEEE focused
on measuring the effective aspects of the community schools and how far the project
had achieved its objectives against originally defined milestones. However, the common
purposes of all the thematic evaluations were to examine the merit and worth of the
project. Separately, an on-going process of evaluative activities by the participants in the
UNICEF community project were recognised as an essential part of the interventions
(ibid.). Hence, the on-going process evaluation was not just seen as an end in itself but
also a means to build capacity and transfer evaluation skills and knowledge to the local
participants. This

was expected to improve the outcomes of the project. This

“means-end” idea of evaluation for the UNICEF community project was part of the
project’s initial conception. In addition, this project regarded evaluation as a precious
opportunity to advocate and diffuse the project’s activities (Zaalouk, 2004).

The questionnaire survey data from the JICA and UNICEF respondents in Table 4.1
indicated that a project evaluation should be conducted on a regular basis for several
shared reasons. Firstly, according to the survey findings (Appendix 4), the majority of
both projects’ respondents to both projects expected the evaluation to: assess the
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effectiveness of the project, enhance teacher performance, identify and problem solve ,
enable participants such as teachers to acquire evaluation skills and knowledge, utilise
the results and the process of evaluation, for decision-making on either redirection or
termination of interventions, and provide feedback to improve teacher quality. These
survey findings confirm that both process and consequent results of evaluation in
educational reform projects should be utilised further to improve the projects’
implementation and participants’ skills. The JICA and UNICEF interview data in Table
4.1 were congruent with the findings from both document analysis and questionnaire
survey.

Specifically, the details of the evaluation from the interview data can be collapsed into
two main reasons. One was to examine the benefit of the project, which is an inherent
purpose of evaluation. The other one was to enhance local evaluation capacity by
involving the project participants in the processes

and utilising the results of

evaluation. Noticeably, there was general consensus that an evaluation should be used as
a critical feedback for understanding and adopting innovative and new classroom
practices. One interviewee stated, “the findings will be utilised for what we (a project
implementer) and teachers are going to do next. For example, teachers can make use of
the feedback from evaluation and change their lessons accordingly” (JICA expert 2,
telephone interview, 5 May, 2007). Furthermore, these two main reasons from the
interview data correspond to the “means-end” conception of the UNICEF evaluation
practices for the community project in Egypt.
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Secondly, the above findings on the five units of analysis alluded to the need and
importance for evaluating entire educational reform projects. It acknowledged
importance of broader range of participants’ involvement in the evaluation process with
an external evaluator. These participants should take part in context evaluation prior to a
project, crosschecking between periodic outcome evaluations and on-going process
evaluation during the project’s implementation. Additionally, evaluative practices by
those participants are expected to continue even after the project’s completion. The
findings suggest that the evaluation should verify long-term educational enhancement
and the extent of achievement of the project’s objectives. These indicators should be
measured by employing various tools as a means to unravel the impact of the entire
project. The findings illuminated assessment of the outcomes of the project and
improvement of national evaluation capacity as main reasons to carry out the evaluation.

4.1.2 Evaluating Capacity Development

This section describes the JICA and UNICEF case studies under the five sub-units of
analysis regarding capacity development. The data is summarised on the basis of the
emergent clusters of significance as noted in Table 4.2 below (further details of survey
data can be found in Table 2, Appendix 4). The capacity development comprises of the
three layers of educational organisations for embedding and sustaining educational
reform, namely schools, organisations and a central Ministry of Education as discussed
in Section 2.3.3. The capacity development is associated with “output(s)” in educational
reform projects among three vertical levels of statements on the project’s products as
discussed in Section 2.3.4.
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Table 4.2
Evaluating Capacity Development
Archival and Relevant Documents

Questionnaire Survey

(n=70)

Interview Data

Sub-Units

J

U

J

U

s,o,m

s,o,m

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
o,m

s,o,m

Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project

s,o,m

s,o,m

–

s,o

From the beginning to the end
of the project

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o

–

s,o,m

–

s,o,m

–

–

s,o,m

–
–

s,o,m

Monitoring and evaluation

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

Coordination with affiliates

s,o,m

Sound financial resources

o,m

o,m

Sound financial resources

s,o,m

Quality human resources

s,o

s,o,m

Quality human resources

Project’s ownership

J

U

International aid agency

s,o,m

s,o,m

International aid agency

–

o,m

s,o,m

Educational institutes

s,o,m

s,o,m

External evaluator

s,o,m

Central MOE

s,o

s,o,m

Central MOE

m

o,m

o,m
o

–
–

s,o,m

o,m

Educational institutes

–
–

s,o

Local community

–

s,o

m

Self-evaluation at each level

s

s,o,m

Regional MOE

s

s

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

Monitoring and evaluation

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

Coordination with affiliates

s,o,m

s, m

s,o,m

Sound financial resources

m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

Quality human resources

s,o,m

s, o

Project’s ownership

s,o,m

–

s,o

s

of Analysis
Evaluators

International aid agency
External evaluators
Central MOE
Educational institutes
Regional MOE*
Local community
School
Teachers

Timing of

Evaluation

Context evaluation prior to
project for project preparation
and evaluation design
Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project
Regular ongoing monitoring
of project outputs/activities
Mid-term evaluation
Terminal
evaluation-for
project closure
Periodic
evaluation
for
specific activities

Evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation

Aspects

Coordination with affiliates

Implementation of activities

s,o

Local community

s

School

s

Teachers

s
s

Context evaluation prior to
project for project preparation
and evaluation design
Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project
Periodic
evaluation
for
specific activities

–

s,o,m

Project’s ownership

s,o,m

s,o,m

o,m

s,o,m

Implementation of activities

s,o

s, o

Implementation of activities

–

s,o,m

Implementation planning

s,o

s,o

Materials and equipment

o,m

s,o,m

Management& administration

m

m

Management& administration

Evaluation designing

–

m

Evaluation designing

m

m

Evaluation designing

m

m

Legal support

m

m

Legal support

m

m

Legal support

m

m

Physical assets

o

s,o,m

Physical assets

m

m

Knowledge management

m

–

Intellectual asset

o

s,o,m

Intellectual asset

m

m

Educational skill &knowledge

o

o

Good research ability

o

Ability of training

o

Facility

o

–
–
–

Implementation planning
Management& administration
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s

o, m

s,o,m

s,o,m

Archival and Relevant Documents

Questionnaire Survey

(n=70)

Interview Data

Sub-Units

J

U

J

U

J

U

s,o

o,m

of Analysis
Tool for

Interview

s,o,m

s,o,m

Interview

s,o,m

s,o,m

Interview

Evaluation

Questionnaire

s,o,m

s,o,m

Questionnaire

s,o,m

s,o,m

Questionnaire

s,o

o,m

Project’s report and records

s,o,m

s,o,m

Project’s report and records

s,o

s,o,m

Project’s report and records

s,m

s

Discussion

Reasons for
Evaluation

s,o,m

s,o,m

An evaluation sheet

o

o,m

An evaluation sheet

s,o

s,o

Blueprint for a future plan

m

–

Governmental documents

m

m

Discussion

–

s

Classes observation

s

s

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

–

s,o,m

–

s,o,m

o,m

–

s,o,m

s,o,m

Establish
mechanism
to
sustain project activities
Enable self-evaluation as
empowerment and ownership
Decide project’s continuation
Assess project’s progress
Decide project’s direction

s,o,m

s,o,m

Establish
mechanism
to
sustain project activities
Seek feedback to resolve
problems
Enable self-evaluation as
empowerment and ownership
Utilize evaluation results
Assess project’s progress
Find weakness and strengths
in the project

Establish
mechanism
to
sustain project activities
Seek feedback to resolve
problems

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

Disseminate project activities

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

s,o,m

Decide project’s continuation

s,o,m

s,o,m

m

s,o,m

Utilize evaluation results and
process

–

s,o,m

s,o,m

–

Assess project’s progress

s,o,m

–

Assess needs of a project

s,o,m

–

J: JICA, U: UNICEF (The number of survey respondents collected was 55 from JICA and 15 from
UNICEF respectively)
s: Evaluating capacity of school
o: Evaluating capacity of organisations
m: Evaluating capacity of a central Ministry of Education
*MOE: Ministry of Education

4.1.2.1 Evaluators

Archival documents on the JICA project showed that JICA did not pay much attention
to the evaluating capacities of the three layers of educational organisations since the
project was aimed at improving the quality of education rather than educational
management and administration (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). However, the archival
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documents note that the JICA evaluation teams evaluated capacity development
including institutional aspects to sustain the project’s activities (that ranged from the
capacity of school to the central Ministry of Education) when conducting its mid-term
and terminal evaluation (ibid.). Furthermore, on a regular basis during the project’s
implementation, JICA experts evaluated the capacity of human resources such as
educational skills and knowledge that the pilot teachers and NCERD researchers
acquired through the project activities (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). However, JICA
experts did not evaluate other supporting capacities, such as administrative issues,
related to the project during the project’s implementation. Contrastingly, a relevant
document of the UNICEF project noted that monitoring and evaluating the capacities at
the three layers of the educational system were being implemented since the most
significant inputs to the project were building “human and social capital” (Zaalouk,
2004, p. 42) across the three capacities.

In addition to the 2001 and 2004 thematic outcome evaluations of the UNICEF
community project by external individual consultants they also examined how much the
project’s activities had been mainstreamed into the formal education system in Egypt.
They did this by examining the institutionalisation of the project’s activities from the
point of view of sustainability (Program Support Unit, 2001; Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004).
The technical and administrative aspects of the capacities of the participants were also
evaluated, both by local participants and by other participants (process evaluators) at
different levels on a regular basis; and the thematic outcomes were evaluated
periodically (Zaalouk, 2004). To give an example of regular evaluation by local
participants; teachers assessed their own performances and handed over the report with
130

comments from their supervisors. As the reporting systems from one level of the
participants to another were also established in the UNICEF community project,
self-evaluations could be crosschecked by process evaluators, who were participants at
other layers of the educational system. Thus, many UNICEF participants were
apparently engaged in evaluating the three layers of capacities to greater or lesser
degrees (Table 4.2).

Moreover, data from JICA and UNICEF questionnaire surveys summarized in Table 4.2
disclosed that not only international aid agencies, but also local project participants
should be considered as potential evaluators and thus their capacity developed within in
educational reform projects. Data also suggested that different evaluators for the
different three layers of the educational organisational system should be part of the
evaluative process. In particular, it should be noted that a significantly high percentage
of respondents (Appendix 4) indicated that each of the three layers of the educational
system: namely schools, organisations and a central Ministry of Education should
conduct self-evaluations as well as evaluating capacities of the other different levels.
For example, 93% of the UNICEF respondents expected schools to assess the capacity
of school. However, JICA respondents did not favour schools as potential evaluators for
capacity development. Interview data from JICA and UNICEF respondents corroborated
with the evaluative practices used by UNICEF for community school projects in Egypt
and the overall findings of the questionnaire survey. Data suggested that self-evaluation
should be conducted at each of the three layers of the educational system to evaluate its
own capacity.
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One interviewee commented on the self-evaluation:

I think they can do it by self-evaluation . . . an implementing organisation for a
project, needs to possess a variety of capacities such as knowledgeable, skilled and
experienced staff, network, and equipment. We can check if it possesses the
capacities by using an evaluation sheet with a list of the capacities. (JICA NCERD
researcher group 3, group interview, 20 March, 2007)

The data summary also alluded to a need to include another educational organisation at
a different level as a process evaluator to increase transparency and authenticity of the
self-evaluations. Some interviewees supported the need for evaluators independent of
the project team and stated, “it must be an organisation outside the Ministry of
Education because it will avoid conflict of interest and ensure transparency to enhance
objectivity of the evaluation” (JICA expert 1, telephone interview, 12 May, 2007).

4.1.2.2 Timing of Evaluation

According to an archival document from the JICA project, the JICA ex-ante evaluation
team discussed capacities that the Egyptian Authorities possessed to implement the
project before the project started (JICA, 2003). Also, JICA evaluation teams from
Tokyo evaluated capacity development including institutional strengthening aspects to
sustain the project’s activities when conducting its mid-term and terminal evaluations
(JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). According to JICA’s evaluation reports on the project, the
JICA experts based in Egypt also monitored skills and knowledge of the pilot teachers
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and NCERD researchers on a regular basis (ibid.). Hence, JICA evaluated some
administrative aspects whilst conducting periodic evaluations and monitored human
resources at school and organisational levels during the project’s implementation.
Furthermore, relevant documents from the UNICEF community project in Egypt
showed that the context evaluation was carried out to examine capacities necessary to
implement the activities prior to the project, and that the 2001 and 2004 thematic
evaluations examined the sustainability of the project also considered institutional
capacity (Program Support Unit, 2001; Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). This was at the
request of UNICEF as it was deemed necessary. Along with the thematic evaluations,
on-going checking on local capacities of the project participants were carried out by
self-evaluations and by other participants at different levels, and some reporting systems
between the participants were also established to ensure the quality of evaluation
(Zaalouk, 2004).

In addition, the data from the JICA and UNICEF questionnaire survey (Appendix 4)
showed 75% of respondents considered that evaluation should be conducted regularly at
all three layers of the educational organisations, from the beginning of the project to the
end, and preferably continued by the project participants after completion of the project.
Interview data from the JICA and UNICEF respondents indicated slightly different
responses from that of the questionnaires as can be seen in Table 4.2. Some interviewees
suggested that evaluation for capacity of the three layers should be done before a project
starts, and continued through out the project as the capacity building is ongoing and
occurs even after the project ends—the capacity should be institutionalised.
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Other interviewees claimed that the evaluation should be done jointly at the times when
JICA dispatches evaluation teams. One interviewee favouring the on-going evaluation
during the project stated:

The project has its own aim and requirement; the aid agency selects organisations
and schools to work with according to them. Then, once the project starts, the
organisation needs to improve the capacities to meet the demands (capacity to plan
and implement continuous evaluation processes) of the project as they work on.
These changes can be evaluated during the implementing the project. (JICA NCERD
researcher group 1, group interview, 20 March, 2007)

Another interviewee emphasised that the capacities of the three layers of educational
systems should be examined carefully before a project starts, saying, “the local
capacities (for educational reform projects) should be evaluated not only during the
project but also prior to the project. We should design the project taking the local
capacities into consideration” (UNICEF staff member, face to face interview, 2 April,
2007). In the same fashion, another interviewee suggested “these capacities should be
pre-conditions to starting a project which are very much associated with the feasibility
of a project” (JICA expert 2, telephone interview, 5 May, 2007).

4.1.2.3 Evaluation Aspects

The archival documents related to the JICA project showed that the project was aimed at
improving educational skills and knowledge leading to enhanced human resource
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development (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). The targeted human resources were teachers
from pilot schools and NCERD researchers; however, the intention was not directed to
improving the whole capacities of authorities and institutions central to teacher quality
improvement (ibid.). Hence, the pilot teachers’ performances and NCERD researchers’
performance as trainers of teachers were monitored and evaluated (JICA, 2003, 2005,
2006a). Apart from evaluating human resources, the JICA ex-ante evaluation team
required the Egyptian stakeholders to take necessary measures to ensure smooth and
sustainable operation of the project during and after the period of Japanese technical
cooperation (JICA, 2003). The JICA mid-term and final evaluation teams briefly
evaluated the sustainability of the project, which was one of the DAC five evaluation
criteria. The evaluation aspects related to sustainability were the Egyptian authorities’
preparation and commitment for utilising the outputs from the project (JICA, 2005,
2006a). The commitment was evaluated by the availability of an appropriate
governmental policy in place, a robust administration system, institutionalisation of the
lesson from the project and securing financial resources for the further dissemination of
the project activities (JICA, 2006a). Among these evaluative aspects, one of the major
features was the availability of an institution to continue teacher training using the new
child centred approach and using the contents of the JICA guidebooks after the
termination of the project (ibid.). Nevertheless, evaluation of the sustainability was not
indepth enough in view of the fact that the aspect was treated and examined as equal to
four other DAC criteria. In contrast, evaluating capacity development for teacher quality
improvement was imperative in the UNICEF community project and central to the
sustainability of the project.

135

The document analysis of the UNICEF project showed that the 2001 and 2004 thematic
evaluations of the project employed several aspects related to the sustainability of the
project as a key aspect of those evaluations. The main aspects examined were:
mainstreaming the community project into the Egyptian formal education system,
political commitment, extent of local community support and participants’ positive
attitudes towards the initiative, capacities of different project participants, partnerships
between the participants, the administrative structure of the community school project,
financial resources and the cost analysis (NCEEE, 2001; Program Support Unit, 2001;
Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). Additionally, regular on-going evaluations checked the
following technical and administrative aspects of the capacities of the project
participants and relevant organisations at different levels. It was suggested that the
capacities of the Egyptian Ministry of Education and regional education office should
possess include: financial resources (e.g., securing teacher salary), providing school
books and guidebooks, guidance on curriculum, assistance for training, and legal
support such as issuing Ministerial decrees to promote the community school model.

Furthermore, schools need to have quality teachers, capacity for communicating with
other stakeholders, and a role in monitoring and evaluation. NGOs, as a core
implementing agency in the UNICEF community project, were required to employ
quality staff members including supervisors, who were able to exhibit a flexible
management structure, capacity and experiences of training, and monitoring and
evaluation skills. Some of the aspects of the capacities were originally set as an input or
a duty that each group of participants should fulfil at the inception of the project
(Zaalouk, 2004). Meanwhile, the rest of the capacities were collectively found through
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the project interventions and were recognised as important capacities to sustain the
project’s impact (ibid.).

The Data from both JICA and UNICEF questionnaire survey data (Appendix 4)
demonstrated identically that a greater focus on administration and management to
develop evaluative capacity to support teacher quality improvement at the three layers
of the educational system is preferred, and should be appraised. These common
capacities include: securing the budget and preparing short to medium term staff
development plans; monitoring and evaluating the intervention activities; coordinating
the activities with the different layers of the educational system; and taking ownership
of the project. These aspects were regarded by more than 80% of all survey respondents
as crucial in evaluating capacity development in educational reform (Appendix 4). In
addition to these capacities common to all three organisational layers, the survey
findings also showed other capacities to be evaluated at the different layers of the
educational system.

Table 4.2 indicates that schools and organisations should be able to make a teacher
quality improvement plan by themselves and implement reform activities under the
project’s initiative. At a central MOE level, more than 85% of the respondents from
both of the two projects preferred that the central MOE should be able to design the
evaluation for teacher quality improvement projects. Also, the MOE should possess
good management and administration skills, and both physical and intellectual assets
necessary, such as providing statistical data so as to implement a project smoothly.
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Moreover, nearly 100% of the respondents expected the central MOE to provide legal
support for the smooth implementation of the project since they have the juridical
powers (Appendix 4).

The above findings from the questionnaire survey were generally supported by
interview data as can be seen in Table 4.2. Monitoring and evaluative skills and
adequate management and administration were the aspects most highly rated and this
was common for the three-layers of the educational system. Many respondents preferred
to examine the quality of human resources for the ability to coordinate all stakeholders
as the most important capacity for all three layers. However, the JICA and UNICEF
interviewees also cited different evaluative aspects more specific to each of the three
layers of the educational organisations rather than common evaluation points among
them.

At the school level, Table 4.2 indicates that application of activities at schools was
regarded as crucial. Some interviewees stated that linking the application of a project’s
activities with school management was important: “as for a project activity such as
teacher training, it goes down to daily teacher training at the school level. Schools need
to have the capacity to manage the daily training among the teachers” (JICA expert 1,
telephone interview, 12 May, 2007). Another interviewee also emphasised the
importance of the application and school motivation:

If a school manager is not convinced and motivated about an educational project by
an international aid agency, it will hinder the project and it is most likely that they
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will not continue to use the new technique and strategy introduced by the project.
(JICA parent group 1, group interview, 14 May, 2007)

At the organisation level (for example, education offices and institutes), a large number
of interviewees noted the importance of the educational skills and knowledge within the
organisations (such as a training institute) as critical to support reform projects. For
example, one interviewee within the JICA parent group stated, “it is important for the
organisations to have good lecturers and staff . . . in addition, the lecturers as trainers of
teachers are required to have knowledge and skills to carry out training” (JICA expert 2,
telephone interview, 5 May, 2007). Additionally, some interviews claimed that the
organisations should take ownership of the project, stating, “organisations must
understand the concept of teacher quality improvement project. It is because they are the
ones who implement a project and give instructions to teachers and schools” (JICA
teacher group, group interview, 14 May, 2007). At the central MOE level, some
interviewees highlighted that MOE needs to be fundamentally involved with designing
evaluation for educational reform projects with international aid agencies. Most of
interviewees also noted a central MOE role as providing legal support for the reform
project with an appropriate regulatory framework. One interviewee remarked about the
legal support:

A ministerial declaration can organise our work . . . make our activities acceptable
and safe to reach schools, for example. Setting a regulation and issuing a ministerial
decree could enable a project to secure [medium to long-term] financial resource or
to sustain the longevity of the project. (JICA NCERD management, face-to-face
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interview, 10 March, 2007)

4.1.2.4 Tools for Evaluation

The documents of the JICA and UNICEF projects in Egypt revealed several common
tools to evaluate capacity development for teacher quality improvement (Table 4.2).
These were questionnaires, consultative discussions, interviews, projects’ reports and
records for all the three layers of the educational system (JICA, 2006a; NCEEE, 2001;
Program Support Unit, 2001; Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004; Zaalouk, 2004). Evaluation
forms were devised for both projects to assess the capacity of school and organisation
levels whereas governmental documents and statistics were used to examine the
capacities of organisations or the central MOE, an analysis in tandem with the
government’s medium to long term strategic plans. The JICA evaluation sheets were
used to measure the capacity of NCERD researchers and the pilot teachers regarding
their skills and knowledge on the new teaching methods introduced by the project (JICA,
2003, 2005, 2006). In the UNICEF project, several evaluation sheets were developed
(Zaalouk, 2004). For example, schools had checking forms that listed various items such
as indicators about the community schools and teaching plans. NGOs also submitted a
periodic report on the progress of their operation to UNICEF. Regarding particular tools
for evaluating human capacity at the school level, the two projects employed class
observation to examine trained teachers.

The findings from JICA and the UNICEF survey questionnaire regarding possible tools
for evaluating the capacity of school are presented in Table 4.2. The survey findings
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(Appendix 4) showed that interviews and questionnaire responses were potential tools
for all three layers of the educational system with significantly high ratings. The
project’s reports and records were viewed by UNICEF respondents especially, as useful
tools to assess the capacity development across the three layers of the educational
system. Regarding the JICA and UNICEF interviews data, despite some differences on
the application of tools to the three layers of the educational system, consented to the
aforementioned tools that the documents and survey questionnaire found useful (Table
4.2).

4.1.2.5 Reason for Evaluation

An examination of the archival documents from the JICA project (JICA, 2003, 2005,
2006a) implied that the importance of evaluating capacity development was yet to be
recognised by JICA. Notwithstanding, JICA adopted sustainability as one of JICA
evaluation aspects; sustainability was evaluated in parallel with the project’s
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and relevance (JICA, 2003). Despite evaluating human
resource development, the project rarely examined other aspects of capacity
development such as administrative issues. To the contrary, a document of the UNICEF
community school project showed that the project regarded “human and social capital”
(Zaalouk, 2004, p. 42) as an agent, that can give rise to individual and structural
transformation with support from a quality external agent. Table 4.2 illustrated that as
human and social capital is both a means and an end of the project, the project needs to
evaluate them.
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Additionally material from the survey illustrated several common reasons to evaluate
capacity of the three layers of educational system (Table 4.2). These reasons were to:
utilise the evaluation results and processes, enable participants to conduct
self-evaluation, establish an evaluation mechanism to sustain the project. These reasons
were favoured by more than 85% of respondents regardless of which layers was being
targeted (Appendix 4). In summary, there is not only the need to assess the effectiveness
of interventions in teacher quality improvement but also to develop national evaluation
capacities and to establish appropriate mechanisms to sustain the project activities in the
long-term. This identifies weaknesses of the conventional evaluation system that
focussed on only measuring the impact created by the project interventions. The
interview findings concurred with the summary of the survey findings. The responses by
interviewees were made about the entire capacity development irrespective of the three
divided layers of the educational organisations. One interviewee underscored the
importance of evaluating the local capacity, stating:

No matter how good aid agencies are . . . they have to leave and go in the end of a
project. But, if they work through the existing system and develop the local capacity,
what remain after the project is enhanced local capacities like trained and skilled staff,
good administration, evaluation and monitoring system. This is very important.
(UNICEF staff member, face-to-face interview, 2 April, 2007).

Interestingly, many UNICEF participants were apparently engaged in evaluating the
three layers of capacities to greater or lesser degrees (Table 4.2). The capacity
development comprises of the three layers of educational organisations for embedding
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and sustaining educational reform, namely it should be noted that a significantly high
percentage of respondents (Appendix 4) indicated that each of the three layers of the
educational system, namely schools, organisations and a central Ministry of Education
should conduct self-evaluation as well as evaluating capacities of the other different
levels. The data summary also reflected the need to include another educational
organisation at a different level as a process evaluator to increase transparency and
authenticity of the self-evaluations.

Strategically, the findings on the five units of analysis noted that capacity development
should adopt a system wide approach. It hinted a way to evaluate capacity development
consisting of the three layers of an educational system. Furthermore, engaging project
participants in evaluating the three layers of capacities seems to be critical within the
process evaluations from the different level of the educational system. The evaluation
should start before the project initiation, so as to measure existing capacity in the
educational system. Secondly, the evaluation should measure the enhancement of the
three layers of the educational system during the project’s duration and is expected to
persevere even after the project is finished. The three layers of capacities include not
only technical aspects directly relating to education but also administrative, financial
and management aspects. Finally, the comprehensive capacities should be measured by
a range of tools so as to evaluate outputs produced by project’s activities and to enhance
evaluation capacities and rigor at the three layers of the educational system.
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4.1.3 Evaluating the Attributes of Teacher Quality Improvement

This section describes the JICA and UNICEF case studies under the five sub-units of
analysis on evaluating the attributes of teacher quality improvement in educational
reform projects in developing countries. The analysis of these cases is made based on
the data of Table 4.3 below (further details of survey data can be found in Table 3,
Appendix 4). Firstly, the attributes of teacher quality improvement are made up of
teacher education and teaching and learning approaches in this research. These are
categorised as outputs in an educational reform project, which consists of three vertical
levels of statements on the project’s products, as discussed in section 2.3.4. It is noted
that conventional technical cooperation has tended to only focus on the attributes of
teacher quality improvement without addressing other local capacities such as issues on
educational administration and management.
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Table 4.3
Evaluating Attributes of Teacher Quality Improvement
Archival and Relevant Documents
Sub-Units
of Analysis
Evaluators

J

U

International aid agency

t ,a

t ,a

Educational institutes

t ,a

t ,a

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

t ,a

t ,a

–

t ,a

Central MOE
External evaluator
Regional MOE
School
Teachers
Students
Local community

Timing of
Evaluation

Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project
Regular ongoing monitoring
of project outputs/activities
Mid-term evaluation
Terminal
evaluation-for
project closure
Periodic
evaluation
for
specific activities

Questionnaire Survey (n=70)

Interview Data

J

U

J

U

Teachers

t ,a

t ,a

Educational institutes

t ,a

t ,a

Teachers (Self-evaluation)

t ,a

t ,a

Colleague teachers

t ,a

t ,a

t ,a

International aid agency

t ,a

t ,a

Central MOE

t ,a

Teachers’ trainer

t ,a

t ,a

–

t ,a

Inspectors (Regional MOE)

t ,a

t ,a

t ,a

School

t

t ,a

International aid agency

–

t ,a

Central MOE
Educational institutes

–
–
–

t ,a

Students

t ,a
a

School

a

a

Various stakeholders

a

–
–

t ,a

t ,a

t ,a

Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project
From the beginning to the end
of the project

t ,a
a

t ,a

t ,a

Regular on-going evaluation
even after the project

t ,a

t ,a

A follow-up after training

t

t

–

Before training

t

t

t ,a

–

End of training

t

t

–

t ,a

End of academic semesters

a

–

Evaluation

Student-examination results

t ,a

t ,a

Student-examination results

t ,a

t ,a

Student-examination results

t ,a

t ,a

Aspects

Changing students’ attitudes

t ,a

t ,a

Changing students’ attitudes

t ,a

t ,a

Changing students’ attitudes

t ,a

t ,a

Teacher performance

t ,a

t ,a

Teacher performance

a

a

Teacher performance

t ,a

t ,a

Utilising training content

t ,a

t ,a

Utilising training content

t

t

Utilising training content

t ,a

t ,a

Satisfaction of trainees

t

t

Satisfaction of trainees

t

t

Training materials

t

t

Practical training content

–

t

Practical training content

t

t

Teacher training lecturers

t

t

Content knowledge

t

t

Content knowledge

t

t

Teacher needs

t

t

Making teaching plans

t

t

Making teaching plans

t

t

Satisfaction of trainees

t

Class management

t

t

Class management

t

t

Class management

t

Theoretical contents

t

Theoretical contents

t

t

Content knowledge

t

–
–

Facilities of training centres

t

t

Teaching methods

t

Mode of training

t

t

Facilities of training centres

t

t

Institutionalising training

t

t

Mode of training

–

t

t

Securing the budget

t

t

Practical training content

t

–

Teacher training lecturers

–
–
–
–
–
–

–
–
–
–
–

t

Teacher training lecturers

t

t

a

a

Frequency of training

t

–

Frequency of training

t

t

The contents of teaching plan
Use of various teaching
approaches

a

–

Balance of teachers and
students activities in a class

a

a

Balance of teachers and
students activities in a class

a

a

Facilities of training centres
Mode of training
Institutionalising training
Securing the budget
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Archival and Relevant Documents
Sub-Units
of Analysis

J

U

Questionnaire Survey (n=70)

Interview Data

J

U
t

J

U

Class observation

t ,a

t ,a

Students’ tests

Tools for

Class observation

t ,a

t ,a

Class observation

t ,a

Evaluation

Students’ tests

t ,a

t ,a

Students’ tests

t ,a

a

t ,a

a

t

t ,a

Interview

t ,a

t ,a

Interview

t

t

t ,a

t ,a

Questionnaire

t

t ,a

Questionnaire

t

t

t

t ,a

Teaching plan

–

a

Teaching plan

a

Teacher training curriculum

t

t

An evaluation sheet

a

–
–

Teacher training records

t

–

Teacher training records

t

t

Interview
Questionnaire
Discussion

t ,a

t ,a

Teacher training curriculum

–

t

Teacher training records

t

t

Student portfolio

–

a

Workshop

t ,a

–

Teacher self-assessment

a

a

Reasons

Assess project’s effectiveness

t ,a

t ,a

Assess project’s effectiveness

t ,a

t ,a

Assess project’s effectiveness

t ,a

t ,a

for

Improve teacher quality

t ,a

t ,a

Improve teacher quality

t ,a

t ,a

Improve teacher quality

a

a

Evaluation

Utilize evaluation results and
process

–

t ,a

Utilize evaluation results and
process

t ,a

t ,a

Assess needs of teachers

t

t

t ,a

t ,a

Assess project’s progress

t ,a

t ,a

t ,a

Enable self-evaluation as
empowerment and ownership

t ,a

t ,a

Solve a problem

t ,a

t ,a

Teaching plan

Assess project’s progress
Enable self-evaluation as
empowerment and ownership

–

J: JICA, U: UNICEF (The number of survey respondents collected was 55 from JICA and 15 from
UNICEF respectively)
t: Evaluating teacher education
a: Evaluating teaching and learning approaches
*MOE: Ministry of Education

4.1.3.1 Evaluators

In reviewing the archival documents of the JICA project it revealed that JICA experts
were both the trainers and evaluators for teacher education, and the teaching and
learning approaches introduced by the project. NCERD researchers also assessed the
teaching techniques employed by the trained teachers (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). The
JICA experts gave instructions to NCERD researchers on how to develop teaching plans
and adopt new teaching methods. The NCERD researchers subsequently used them for
training. The researchers also evaluated teaching approaches employed by the teachers
in the pilot schools (ibid.). JICA mid-term and terminal evaluation teams from Tokyo
146

examined the progress of teacher training conducted by both JICA experts and NCERD
researchers, and teaching methods being used by the trained teachers. However, these
evaluations assessed mainly by retracing and referring to the relevant records and
compiled by on going monitoring of the JICA experts (JICA, 2005, 2006a)—using
secondary data. In contrast, relevant documents on the UNICEF project involved
various evaluators in the process of evaluation attributing to teacher quality
improvement and who directly engaged with the raw data. Despite the variety of
evaluators, they can be divided into two types of evaluators in this project. They were
the UNICEF evaluators and outside consultants or organisations, and as external
outcome evaluators, focusing on certain themes and outcomes of the project. The terms
of reference for the 2001 evaluation conducted by the National Center for Examinations
and Educational Evaluation (NCEEE) was to see the impact of the quality of learning
accrued by the project’s intervention (NCEEE, 2001). In contrast with the JICA
evaluations, the UNICEF thematic evaluation was conducted not only using the records
and documents collected by process evaluation by the local participants but also
administering devised tests, interviews, class observations on a large scale (ibid.).

Hence, the evaluation could make a careful investigation into teacher quality
improvement as well as monitor changes in students’ attitudes and achievement. The
other evaluators were the project’s participants. Even though evaluators for teacher
training and teaching approaches were varied and changed due to discovering what
worked in practice over the years of the project implementation, a variety of participants
were involved in the several kinds of teacher training as evaluators. They were students,
teachers, supervisors, research institutes, NGOs, UNICEF, regional education office and
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the central MOE (Zaalouk, 2004). However, among these local evaluators, it should be
noted that technical supervisors played a central role in evaluating and overseeing
teachers’ performance both at a training centre and in the classrooms. Employing a
process evaluator at a different level such as technical supervisors made self-evaluations
by teachers more transparent and objective. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.1.2.1,
vertical reporting systems at different layers of the educational system, such as between
teacher, supervisor, NGO, and UNICEF, have become routine works to keep everyone
informed of the impact and issues during the project implementation (ibid.).

Data from the JICA and the UNICEF questionnaire survey highlighted some
commonalities and differences of their preferences on evaluators for teacher education
and teaching and learning approaches as noted in Table 4.3. More than 90% of UNICEF
respondents agreed to the involvement of the central MOE, UNICEF, educational
institutes, schools, teachers (self-evaluations) and students in the process of evaluation
(Appendix 4). It is interesting to note, in the UNICEF data that students were counted as
evaluators and its final beneficiaries. The majority of JICA survey respondents disclosed
that JICA, educational institutes, schools, and teachers should be evaluators for teacher
education. However, JICA respondents denied engaging the central MOE and students
in the evaluation process for teacher education and teaching and learning approaches.
The interview data corroborated the survey findings that demonstrated the importance of
various participants’ engagement in the evaluation process. JICA and UNICEF
respondents both favoured teachers (self-evaluation), teachers’ trainers, colleague
teachers, and inspectors in regional education offices as evaluators for teacher education
and teaching and learning approaches. One interviewee strongly argued the importance
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of evaluation by teachers themselves (peer evaluation), asserting, “I think the evaluator
must be teachers. Teacher training should be beneficial and useful for teachers, but for
nobody else” (JICA staff, face to face interview, 19 March, 2007). Most interviewees
anticipated a variety of evaluators to be involved in evaluating the teacher quality
improvement.

Each of the project’s members has their own point of view . . . All of them are
working together to evaluate different aspects . . . If it depends on only one of those
members, it is not enough. Maybe one dose not covers all the strategies and all the
techniques of teaching approaches. So, we have to ask all of them to share the
evaluation.(JICA NCERD researcher group 1, group interview, 20 March, 2007).

4.1.3.2 Timing of Evaluation

Interestingly, archival documents of the JICA project showed that JICA experts in
collaboration with NCERD researchers were regularly involved with evaluating the
practices of teachers generally and of those in the pilot schools, who received training
under the project (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). The JICA experts also evaluated several
training courses jointly conducted with other partners such as Cairo Educational office
at the end of each training course. However, the project did not follow up and evaluate
the impact of the training on teachers’ everyday classroom practices (JICA, 2006a).
Parallel with on-going evaluations on the ground, Tokyo dispatched mid-term and final
evaluation teams to examine the impacts of the teacher training and the introduction of
new teaching approaches (JICA, 2005, 2006a). However, these periodic evaluations did
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not provide sufficient time to probe deeply into those outputs. Concurrently, relevant
documents of the UNICEF project noted that thematic periodic outcome evaluations for
teacher training were carried out when it was deemed necessary. However, this research
could not locate how UNICEF set up the thematic evaluations in regard to particular
timing. In contrast, teachers, supervisors and other participants continuously evaluated
teacher education from the initiation of the project. As needs assessment for the training
were revisited prior to the teacher training, the contents and form of the training were
evolved and updated constantly according to the assessment (Zaalouk, 2004). Teaching
approaches adopted by teachers were checked by supervisors during a regular school
visit and peer-evaluated by colleague teachers on a daily basis (ibid.). Furthermore,
outcomes sourced from teacher training and teaching practices at schools were shared
and reported among the participants through the vertical reporting system. It should also
be noted that both of JICA and the UNICEF projects conducted context evaluations to
design and plan evaluation for the teacher training before the two projects started.

In addition, data from the JICA and UNICEF questionnaire survey demonstrated that
teacher education and teaching and learning approaches should be subjected to a
continuous assessment starting with the baseline data at the start of the project. Ideally,
the project participants should institutionalise the evaluation process as an on-going
process evaluation even after the project. The above noted points were supported by
more than 85% of both the respondents (Appendix 4). The interview data also supported
those survey findings. In addition, interview data specified the timings of evaluation for
teacher education and teaching and learning approaches. For instance, interviewees
underscored the importance of a follow-up evaluation after each teacher training and
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one of interviewees stated, “even after training finishes, they (trainers of training) have
to follow up trainees (teachers) to see if the trainees are using what they learned and if
the contents of training are useful for the trainees” (UNICEF supervisor group 1, group
interview, 25 March, 2007). Another interviewee stated the importance of needs
assessment of teacher education saying, “we should pay attention to how a teacher
training tries to improve the status-quo in the project and to be specific in the themes or
goals of the training” (JICA expert 2, telephone interview, 5 May, 2007). Whereas,
another interviewee raised the importance of assessing the content of training at the end
of the teacher training citing, “we should evaluate how effective the training was for
participants at the end of the training” (JICA central MOE group 2-1, group interview, 19
March, 2007). Given the importance of each phase of evaluation for teacher education,
some interviewees referred to the continuous cycle of a three-stage evaluation. It
comprises of pre, final and post assessment of teacher education. Regarding teaching
and learning approaches introduced by the project, some interviewees acknowledged the
importance of evaluating the approaches from the beginning of the project to the end.
For instance, one interviewee emphasised, “this evaluation should be continuously
throughout this project by observing teachers… because the project can identify the
level of improvement and provide on-going support” (JICA regional education officer,
face to face interview, 22 March, 2007).

4.1.3.3 Evaluation Aspects

Archival documents of the JICA project revealed that the JICA experts monitored and
evaluated skills and knowledge of NCERD researchers in a comprehensive way (JICA,
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2003, 2005, 2006a). They were evaluated in terms of skills and knowledge on teaching
methods and lesson plans, knowledge on their specialised subject areas and their
contribution to the project (JICA, 2006a). JICA experts in collaboration with NCERD
researchers, conducted qualitative evaluation of lessons planned and delivery as
demonstrated by the pilot teachers and checked the contents of their teaching plans
(ibid.). However, as the evaluation had not devised any criteria to evaluate the lessons,
the evaluation was not systematic but rather subjective. To complement the weakness,
the project examined students’ performances by employing pre-and post-tests between
experimental and control schools and traced the changes of students’ attitudes and
interest by questionnaires (JICA, 2006a). A second questionnaire was also administered
to the pilot teachers and participants in the workshops. The questionnaire was aimed at
examining their understandings and preference of the new concept of teaching strategies
and its efficacy of the application (ibid). Relevant documents on the UNICEF project
noted that the project employed several evaluation aspects as an indicator for teacher
training and teaching and learning approaches. The project measured teacher attitudes,
the contents of lesson plans, students’ achievement in tests, the changes of students’
attitudes, students’ life skills such as problem-solving and critical thinking during the
thematic evaluations and regular on-going monitoring and evaluations. Additionally,
needs assessment for teacher training was made to decide the type of teacher training,
topics and subjects of training and targeted participants for training (Zaalouk, 2004).

Furthermore, the findings from the JICA and UNICEF survey questionnaire regarding
evaluative aspects for teacher education and teaching and learning approaches showed
the same patterns of responses as summarised in Table 4.3. Notwithstanding the degrees
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of differences, most of the respondents viewed the following aspects as a crucial
element in evaluating teacher education. Those evaluative aspects can be divided into
three groups: the quality improvement of teacher education programme, administrative
issues related to teacher education and the effectiveness of teacher training. The aspects
of the teacher education programme were: the knowledge content of a teaching
disciplines/subject, actual classroom teaching practices in a school, quality of training
lecturers, the teacher training curriculum, theoretical content, classroom management,
and developing innovative teaching plans. Issues related to administration included the
mode of teacher training, facilities of a teacher training centre, institutionalization of
teacher training standards, and securing the budget for regular teacher training.
Additionally, important indicators regarding the effectiveness of teacher training were;
changes of students’ attitudes, utilization of training contents by trained teachers,
satisfaction level of trainees, and the results of students’ tests. The survey respondents
rated the above aspect ranging from 75% to 100% (Appendix 4). Interestingly, the
teaching and learning approaches according to the survey data (Appendix 4) revealed
that nearly all the JICA and UNICEF respondents preferred the evaluation of teacher
performance in a classroom as means of verification of the impact of teaching and
learning approaches rather than the changes of students’ attitudes and students’
enhanced performances in a test. Also, more than 85% of the JICA and UNICEF
respondents were also keen to measure the balance of teachers and students’ activities in
a class and use of a variety of teaching methods. This is motivated by the
teacher-dominated approaches that are commonly practiced in developing countries.

Encouragingly, the findings from the JICA and UNICEF questionnaire survey were
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confirmed by the interview data and classified into three-stage evaluations for teacher
education. First, regarding pre-evaluation for teacher education, some interviewees
underscored that a project should assess teachers’ needs by saying, “the educational
environment in a developing country is quite different from that in Japan. Therefore, we
need to assess the needs of teachers to meet their particular demands before developing
and implementing any teacher training” (JICA expert 2, telephone interview, 5 May,
2007). In addition, interviewees cited setting a clear purpose for training as a
worthwhile aspect to be assessed. In the absence of this clear purpose training become a
compliance act rather than any meaningful capacity development. Second, the interview
data noted that teachers participating in training should be invited to provide their level
of satisfaction about the content and management of teacher training interventions. Such
an evaluation can provide feedback to further improve the next teacher training activity.
Some interviewees mentioned the importance of checking general teachers’ satisfaction
about training. Thirdly assessing the practical teaching activities based on a class
environment, the content of a subject and updated teaching methods that teachers wish
to learn embodied the satisfaction level. One interviewee emphasised the importance of
practicability of training contents commenting:

That the training courses must also be well considered, based on real situations at
school such as lack of materials and equipment, space of classrooms. So, we should
look at this point when evaluating the training. We should ask teachers if training has
addressed their demand considering the real situations (JICA staff, face to face
interview, 19 March, 2007).
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Other aspects to be considered for evaluation were class management, facility on the
training premises, training of trainers, and training material and handouts. Finally,
according to the interview data, main aspects for the follow-up evaluation after teacher
education were teachers’ performance and students’ performance. One of the
interviewees commented on the students’ performances:

I don’t think the effects on students come out clearly and visibly during the project.
However, at least, we have to make sure the negative effects on students’
performance such as in a test have not emerged (JICA expert 1, telephone interview,
12 May, 2007)

Strategically, the interview data on teaching and learning approaches suggested
preference for the use of mixed teaching approaches, observing teacher performance in
a class, noting the frequencies of interaction between teachers and students, observing
the content of a teaching plan, focusing on a students’ performance in class, and
recording a clear teaching objective as useful aspects for evaluating teaching and
learning approaches. One of the respondents who was keen to examine the use of
various teaching approaches rather than using a unilateral method, mentioned:

I think we should pay more attention to when we should use which method and
which method is most suitable for which subject and what we teach rather than
recommending only a certain method unilaterally . . . I think this is an ideal way that
our project should follow. (JICA staff, face to face interview, 19 March, 2007)
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4.1.3.4 Tools for Evaluation

According to archival documents of the JICA project, the project carried out teacher
education by addressing new teaching methods. Some tools were developed to evaluate
teacher quality improvement. The evaluation tools were observing classes, meetings
with teachers, checking teaching plans and questionnaires to the pilot teachers (JICA,
2006a). Pre-and post-tests on science and mathematics achievement of students, which
were devised by JICA experts and NCERD researchers, were also conducted yearly at
the pilot and control schools (ibid.). Additionally, questionnaires were administered to
both students and teachers at both pilot and experimental schools (JICA, 2005).
Furthermore, conducting open-classes (demonstration-style workshops) were a novel
attempt in Egypt which provided an opportunity for a wide range of people such as high
officials of MOE and other teachers an opportunity to assess both the project’s activities
and teaching strategies introduced by the project (JICA, 2005, 2006a).

Other than that, project documents and records including information on the number of
trainees were also used to check teacher training by the JICA periodic evaluations (ibid.).
Relevant documents on the UNICEF project noted that the project devised and
employed various tools to monitor and evaluate teacher training and teaching and
learning approaches. The evaluation tools were: achievement tests by the government
and the project, observation checklists for students and teachers, interviews, student
portfolio forms, attitude measurement tests for teachers and students, class observations,
teacher training manuals, evaluation forms for teacher training, daily lesson plans,
student observation records and peer evaluation (NCEEE, 2001; Zaalouk, 2004). In
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addition, project documents and records were made and kept by each group for
crosschecking at upper layers of the educational system and were also used for external
periodic outcome evaluations (Zaalouk, 2004). These tools were used in combination
for the purpose of evaluating teacher training and teaching and learning approaches.

The findings of the JICA and UNICEF respondents showed a variety of potential tools
in common, for evaluating the attributes of teacher quality improvement. More than
85% of the respondents preferred the following tools for evaluating either the teacher
education or teaching and learning tools or both the attributes: observing a class by a
trained teacher; interviews with trained teachers and students; the analysis of teacher
training curriculum; questionnaires to trained teachers and students; students’ tests; and
teaching plans (Appendix 4). Other than the above aspects, records of teacher training
were also considered useful. The interview data confirmed the findings of the
questionnaire survey. For example, a large number of interviewees’ comments were
associated with observing a teacher’s lesson and peer evaluation of classroom practices.
One of the interviewees said, “probably, I suppose monitoring teachers performances in
his or her lesson and the changes of ways is the only way to evaluate the effects of the
training” (JICA expert 1, telephone interview, 12 May, 2007). Similarly, examining
students as the final beneficiaries of teacher education and teaching approaches were
also of interviewees’ concern. They mentioned that students’ performances should be
examined by administering a questionnaire and interviewing students, assessing
students’ performances in tests, and observing students in a lesson. Other tools pointed
out by the interviewees included an evaluation sheet for a lesson and student portfolio.
However, concerning the evaluation sheet, one of the interviewees cautioned by
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mentioning, “what aspects of the teaching approaches we should evaluate by using a
tool such as an observation sheet should be different according to a teaching strategy”
(JICA/ NCERD researcher group, group interview, 20 March, 2007).

4.1.3.5 Reason for Evaluation

Archival documents of the JICA project revealed the general mission for evaluating the
project. The documents prescribed that verification of the extent of achievement against
its original plan and of plausible co-relation between the outputs and a purpose of the
project were reasons for the evaluations (JICA, 2005; 2006a). The monitoring
conducted by the local JICA experts mainly was to modify the project’s activities if
necessary and to collect and save the data to be used for periodic evaluations. However,
the purpose of the evaluation was not aimed at either teacher quality improvement or
teacher evaluation capacity development despite teacher quality improvement being a
major output of the project. Relevant documents of the UNICEF project disclosed that
the UNICEF project intended to enhance the participants’ capacity to monitor and
evaluate teacher education and teaching approaches and to establish and embed an
evaluation system locally. The on-going process evaluation for the attributes of teacher
quality improvement by the local participants, recognised as an essential part of the
interventions, was a “means-end” for the initiative (Zaalouk, 2004). In addition, the
objectives of some periodic thematic outcome evaluations focused on measuring the
worth and merit of the initiative. For example, the 2001 thematic outcome evaluations
assessed the effective aspects of teacher education. The examined aspects included
teaching approaches employed by trained teachers, teachers’ behaviour and
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competencies, supervisors’ attitudes and skills as trainers of teachers, and students’
achievement on tests and their life skills (NCEEE, 2001; Program Support Unit, 2001).

Data from the JICA and UNICEF questionnaire survey disclosed that evaluating teacher
education as well as teaching and learning approaches should be conducted for various
reasons, which were supported by more than 80 % of respondents (Appendix 4). These
reasons were to: assess the effectiveness, utilise the evaluation results and processes,
enable participants to conduct self-evaluation, establish an evaluation mechanism to
sustain the project’s impact, provide feedback to improve teacher quality, to identify
strengths and weaknesses and problem solve. These purposes of evaluation were aimed
at two main issues: assessing the activities of the project and improving the national
evaluation capacity by involving in the process evaluation as discussed in Section
4.1.2.5. Interview data also showed similar responses to that of the questionnaire survey.
For example, interviewees mentioned that evaluation is to measure the effectiveness of
teacher training. One interviewee said:

…as for the evaluation of teacher training, it is done to examine if the training is
effective . . . if the quality of the training meets a certain standard. The important
thing is beyond that. We should look at how students have been changed in the
long-term as a result of the training because teacher training is meaningless if the
training has no effect on students (JICA expert 1, telephone interview, 12 May,
2007).
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Many other interviewees claimed utilising the results and processes of evaluation for
teacher education. One interviewee claimed the evaluation was for teacher quality
improvement:

Teachers can reflect on how they performed by self-evaluation and comparison with
their colleagues . . . then, we (supervisors) visit schools, observe their lessons and give
advice to them . . . This way, teachers can find and understand what they need to
improve and how they can improve their teaching. (UNICEF supervisor 2, group
interview, 25 March, 2007).

All the above findings based on the five units of analysis noted how to evaluate the
attributes of teacher quality improvement. This is akin to the way of evaluating capacity
development as discussed in Section 4.1.2. The findings revealed that project
participants’ engagement in the evaluation process is important employing a process
evaluator that is in a different level of the educational system. Evaluating the attributes
of teacher quality improvement should start to design and plan evaluation for activities
of a project before the project begins and continue assessment of identified activities
during and after the project’s duration. Finally evaluation aspects entail administrative
and management issues in parallel with educational aspects. In addition, the
comprehensive capacities for teacher education and teaching and learning methods
should be measured as outputs of the project with a range of tools. Reasons for
evaluating outputs are both to measure the outputs and to enhance evaluative capacities
at the three layers of the educational system.
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In summary, this chapter presented results and with reference to the JICA and UNICEF
projects in Egypt under specific units of analysis (evaluating a entire basic education
project for teacher quality improvement; evaluating capacity development for teacher
quality improvement; evaluating attributes of teacher quality improvement). The next
chapter constructs a comparison and synthesis of the data from the documents,
questionnaire survey and interviews and discusses them again linking the compared
results with the relevant literature and research assumptions developed in Chapter 3.

161

Chapter 5: Discussions

5.0 Introduction

The key findings of the JICA and UNICEF data narrated in Chapter 4 will be analysed
and discussed in this chapter in order to address the three sub-research questions
(Section 1.4).

In the analysis and discussions that are developed by juxtaposing the

findings from the data with the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, seeks to explain and
verify of the research assumptions noted in Chapter 3. The following dialogue is
structured around major emergent themes that encompass several of the five sub-units
of analysis: evaluator, timings of evaluation, evaluation aspects, tools for evaluation and
reasons for evaluation. The analysis and discussion related to sub-research question one
is presented separately, whereas for sub-questions two and three the analysis and
discussion are explored jointly due to common and interlinked themes to both questions.
Finally, through the above process, presents a response to the main research question, in
addition, the chapter draws a visual illustration as a conceptual evaluation framework
for future educational reform projects focused on teacher quality improvement.

5.1 Discussions, Analysis and Answers to Research Questions

5.1.1 Sub-Question 1: How Can an Entire Basic Education Reform Project for
Teacher Quality Improvement Be Evaluated?

The findings related to sub-question 1 can be summarised under two emergent themes:
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Outcome evaluation and context evaluation. The key findings of each theme are
presented in Table 5.1 and 5.2 separately, immediately after the discussions on
respective theme.

i) Outcome evaluation

The research findings (Section 4.1.1.5) showed that assessing outcomes aimed at
verifying a project’s outcomes is essential for evaluating the “success” of a whole
educational reform project for teacher quality improvement. Literature on program
evaluations highlight the need to measure the merit, worth, or value of a program or a
project as the main purpose (Dykeman et al., 2003; Scriven, 1991; The Joint Committee
on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 1981). The outcome evaluation for an
educational reform project needs to be conducted due to the compliance requirements of
the international aid agencies’ accountability (Bamberger, 2000; Picciotto, 2003). This
can

also

support

Result-Based

Management

(RBM)

for

the

result-driven

implementation and management of a program or project (UNFPA, 2006). Additionally,
three other reasons discovered from the findings were to: (i) provide feedback to project
participants about the effectiveness of interventions, (ii) verify any contextual issue that
may have changed since a project started, and (iii) enhance national evaluation capacity.
The JICA mid-term evaluation for the Egyptian project was designed to address (i) and
(ii), coupled with measuring the effectiveness of the project (JICA, 2005; 2006a). These
two reasons overlapped with the purpose of context evaluation that will be discussed
further. In addition, enhancing national evaluation capacity complies with the JICA
evaluation guidelines, noting that the evaluation can give an opportunity for local
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participants to learn how outcome evaluations explore and determine changes that take
place in an aid recipient country (JICA, 2002b; 2004c).

Firstly, regarding evaluators for the entire project, the findings from both the JICA and
UNICEF cases (Section 4.1.1.1) showed that JICA played a major role in evaluating
outcomes of the entire project during a project’s implementation (JICA, 2006a).
Meanwhile UNICEF, as a main evaluator, carried out various outcome evaluations
(Zaalouk, 2004). The types of outcome evaluation adopted by an international aid
agency is a phenomena common to Egyptian educational reform projects and evaluation
of development projects in developing countries, alike. To date, most of these whole
project evaluations are dictated by the international aid agencies (Nagao, 2006). The aid
agencies are the sponsors of projects and evaluations (Bamberger, 2000) and have been
required to increase transparency and accountability of their interventions (JICA, 2004c;
World Bank, 2004). Hence, aid agencies’ engagement in evaluating the “success” of a
whole project is necessary; however this raises a concern over local stakeholders who
should acquire evaluation skills and knowledge as the beneficiaries. To overcome this
concern, the findings showed that local decision makers’ involvement is crucial for
evaluating a project since they are the end users.

Seconldy, the findings indicated that the central Ministry of Education, the local
educational institutes, representatives of local community (such as PTA) and teachers
need to be participants in the process of evaluating the whole project. They should not
be seen just as an informant or a discussant but as evaluators working jointly with aid
agencies. This is strongly supported by the literature on evaluation where Fitzpatrick et
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al., (2004) argue that modern evaluation needs to be responsive to a range of local needs,
however it is difficult for a single source such as an aid agency to have the capacity to
meet all the needs for a comprehensive evaluation model. Furthermore, Riddle (1999a)
maintains that an evaluation design for an educational project should engage different
stakeholders to accommodate the variety of needs from local decision makers and
reflect the needs on the project’s design and implementation. This can improve a project
and enhance national evaluation capacity (Stufflebeam, 2000b), which was highlighted
as one of the main reasons for evaluating a whole educational reform project.

Thirdly, this study revealed the need to occasionally invite an external evaluator who
works with the internal evaluators of the project—an international aid agency and local
project participants. The external evaluators can mitigate against internal biases and add
rigour to the evaluation outcomes. As the internal evaluator often tends to be subjective
and inward looking by the virtue of being too close to their project, bringing objectivity
into evaluation may be difficult for them (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). In this regard, an
external outcome evaluator should be employed to bring an outsider perspective and
raise accountability (ibid.).

In addition, JICA and UNICEF evaluation documents and the empirical data about
when to undertake outcome evaluation, were widely divided (Section 4.1.1.2). One of
the findings was that outcome evaluations should be timed purposefully and conducted
periodically over the project’s life and after the end of the project. Another timing for
outcome evaluations included intermittent implementation when deem necessary.
Furthermore, current literature supports the timing of outcome evaluations during the life

165

of a project. The latest evaluation guideline of Development Assistance Committee
(DAC Network on Development Evaluation; 2008) – the most influential organisation
for norms and standards of evaluation for development projects—urges the aid agencies
to conduct the evaluation in a time-bound manner within an allotted time with specific
indicators for results assessment. It may be difficult for an aid recipient country to carry
on the periodic outcome evaluation in the same manner and scale as an aid agency.
Purposefully, it is because periodic outcome evaluations are funded by an international
aid agency (Bamberger, 2000). Nutbeam and Bauman (2006) also point out that the
emphasis on assessing the outcomes of a project are replaced by a focus on the process
of

implementation,

reproduction

of

successful

implementation

and

its

institutionalisation as a project reaches its end. Hence, local periodic outcome
evaluators such as a central Ministry of Education need to seek to institutionalise part of
the evaluation practice (know-how) within the implementing organisational units in the
local educational system (Segone, 2006).

The finding (Section 4.1.1.3) from both cases concurred that the purpose of evaluation
should be to determine the overall success of the project by examining three bases for
judgement. They are educational enhancement, degrees of achievement of the
three-level project objectives, and a common program evaluation standard. The
evaluation aspects related to the educational enhancement (the first basis for judgement)
consisted of enhancing students’ achievement and attitudes, teacher quality
improvement, and capacity development for the attributes of teacher quality
improvement. Although the transformations of these aspects at individual activity level
are generally monitored on a regular basis by process evaluation, the outcome
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evaluation needs to confirm the findings of process evaluation aspects due to the links
with overall educational project’s objectives (Primmel et al., 2006). Enhancement of
student learning and attitudes, and student perception of new interventions in
educational reform projects, must be included as a goal (ibid.) as required by project
stakeholders (Riddell, 1999a). Hamano (2005) and Riddell (1998) provide support for
teacher quality improvement as one of the evaluation aspects of educational
enhancement since it is highly regarded as a desirable attribute for quality education. It
is debatable how capacity development for attributes of teacher quality improvement be
evaluated. However, the findings of this study (Section 4.1.2.3 and 4.1.3.3) implied that
since because the attributes of teacher quality improvement be regarded as part of
capacity development, the two aspects need to be evaluated together (further discussion
on this capacity development is discussed in Section 5.1.2). This is also recognised by
critics (Hirosato, 2001; Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell,
1999a) as a comprehensive alternative approach for assessing only the technical aspects
enhanced by the reform interventions. Recognising and measuring the three educational
aspects for educational enhancement, the findings also highlighted that long-term
educational aspects need evaluation.

One of the missions of the UNICEF community project was to improve teacher quality.
Even so, the project tracked the records of the long-term effects created by an
intervention such as enrolment and completion rates of primary education and
preparatory education. Furthermore, the project studied the transformation of awareness
of the residents near the community schools. Aid recipient countries are keen to
measure such long-term effects created by international assistance rather than verifying
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short-term project-confined aspects (Nagao, 2006). This is akin to measuring the entire
capacity development and that is time intensive and has to accrue. Thus, twinning the
creating and measurement of long-term evaluation aspects coordinated with real
national progress in developing countries becomes a crucial aspect.

Further, the degrees of achievement in the three-level project objectives (the second
evaluation basis for judgement) entail an overall goal, a purpose and outputs. These
project objectives link with one another with vertical cause-effect logic corresponding
to the above three aspects of educational enhancement. The literature also notes that an
educational reform project must be objective-oriented and the three-level objectives are
expected to be achieved at targeted times (Primmel et al., 2006). For example, the JICA
evaluation guideline (2004c) prescribes that its final (outcome) evaluation should assess
outputs surfaced while implementing a project, the achievement of the project’s purpose
to be accomplished at the end of the project, and the likelihood of achievement of an
overall goal occurring three to five years after the cessation of the intervention. A
common program evaluation standard (the third evaluation basis) also can apply to the
entire project such as: the five DAC criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact,
and sustainability).

In addition, the findings (Section 4.1.1.3) revealed that UNICEF did not employ this
evaluation aspect when evaluating outcomes of the Egyptian community project.
However, the literature notes that most commonly used criteria for program evaluation
can bring credibility, impartiality and independence into evaluation (DANIDA,

1999).

Critically, the criteria can keep project personnel such as a project manager at a distance
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(DAC Network on Development Evaluation, 2004). Intrestingly, the results (Section
4.1.1.3) suggested that while JICA employed all three bases of evaluation, UNICEF
focused more on the evaluation of educational aspects. Consequently, the three
evaluation bases for judgement should be employed all together in evaluating an entire
educational project.

Moreover, JICA and UNICEF cases expressed the need to triangulate data to increase
validity. Furthermore, to allow for triangulation the findings supported the use of a wide
range of evaluation tools to cross validate the multi-source data. Primmel et al. (2006)
argue that multiple common tools be triangulated to unravel the complexities of
educational situations. In general, most of the findings (Section 4.1.1.4) implied that
outcome evaluation should utilise various second-hand tools developed and used by
process evaluation rather than creating new tools. This articulation from process to
outcome evaluations can be generated. However, as the research (Section 4.1.1.4)
revealed,

some of UNICEF outcome evaluations for the Egyptian community schools

administered new questionnaire surveys, interviews and tests with students. Therefore it
is important to consider what tools should be used depending on the scope of
evaluation.

Fourthly, some of the key findings for outcome evaluations from all the above
discussions are presented in Table 5.1. The findings for an outcome evaluation also
underpin the four responses to the main question in this research discussed in Section
5.1.3. The right column of the table shows which key findings inform the responses
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Table 5.1
Key Findings for Outcome Evaluation
Findings to support outcome evaluation as a theme

Link with responses

•

It measures the effectiveness of a whole project for accountability purposes.

•

(i), (ii)

•

Degree of educational enhancement (enhancement of student learning and

•

(i), (ii)

•

(i), (ii)

•

(i), (ii)

•

(i), (ii)

•

(i), (ii)

•

(iii)

•

(iv)

•

(iv)

attitudes, teacher quality improvement, and capacity development for
attributes of teacher quality improvement) should be verified
•

The educational enhancement should be aligned with long-term national
development owing to recipient’s interests.

•

Degrees of achievement of the three-level project objectives (outputs,
purpose and goal of the project) should also be evaluated.

•

A common program evaluation standard (e.g., the five DAC criteria) should
be employed.

•

It should utilise the second－hand tools developed by process evaluation
such as official documents and records of projects.

•

Outcome evaluations may develop and administer the first-hand tools such as
tests to students where appropriate.

•

It can provide useful feedback on the effectiveness of interventions at the
activity level and on contextual issues.

•

An international aid agency should take part in outcome evaluation as its
sponsor.

•

Periodic outcome evaluation increases the opportunities for local participants
to be involved in the evaluation process-- enhancing national evaluation
capacity.

•

Involving more local decision makers and end users (e.g. MOE, Educational
institutes, representatives of local community including PTA and teachers) in
the evaluation process not only builds local capacity but also ensures
ownership and long-term sustainability.

•

Employing an external evaluator to the project is important to bring
objectivity into evaluation.

•

Outcome evaluations need to be conducted periodically during the project’s
implementation.
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(i) Evaluating educational enhancement aligned with national development,
(ii) Evaluating three layers of capacities in an educational system
(iii)A changing form from monitoring to process evaluation, and
(iv) A participatory evaluation approach to be institutionalised in a national system.

ii) Context evaluation
As there were less data on context evaluation compared to outcome evaluations, there
were fewer findings to support context evaluation as a theme. However, some findings
from both JICA and UNICEF evaluation documents in particular, highlighted the
importance of context evaluation as follows. The findings (Section 4.1.1.3 and 4.1.1.5)
revealed that context evaluation assesses local needs and problems to be addressed,
cultural, political and financial issues, designs evaluation for a project and sets
objectives before the initiation of an educational project. This recognition supported by
Stufflebeam (2000b; 2004) argues the need for context evaluation or an in-depth
feasibility study as a prerequisite for designing and planning evaluation for a project.
The feasibility study examines the relevance of the project in order to start providing
assistance (JICA, 2004c). In addition, the results of context evaluation can provide
useful information (bases) for judging the outcomes of the project, as context evaluation
aligned with outcome evaluation as well as process evaluation (Stufflebeam &
Shinkfield, 2007). Regarding this point, the findings (Section 4.1.1.3) highlighted that
the UNICEF project set long-term objectives rather than project-confined and
short-term ones, which conventional evaluations tend to evaluate. Setting up the
long-term objectives before a project starts is in accordance with outcome evaluation to
align the project’s objectives with national development.
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Both the JICA and UNICEF context evaluations in Egypt addressed not only the above
issues but also discussed the institutional and management arrangement, roles and
responsibilities between the aid agencies and Egyptian education authorities, as well as
stipulating official procedures be taken for effective project implementation.

Strategically, JICA dispatched its context evaluation study teams from Tokyo three
times so as to cover and assess all the above aspects before the project was launched
(JICA, 2003). In addition to context evaluation prior to the project, findings from JICA
evaluation documents suggested another context evaluation after the project commences
can be useful to re-assess adequacy of original objectives and activities of the project
and to modify them if necessary. For example, the JICA mid-term (outcome) evaluation
in Egypt was designed to assess the effectiveness of the project as well as its context
(JICA, 2005; 2006a). The context evaluation checked appropriateness of original-set
objectives and activities, and modified a plan and an activity accordingly (ibid.).
Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) indicate that the context evaluation often
implemented in combination with other evaluation aspects such as outcome and process
evaluations. The above findings suggested that the project’s context should be
re-assessed under the outcome and process evaluations while being evaluated and
discussed.

According to the findings (Section 4.1.1.1), potential context evaluators can be an
international aid agency, a central Ministry of Education and an educational institute
since they can make decisions about the scale and parameters of a project (Stufflebeam
& Shinkfield, 2007). In addition, some of the findings noted that more local
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stakeholders such as representatives of local community including PTA, schools and
teachers are needed to join the evaluation to make their voice to hear. This engagement
of various stakeholders in dialogues from the project evaluation design phase may
enable their opinions and interests to be considered for designing and implementing a
better project (House & Howe, 2000). This engagement likely enhances local capacity
and local ownership of a project. Also, key stakeholders’ efforts to make consensus
among them may mitigate dominant decision-making by the hierarchy of stakeholders
(ibid.) such as an international aid agency. These different participants use various tools
to collect information and results. In particular, the JICA and UNICEF context
evaluations in Egypt, as the feasibility studies, employed the secondary data including
governmental documents and reports, discussions with local stakeholders, and survey to
understand the local context from different aspects. Here are the key findings for
context evaluations. Table 5.2 also shows links between some of the key findings and
the four responses to the main questions.
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Table 5.2
Key Findings for Context Evaluation
Findings to support context evaluation as a theme

Link with responses

•

It is to design and plan evaluation for project’s activities and timeframe.

•

(i), (ii)

•

It should be sufficiently detailed to fully understand the all contextual issues-

•

(i), (ii)

culture, politics and so forth.
•

Setting up the long-term objectives before a project starts is important.

•

(i), (ii)

•

A thorough context evaluation requires multiple data sources—archival

•

(i), (ii)

•

(i), (ii), (iii)

•

(ii)

•

(iv)

document and reports, and consultative interviews.
•

It should articulate with outcome and process evaluation to accommodate any
changes to initial context evaluation during the life of the project.

•

In order to implement successfully implement a project the context
evaluation should consider institutional and management arrangement- clear
roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders (a donor and a recipient country)
needs to be determined and agreed.

•

To achieve a detailed understanding the evaluation process should involve an
international aid agency, MOE and representatives of the end users (e.g.,
educational institutes, representatives of local community including PTA and
teachers) as well.

•

Since the evaluation is for project planning its must be undertaken well
before implementation of the project to allow for sufficient consultation
processes.

(i) Evaluating educational enhancement aligned with national development,
(ii) Evaluating three layers of capacities in an educational system
(iii)A changing form from monitoring to process evaluation, and
(iv) A participatory evaluation approach to be institutionalised in a national system

In summary, context evaluation prior to a project and periodic outcome evaluations
during the life of a project should be an integrated process for conducting evaluation of
an entire educational reform project for teacher quality improvement. Key findings of
context and outcome evaluation presented in Table 5.1 and 5.2 confirm the research
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assumptions of sub-research question 1 in Section 3.7.2.

5.1.2 Sub-Question 2 and 3: How can Capacity Development and Attributes of
Teacher Quality Improvement be evaluated in a Basic Education Reform Project?

The synthesis of answers to sub-questions 2 and 3 presented under process evaluation as
an emergent theme is as follows. The key findings on the theme are presented in Table
5.3 after the synthesis of answers.

This research design included separate two sub questions on how to evaluate capacity
development and attributes of teacher quality improvement for evaluating project’s
activities and its outputs on the ground level. The two units of analysis were made for
investigating the two sub-questions. Firstly, evaluating capacity development in an
educational reform project is open for discussion due to an emerging modality in
international development (Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004). Secondly, attributes of teacher
quality improvement are regarded as technical aspects that aid agencies tend to focus on
and the conventional evaluation evaluate (Nagao, 2006). The findings in this research
(Section 4.1.2 and 4.1.3) showed an overlap on evaluation of the two units of analysis,
and common interlinked themes to the five sub-units of analysis for the two units (the
two questions). For example, the findings on “evaluation aspects” (Section 4.1.2.3 and
4.1.3.3) revealed that technical aspects such as how the skills and knowledge local
counterparts may have acquired through teacher education intervention need to be
examined together with relevant administrative aspects such as institutionalisation of
the intervention. Institutionalisation is regarded as a key factor to sustain the
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interventions after the termination of the project. The findings (Section 4.1.2.1 and
4.1.3.1), concerning who would be involved in the evaluations, disclosed that various
evaluators should be involved in evaluating both capacity development and the
attributes of teacher quality improvement. The current literature also endorses these
findings. Capacity development is described as interdependent multi-layers of capacity
entailing multiple elements for social changes (Browne, 2002; JICA, 2004d; Mabuchi &
Kuwajima, 2004). The elements are, for instance, quality human resources, financial
resources, physical and intellectual assets, sound policy, legal support.

Furthermore, capacity development in a large-scale educational reform is composed of
three layers of components, namely capacities of school, organisations and a central
ministry of education (Earl et al.,2003). Each layer of capacity includes both technical
aspects and relevant administrative and management aspects in an interwoven way
(ibid.). Hence, evaluation should address those aspects embedded in the three layers as
an integrated capacity regardless of technical aspects and the supporting capacity such
as administration. This discussion shows that the attributes of teacher quality
improvement be considered as part of the entire capacity. Critics also argue that a need
to setup and measure indicators of the entire capacity development in the recipient
countries is crucial to sustain a project (Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto &
Nagao, 2006). As a result, the two separate components need to merge into one
component, namely capacity development for an attribute of teacher quality
improvement.

The results (Section 4.1.2.5 and 4.1.3.5) indicate that the key common purposes for
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evaluating capacity development for attributes of teacher quality improvement were two
fold. The first purpose was to measure the progress and effectiveness of an education
reform project for its accountability. Secondly the purpose was to improve national
evaluation capacity. However, discrepancies were detected in evaluating the two aspects.
The findings noted that the purpose for evaluating attributes of teacher quality
improvement was more inclined to assess the outputs of daily activities of an
educational project. The results can provide project’s participants with information on
the effectiveness and progress of the project so as to modify their activities. It also
informs periodic outcome evaluation to judge “success” of the entire project. While, the
findings highlighted that a purpose for evaluating capacity development was more
useful for improvement of long-term local evaluation capacity. This supposes that
capacity development is not the final objective of teacher quality improvement projects.
Rather the total capacity can help technical aspects (attributes of teacher quality
improvement) to work and achieve the final objective (DIFD, 2003) as a catalyst.
Therefore, the two purposes for evaluating capacity development for attributes of
teacher quality improvement concur with the purposes of process evaluation in the
literature. A primary focus of process evaluation is to measure effectiveness of a project
and the extent to what the project has conducted activities comparing to the original
plan (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Another focus is the evaluation process where
project participants acquire evaluation skills and knowledge and exercise the evaluation
activities leading to improving the project’s implementation (Patton, 2004; Stufflebeam
& Shinkfield, 2007).

Additionally the findings (Section 4.1.2.1 and 4.1.3.1) on who should evaluate the
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project’s activities in the field were three potential evaluators. Firstly, evaluators are the
various local participants. The participants belong to the three different layers of schools,
organisations and a central ministry of education and conduct process evaluations
(self-component evaluations) at the different levels. The findings (Section 4.1.2.1 and
4.1.3.1) showed that a central and regional Ministry of Education and an educational
institute were involved in evaluating the entire capacity development. Whereas, more of
the teachers, schools and the local community should take part in evaluating the
attributes of teacher quality improvement. In both cases, the findings highlighted the
need for adopting a participatory evaluation approach. Process evaluation is a
participatory process in which a variety of the project participants should be engaged
(Vedung, 1997). Patton (2004) argues that the process evaluation gives local participants
opportunities to learn and acquire evaluation skills and knowledge. In turn, thinking and
attitudes change toward the project, and understanding is genuine. As a result, process
evaluation can enhance local evaluation capacity and ownership (Ishida, 2007;
Minamoto & Nagao, 2006). Additionally, the evaluation tracks the process of inputs and
outputs so that it may be able to locate a plausible correlation between them (Minamoto
& Nagao, 2006) for Result-Based Management (RBM). Minamoto & Nagao (2006)
argue that theses characteristics of process evaluation likely contribute to the overall
sustainability of the project.

Despite the need to engage local participants in process evaluation, Stufflebeam and
Shinkfield (2007) caution that the linchpin of a sound process evaluation is employing a
highly skilled process evaluator. The evaluator can provide objective review and advice
for self- evaluators at different levels in order to increase rigour and exactness of the
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evaluation (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). As described in Section 4.1.2.1, the
findings suggested that local participants as process evaluators in one layer of the
educational system could crosscheck the results and process of the self-evaluations
(process evaluation) reports from another level. The implemented educational project
could develop a vertical evaluation system within the educational system similar to
what the UNICEF community project in Egypt has achieved. Furthermore, the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) (2007) also suggests that process evaluation
needs to establish a local evaluation system defining the evaluation as “an evaluation of
the internal dynamics of implementing organisations…their service delivery
mechanism…and the linkage among these”(p. 30). Strengthening the evaluation
capacity of the local participants and trusting the local evaluation system, as discussed
above, is a key issue. However, the findings (Section 4.1.2.1 and 4.1.3.1) also designate
that an international aid agency needs to appoint a process evaluator to work with those
local participants. Wood, Kabell, Muwanga, & Sagasti (2008) underscore that an
international aid agency should support a recipient country to enhance weak local
evaluation capacity and system by gearing their own technology to a local one.

With regard to when to evaluate the project’s activities, the findings (Section 4.1.2.2 and
4.1.3.2) showed that evaluation for both determining capacity development and
attributes of teacher quality improvement should continue from the beginning of a
project to even after the termination of the project. However, as discussed in Section
5.1.1, project evaluations intervened by an aid agency, came to an end when the project
is terminated (DAC Network on Development Evaluation, 2008) as was the JICA
evaluation for the Egyptian project. For this reason, Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007)
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suggest that process evaluation to assess daily actions by local participants in the field
help enhance the local evaluation capacity during the project. Furthermore, the
evaluation practice should be widely adopted by the local participants at the end of the
project (Nutbeam & Bauman, 2006). This allows the project to either institutionalise the
evaluation practice as a new nationally owned evaluation system (Nagao, 2006) or align
their assistance with the existing national evaluation systems and develop an integrated
evaluation system (Segone, 2006). For the institutionalisation of the evaluation system,
Nagao (2003) warns that the duration of short-term intervention should be extended in
order to gain enough momentum to establish the localised evaluation system. Hence, the
practice and culture of process evaluation should be nurtured during the life of an
educational project and should be institutionalised locally. This may help to sustain the
impact of a project.

When analysing the gathered material on how capacity development for the attributes of
teacher quality improvement should be evaluated, the findings (Section 4.1.2.4 and
4.1.3.4) disclosed a need to employ many and diverse tools. The highlighted concerns of
evaluating capacity development, suggested that project’s reports, documents,
governmental archival, and discussions are potential tools. In contrast, class
observation; students’ tests, teaching plans were viewed as useful tools in evaluating
attributes of teacher quality improvement. Interviews and developed evaluation sheets,
for example, were considered a common tool. As the evaluation aspects embedded in
the three layers of an educational system, process evaluation needs to employ different
types of tools to collect multiple sources of information to triangulate data (Davidson,
2005). Key findings for the process evaluation are abstracted and presented in Table
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5.1.The findings for process evaluation related to the four responses to the main
question are indicated in the right column of the table.
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Table 5.3
Key Findings for Process Evaluation
Findings to support process evaluation as a theme
•

As capacity development for the attributes of teacher quality improvement is

Link with responses
•

(i), (ii)

•

(i), (ii)

•

(ii)

•

(ii)

•

(iii)

•

(iii)

•

(ii), (iii)

•

(iv)

•

(iii), (iv)

•

(iii), (iv)

•

(iii), (iv)

embedded and intersected in three layers of an educational system, evaluation aspects
should also be divided into three groups, namely capacities of schools, organisations
and a central ministry when evaluating them.
•

Project’s participants at different layers of the educational system should develop and
use diverse evaluation tools.

•

Not only teacher quality attributes but also supporting capacity (management and
administrative aspects) should be evaluated together as indicators so as to sustain the
project’s impact.

•

Due to common and overlapping themes, the above two different evaluation aspects
should be merged and evaluated as capacity development for the attributes of teacher
quality improvement.

•

Measuring outputs is also a reason for conducting process evaluation, so that the
results can be utilised to verify the effectiveness of the project’s activities and to
modify the activities by participants if necessary as well as to inform outcome
evaluations.

•

Process evaluation starts right after the project starts and ends at the end of
intervention by an international aid agency.

•

Local participants belonging to each of three layers of the educational system should
conduct process evaluation at different levels.

•

Process evaluation at each of the three layers of an educational system should be
institutionalised locally as a national evaluation system so as to continue the practice
even after the intervention.

•

Enhancing local evaluation capacity by involving local participants in the evaluation
process is a major reason for process evaluation.

•

Establishing a local evaluation mechanism (e.g. a vertical evaluation report system)
between the layers is needed for crosschecking.

•

A process evaluator should be employed in order to provide objective review and
advice for self evaluators at different levels in order for transparency and legitimacy
of self-evaluations.
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(i)

Evaluating educational enhancement aligned with national development

(ii)

Evaluating three layers of capacities in an educational system

(iii)

A changing form from monitoring to process evaluation, and

(iv)

A participatory evaluation approach to be institutionalised in a national system.

In conclusion, process evaluation should be employed in evaluating capacity
development for attributes of teacher quality improvement in an educational reform
project. The key findings on process evaluation in Table 5.3 support the research
assumptions 2-1 to 3-5 outlined in Section 3.7.2.

5.1.3 Main Question: What is an evaluation framework for a basic education project
for teacher quality improvement funded by international assistance in developing
countries?

This main question was conceived from what an evaluation framework can possibly
sustain the impact of an educational reform project. Responses to this main question are
discussed and presented based on the analysis of sub-questions 1, 2 and 3 under the
following four emergent themes.

i)

Evaluating educational enhancement aligned with national development,

ii)

Evaluating three layers of capacities in an educational system

iii)

A changing form from monitoring to process evaluation, and

iv)

A participatory evaluation approach to be institutionalised in a national system.
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i) Evaluating educational enhancement aligned with national development

The findings in this research (Section 5.1.1) revealed that evaluation for an educational
reform project should employ three bases for judgement in examining the entire project.
They are: educational enhancement, degrees of achievement of the three-level project
and a common programme evaluation standard. A conventional evaluation often
examines “success” of a project verifying achievement of the three-level project and
applying the five DAC criteria (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006). It also assesses short-term
technical aspects plausibly transformed by the international assistance (Nagao, 2006).
These aspects are often apart from the national development and are assessed only over
the life of the project discretely (ibid.). These short-term project-confined aspects are
useful for an international aid agency to account for impact generated by its intervention.
However, the primary interest of a developing country is to neither confirm achievement
or success of its own project objectives. The findings (Section 5.1.1) highlighted the
importance of setting up long-term project objectives aligned with national education
development. More importantly, the findings showed that the interest is to assess how
much a project could contribute to real educational enhancement in its own educational
sector (Segone, 2006). Owing to the interest, Nagao (2003; 2006) and Segone (2006)
caution that a project’s objectives and evaluation aspects on educational enhancement
must be aligned with long-term national development programmes and policies. As
there is no systematic evaluation approach between conventional evaluation and
national development regarding what to evaluate, project evaluation fails to inform
policy decision-making (Segone, 2006). This is why the evaluation practice ends when
the project is phased out. This research and discussions manifest that it is crucial to set
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the evaluation aspects in accordance with the long-term national development in the
recipient county, so that local participants can continue to pursue the objectives even
beyond the life of the project (International Program Evaluation Network & UNICEF,
2006; Nagao, 2006).

ii) Evaluating three layers of capacities in an educational system

This research (Section 5.1.1) revealed a need to evaluate three aspects of educational
enhancement. Among them, the findings highlighted that evaluating capacity
development for the attributes of teacher quality improvement is a key approach for
replacing conventional evaluation in order to sustain the impact of an intervention.
Evaluating the capacity development is endorsed by current literature because the
evaluating the capacity is prone to keep the impact of a project over the long period
(Hirosato, 2001; Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004; Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Riddell,
1999a).

However, there is reasons for the need to replace the conventional evaluation with
evaluating the entire capacity development. First, conventional technical cooperation is
focused on only activities that can be more visible to donor home constituencies
(Fukuda-Parr, Lopes, & Malik, 2002). That leaves other administrative, financial and
management work to a recipient country (ibid.). Similarly, Riddell (1999a) claims that
the conventional evaluation for an educational reform project underestimates
administrative and management issues as evaluation aspects, but preferentially
appreciating teacher quality improvement and enhancement of students’ achievement.
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As a result conventional evaluation is directed to evaluating only technical aspects
improved by international assistance. Contrary to this conventional practice, the
findings of this research (Section 5.1.2) showed that evaluation should examine the
three layers of capacity in an educational system, which encompass technical and
administrative aspects without separating them. Second, Browne (2002) criticises
conventional technical cooperation for outweighing only the capacity of individuals and
institutions, but fails to address societal capacity (capacity of a central Ministry of
Education in this research). This denotes a plausible reason why the JICA evaluation for
the Egyptian project did not evaluate the capacity of the central Ministry of Education
while implementing its math and science projects in Egypt (Section 4.1.2.3). The
findings of this research (Section 5.1.2), in contrast, highlighted that the project needs to
examine all the capacities of schools, organisations and a central Ministry of Education
with no distinction. Finally, Nagao (2003) maintains that the sustainability of
educational projects can never be achieved because many of the projects did not include
any activity to assist local administration and continue assessing them from the early
stage of the projects.

For example, the findings of this research also discovered that the JICA Egyptian
project did not evaluate administration and management issues constantly during the
project’s period. Problematically, JICA only checked the issues on the occasions of
periodic outcome evaluations. Further, this research (Section 5.1.2) corroborated that
evaluating capacity development should start at the stage of project evaluation design
and continue through the project’s period to even after the cessation of the project.
Lastly, the supporting discussions demonstrate that evaluating the process of evaluation
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all three layers of capacities can help sustain the impact of an educational reform
project.

iii) A changing form from monitoring to process evaluation

International aid agencies commonly employ monitoring for assessing daily activities
and output(s) of an educational reform project (Crawford & Bryce, 2003), but not
process evaluation. However, as the findings of this research are congruent with
characteristics of process evaluation, it suggests that a form of measuring capacity
development be shifted to process evaluation. For example, the findings of this research
(Section 5.1.2) disclosed that local participants at each layer of an educational system
should focus on

evaluation procedures, developing the tools and assessing their own

activities (self-component evaluation). Additionally, according to the findings, process
evaluation continuously track and examine the transformation of enhancement of
students’ achievement and attitudes and teacher quality improvement as final products
of the capacity development.

The findings highlighted that this practice should be continuous even after the ‘official’
ending of a project. In contrast, when it comes to monitoring in international
development, only management and operational staff of a project are involved in the
operation only during the project’s period (Independent Evaluation Group, 2007). When
focussing on the purpose of the projects, the findings indicated (Section 5.1.2) that
evaluating capacity development for the attributes of teacher quality improvement
should be aimed at assessing the effectiveness of the project as well as enhancing local
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evaluation capacity. Whereas, monitoring is only to check and record the progress of
activities of a project against the original plan to inform outcome evaluation (JICA,
2002b). Involving the local participants in the evaluation process while implementing a
project is important since the process give the participants a chance to equip themselves
with skills and knowledge of evaluation and to track how the activities on the ground
generate outputs. These features of process evaluation can contribute to RBM, local
capacity development and local ownership enhancement. The importance and
momentum of process evaluation become larger in the evaluation practice as a project
reach towards its end. Hence, the focus of project evaluation shifts from outcome
evaluation to process evaluation and the practice of process evaluation remains largely
after the termination of the project (Nutbeam & Bauman, 2006). Then, the impact of the
project is likely to survive. Therefore, a change from monitoring to process evaluation is
necessary in evaluating capacity development for the attributes of teacher quality
improvement.

iv) Participatory evaluation approaches to be institutionalised in a national system

The research (Section 5.1.1 and 5.1.2) revealed the evaluation framework for
educational reform projects for teacher quality improvement should include three types
of evaluations. They are context, process and outcome evaluations, which are all
familiar in the literature. The evaluation framework can be compared to the:

Context,

Input, Process, Product (CIPP) model developed by Stufflebeam (1983, 2000b, 2004), a
long-term prevalent evaluation framework in the literature is further discussed in
Chapter 6. Additionally, this framework can resemble an evaluative model by
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Fitzpatrick et al., (2004), which is composed of a needs assessment, process and
outcome evaluations. Hence, program evaluation theory also underpins the framework
consisting of the three evaluations.

The findings (Section 5.1.1 and 5.1.2) on the three types of evaluations showed a way
towards a participatory approach from an aid agency-led approach. Furthermore, this
demonstrated that both context and outcome evaluations should involve a greater
number of local participants to join the evaluations while the process evaluation should
be conducted predominantly by the local participants with support from an international
aid agency. This is a strong supporting message for the introduction of a participatory
evaluation approach. Supporting these findings, recent evaluation policies and
documents encourage use of the participatory approach, in particular, process evaluation.
The ineffectiveness of international assistance in the 1990s urges the severity of
monitoring and evaluating for development interventions attending to the needs of
various stakeholders (Crawford & Bryce, 2003). “Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness,” a landmark international agreement reshaped the objectives and
strategies to improve international aid enhancing mutual accountability of both donor
and aid recipient countries. This signals that the recipient countries should reinforce
their commitment to a participatory approach by involving a wide range of participants
when evaluating a project. Accordingly, evaluation documents by major international
aid agencies such as UNICEF (Segone, 2006) and the World Bank (Independent
Evaluation Group, 2007) also noted the importance of using a participatory approach.
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Another conclusion emerging from the findings is that evaluation practices should not
be concluded at the end of a project but should continue and assess on-going activities.
This denotes that in the end, the participatory evaluation approach should be
institutionalised as part of an evaluation system in an aid recipient country. The
literature supports the local institutionalisation of evaluation practices. Strategically, a
core vision of the “Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness” is that aid effectiveness can
be enhanced most when the aid is aligned with a national system and priorities (OECD
DAC, 2005; Wood et al., 2008). To put this vision into practice, Segone (2006)
maintains the importance of: 1) putting national development plans at the centre of
international aid agencies; 2) enhancing national capacities; and 3) utilising and
strengthening national systems. This vision is not simply a desk theory but a working
model that educational projects have already turned into practice. For example, the
UNICEF community school project in Egypt is acclaimed for successfully
mainstreaming the project’s model with the locally embedded evaluation system into a
formal education system (Sidhom & Al Fustat, 2004). The JICA Mpumalanga secondary
science project in South Africa is praised for having established an internalised cascade
evaluation system from schools to regional education offices for teacher training (Nagao,
2006). Therefore, the foregoing discussions concur that adopting a participatory
approach in evaluating an educational reform project for teacher quality improvement is
imperative and the project need to facilitate institutionalisation of the evaluation practice
into a local educational system.
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5.2 Visual illustration of a Conceptual Evaluation Framework

All the discussions in Section 5.1 come into a piece of visual illustration of a conceptual
evaluation framework as below (Figure 5.1).

Before Project

Life of Project

After Project

Overall Goal: Enhancement of Students’ Attitude and Achievement
Purpose: Teacher Quality Improvement
Output(s): Capacity Development for Attributes of Teacher Quality Improvement

Periodic Outcome Evaluation
Local
Institutionalised
Evaluation

Context
Evaluation
Ongoing Process Evaluation

Output(s): Capacity of School; Capacity of Organisations; Capacity of a central Ministry of
Education

Figure 5.1 A Conceptual Evaluation Framework for Educational Reform Projects for
Teacher Quality Improvement

To describe briefly, the evaluation framework starts with context evaluation prior to an
educational reform project in order to design and plan the project evaluation. Designing
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the project evaluation includes setting up three levels of objectives for the project
including educational enhancement and evaluation aspects for three layers of capacities
(school, organisations and a central Ministry of Education) in an educational system.
These results of context evaluation inform both outcome and process evaluations seeing
the results form a basis for judgement when adjudicating the success of the project as
well as assessing daily activities. Once the project is launched, the process evaluation
for each activity in the three layers of the capacities begins respectively. The evaluation
also tracks the transformation of the enhancement of student’ achievement and attitudes,
teacher quality improvement and capacity development for attributes of teacher quality
improvement as a result of enhancing three layers of capacities. In addition, periodical
outcome evaluations re-examine the progresses of activities assessed by process
evaluation and verify the extent of achievement in the three levels of the project’s
objectives during the project’s implementation. Then, outcome and process evaluations
funded by an international aid agency stop when the project is phased out. However,
much of the practice of context and outcome evaluation, and that of process evaluation
is expected to remain as an institutionalised evaluation system in the local educational
system.

The next chapter concludes this thesis. It includes reflections on this research,
implications of the findings and also presents its limitations and suggestions for future
directions.
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Chapter 6 Conclusions

6.0 Introduction

The chapter is composed of three parts. Firstly it reflects on the entire research from the
background to the major findings, secondly it identifies the implications of the research
findings highlighting the contribution to the literature and its practical implications for
educational development. Finally, this chapter presents limitations to this research and
directions for future research.

6.1 Reflection on the Research

The conventional practice of monitoring and evaluation of an educational reform project
funded by international assistance, seems not to assist the sustainability of such a
project’s impact. It was noted that the evaluation practice is characterised as aid-agency
driven, outcome-focused and limited to only the life of the project. However, there has
been a strong need for changing conventional evaluation practices because of aid fatigue
experienced by international aid agencies in the 1990s. Encouragingly, the changing
context in international development, namely RBM, capacity development and local
ownership, has emerged as a solution to the ineffectiveness of international assistance.
Consequently, there is a need to change the evaluation practices for educational
development. Furthermore, an educational reform project can have difficulties setting
up an evaluation framework to measure the qualitative aspects of education such as;
teacher quality improvement due to its subjectivity in determining the quality of
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education. Just as shown in the literature, when working for educational development
projects, the researcher also felt lack of benefit from the conventional evaluation for
end-users and the difficulties of evaluating an educational project. This is how the
research questions were developed and why this research was carried out. As a direct
result, this research encourages the development of an evaluation framework as an
alternative to the conventional evaluation.

This research examined the two cases of the JICA and UNICEF Egyptian education
reform projects aimed at teacher quality improvement as one of their main objectives.
The findings of this research signalled a need to change the current conventional
evaluation. The findings of the study reported highlighted a call to shift the conventional
evaluation foci and forms. This research underlines the need to shift the participants’
role from measuring only short-term project-confined aspects to evaluating long-term
project objectives aligned with national education development. Hence, designing
evaluation aspects for educational reform have to be articulated with genuine national
development programs and policies so that the impact may be tracked during and after
the project has ended. This requires international aid agencies to change their existing
policies and practices. For example, extending the duration of a project is needed to help
design long-term evaluation aspects to be aligned with national development in an aid
recipient country. In addition, the other evaluation focus was to evaluate all three layers
of capacities (e.g., schools, organisations and a central Ministry of Education) including
both relevant technical and administrative elements without separating them. The flaws
in the technical cooperation to date are blamed for not addressing all the three layers of
capacities but supporting only the capacities of just schools and organisations. That is
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why the impact neither continues nor multiplies. In particular, administration and
management issues in the central Ministry of Education remain unaddressed. This is
because conventional technical cooperation by aid donor countries tends to centre on
high-profile activities such as teacher training to appeal to constituencies in their home
countries.

Furthermore in regard to the changing forms of evaluation, the research found that
evaluation of an educational reform project needs to focus on process evaluation for
assessing not only daily activities of the project but also for the subsequent
enhancement of students’ achievement and attitude and teacher quality improvement as
a result of the activities. This approach is advocated to replace regular project
monitoring to track and record the progress of each activity for outcome evaluation.

In contrast, process evaluation is an ongoing procedure whereby local participants
acquire evaluation skills on a learning-by-doing basis: deciding procedures, conducting
evaluations and making decisions according to the results. This process can also
contribute to the conventional project monitoring. The participants from the three layers
of the educational system may conduct self-evaluations at different levels and be
supervised by a process evaluator at another level. Thus, the local participants
understand the project in-depth, and can take ownership of the project, with particular
emphasis on implementing activities in line with the process evaluation finding and
feedback.

This way, the practice and culture of process evaluation can become established within
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the local educational system. In addition, the practice can remain within the system even
after the end of the project. Another changing form is adopting a participatory
evaluation approach for the institutionalisation of an appropriate evaluation system.
Employing three types of evaluation; context, outcome and process evaluation was
found necessary in an educational reform project as the three different evaluations
involves local participants in the heuristic evaluation process and decision-making for
each evaluative purpose. Both aid donor and recipient countries expect the participatory
practice of these evaluations to become ingrained in the educational system and to
continue after the project is finalised. However, among these systems, the practice of
process evaluation accounts for much of the institutionalised evaluation system since it
involves more participants in the evaluation process within a range of daily activities.
Conversely, the periods of context and outcome evaluations are much shorter and these
evaluations involve only representatives of each layer of the educational system.

Project evaluation should ultimately be the responsibility of the recipient country. It
appears that the outcome-focused evaluation led by aid agencies has compromised the
interests of aid recipient countries and did not facilitate the sustainability of educational
reform projects. Critically, the hallmark of an evaluation framework must be
accountable to aid donors, recipient countries, and end users. Therefore, adopting a
process evaluation with long-term objectives can transcend asymmetry of interests
between the aid donors and the recipient countries. Ultimately this will help foster the
sustainability of educational reform projects for teacher quality improvement.
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Shifting the focus from outcome evaluation to process evaluation may be easily
implemented if it applies to developed nations. Such shifts are needed as most
developing countries are unaware of the evaluation culture that would be necessary to
optimise the limited resources via a democratic process. Additionally, as funding and
support for project evaluation will be completely stopped when the project concludes it
risks any long-term impact of the reform. Both aid donors and the recipient countries
must work on evaluation with these constraints in mind. Hence, challenges lie ahead to
bring about a shift in evaluating projects.

However, shifting the focus of evaluation in the education reform projects to process
evaluation has to be accelerated to build local capacity and sustainably to overcome the
“aid fatigue” syndrome currently experienced by many of the education reform projects.
Such local capacity and sustainability will ensure benefits to teachers and students as
the final beneficiaries of educational reform from shifting to process evaluation. These
findings at which the research arrived were relevant from the researcher’s point of view.
The researcher deems well that end-users must be main actors in their own development
and be involved in the whole development process including monitoring and evaluation.
This belief was proved by the findings and an ultimate question, “whose development is
it?” was answered through the research. The findings may also advance debate over
how to evaluate educational development and contribute to the relevant scholarship.
Subsequently, it is hoped that the findings may be able to boost the effectiveness of aid
and to enhance local evaluation capacity as the final goal of this research.
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6.2 Implications of Findings

The literature urges international aid agencies to develop an alternative evaluation
framework for educational reform projects. It is due to the merging modalities in
international development after the “aid fatigue” syndrome surfaced and difficulties in
identifying the quality enhancement created by international assistance. The findings of
this research can contribute to the literature about evaluative practices that respond more
effectively to stakeholders’ needs and requirements. Furthermore, the findings may
assist with the practicalities of implementing more current evaluative practices. Since
the evaluation framework in this research is designed to continue after the life of the
project, this framework may help to sustain aid effectiveness. This is important for both
international aid agencies and aid recipient countries. Also, tools developed for
evaluation can be useful not only to evaluate the entire project but also to assess
day-to-day operations and act as project management and an accountability measure.
Finally, this research is particularly significant for UNICEF and JICA as both agencies
search for ways to facilitate teacher quality improvement to justify their monetary
investment in education reform.

6.3 Limitations to the Research and Directions for Future Research

There are two areas where this research was unable to fully cover and investigate.
Therefore further work may be done in future for developing a more effective
evaluation framework. The first area in this research is a need for investigating input for
an educational reform project. This research focused on process evaluation to last the
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impact of intervention, but did not give due consideration to how to evaluate inputs of
the project. As discussed in Section 2.1.2, the CIPP model developed by Stufflebeam
(1983; 2000b; 2004) notes this as a long-term issue with evaluation framework in the
literature. He argues that input evaluation as one of the four essential concepts for the
model. Input evaluation includes cost effectiveness and efficiency of the project, which
are donors’ interests owing to their budgetary constraints. The evidence and information
on the input evaluation helps an international aid agency to account for how the
intervention is being implemented properly, cost-effectively and efficiently. Input
should also consider realistically how the evidence and information shapes the reform
project. It may convince an aid recipient country to scale up the intervention to other
regions or to mainstream the intervention into their local education system. For example,
the UNICEF community project in Egypt undertook cost-analyses by comparing unit
cost per primary student for the community schools and ordinary governmental schools.
This was compelling evidence for the Egyptian government to provide legal and
financial support for the expansion and institutionalisation of this project.

The other area for future investigation is to inquire into successful educational projects
and programs regarding institutionalisation of local evaluation systems. This research
could draw on the importance of process evaluation to establish an appropriate local
evaluation system. However, this study could not locate how the institutionalisations of
local evaluation systems survive after funds from an aid agency are stopped. For
example, the UNICEF community project in Egypt is applauded for the success of
mainstreaming their activities including evaluation into formal education. The JICA
math and science project in Kenya is also well known for the institutionalisation of
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teacher training systems with a participatory evaluation approach. These two projects
and the local governments have agreed and introduced cost sharing at the outset of the
projects. This way, the projects have encouraged the aid recipient countries to become
independent and not to find themselves locked into a cycle of aid dependency. In this
regard, future research should select a completed project within a localised evaluation
system and investigate if the evaluation practice survives beyond the project’s life. If so,
it should examine how and why it has continued. This further research into successful
projects evaluation would be a useful tool for international aid agencies and developing
countries when designing a future educational project and its evaluation.

Finally, apart from the two areas above, this researcher acknowledges the limitations of
applicability of this evaluation framework to the field. As the ground reality is often lot
more complex, many other variables should also be considered when conducting
evaluation and monitoring. The variables are local evaluation awareness and capacity,
availability of financial and human resources, vested interests and political capture and
so forth. Hence, the developed evaluation framework should not be seen as an absolute
but ‘framework’ that maybe be modified according to the real situations in local context.
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Appendix 1
JICA and UNICEF Questionnaire survey (in English and Arabic)
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Description of Questionnaire Survey (JICA)
The international cooperation agencies have been implementing educational reform
programs or projects in Egypt in cooperation with the Ministry of Education. This
questionnaire is concerned with general educational reform projects funded by
international agencies. However, the questions are mostly relevant to Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) and the United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) projects
in Egypt. The questionnaire focuses on a synthesized evaluation model consisting of
three sections: Section 1 evaluating educational projects for teacher quality
improvement; Section 2 evaluating local educational organizations (capacity
development); and Section 3 evaluating the attributes of teacher quality improvement.
Background Information
Please identify yourself by ticking one of the following categories.
(1)

1.

Male

or

(2) 1.
3.
5.
7.
9.

Parents
School Principal
NCERD
JICA expert
Other

(3)

How long have you been involved in JICA project in Egypt?
1. Less than 1 year
3. 2~3 years
5. Other

2.

2.
4.
6.
8.

2.
4.

Female
Teacher
Cairo Education Office
Ministry of Education
JICA staff

1~2 years
3 years

Survey
The following survey requires you to indicate your agreement or disagreement with a
number of statements. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers. Please draw a circle
around your answer 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Uncertain

Agree

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

Please refer to footnotes below for any words numbered to understand their meanings and write your
comment below each sub-section. Comments in English are preferable, but Arabic or Japanese are
also acceptable.
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Description of Questionnaire Survey (UNICEF)
The international cooperation agencies have been implementing educational reform
programs or projects in Egypt in cooperation with the Ministry of Education. This
questionnaire is concerned with general educational reform projects funded by
international agencies. However, the questions are mostly relevant to Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) and the United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) projects
in Egypt. The questionnaire focuses on a synthesized evaluation model consisting of
three sections: Section 1 evaluating educational projects for teacher quality
improvement; Section 2 evaluating local educational organizations (capacity
development); and Section 3 evaluating the attributes of teacher quality improvement.
Background Information
Please identify yourself by ticking one of the following categories.
(1)
(2)

(3)

1.
Male
or 2.
Female
1.
Parent
2.
Teacher
3.
School Principal
4.
Regional Education Office
5.
NGO
6.
NCEEE
7.
CCIMD
8.
Ministry of Education
9.
UNICEF
10. Other
How long have you been involved in UNICEF community project in Egypt?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

less than 1 year
1~2 years
2~3 years
3~5 years
more than 5 years

Survey
The following survey requires you to indicate your agreement or disagreement with a
number of statements. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers. Please draw a circle
around your answer 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Uncertain

Agree

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

Please refer to footnotes below for any words numbered to understand their meanings and write your
comment below each sub-section. Comments in English are preferable, but Arabic or Japanese are
also acceptable.
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Synthesized Evaluation Model
The following questions ask what kinds of aspects should be considered in monitoring
and evaluating an educational reform project for teacher quality improvement, funded
by an international aid agency.
Section 1: Evaluating Educational Projects for Teacher Quality Improvement
The following statements are concerned with educational projects for teacher quality
improvement.
No.
1

Sub
Strongly
Statement
No
Disagree
In evaluating educational reform projects for teacher quality improvement:
1-1

1-2

1-3

1
2

Strongly
Agree

Who do you think should evaluate the projects?
1-1-1

The central ministry of education

1

2

3

4

5

1-1-2

Educational institutes such as a regional education office, a
university, a research institute, a NGO, a training center.

1

2

3

4

5

1-1-3

School including principals

1

2

3

4

5

1-1-4

Teachers

1

2

3

4

5

1-1-5

Students

1

2

3

4

5

1-1-6

The local community such as parents

1

2

3

4

5

1-1-7

International aid agency such as UNICEF and JICA

1

2

3

4

5

When do you think the evaluations should be conducted?
1-2-1

Regularly from the beginning of a project to the end.

1

2

3

4

5

1-2-2

Only at times when an international aid agency dispatches an
evaluation team from its headquarters to conduct the
evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

1-2-3

Only at the end of the project

1

2

3

4

5

1-2-4

Regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project’s participants
even after the project completion.

1

2

3

4

5

What aspects do you think should be considered in evaluating the project?
1-3-1

The results of students’ examinations

1

2

3

4

5

1-3-2

The changes of students’ attitudes

1

2

3

4

5

1-3-3

A drop-out rate 1.

1

2

3

4

5

1-3-4

2

A repetition rate of a grade level.

1

2

3

4

5

1-3-5

A completion rate of primary education. 3

1

2

3

4

5

Proportion of students who leave school without completing education (adapted from Longman,1987)
Proportion of students enrolled in a given grade in a given school-year who study in the same grade the
following school-year (adapted from UNESCO, 2007)
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No.

Sub
No

1-4

1-5

An advancement rate to the next level of education 4
(for example, primary to junior secondary education).

1

2

3

4

5

1-3-7

The turnover of teachers 5.

1

2

3

4

5

1-3-8

Teachers’ performances, for example, teaching methods and
contents

1

2

3

4

5

1-3-9

A level of the quality of education as a goal of any particular
project can best be decided by a discussion of the project
participants.

1

2

3

4

5

How do you think the projects should be evaluated ?
1-4-1

Interviews with project participants

1

2

3

4

5

1-4-2

Questionnaire to project participants

1

2

3

4

5

1-4-3

Students’ tests

1

2

3

4

5

14-4

Class observation

1

2

3

4

5

1-4-5

Some other tools suitable for the project should be developed
by the project’s participants in measuring the approaches.

1

2

3

4

5

Why do you think the projects should be evaluated?
1-5-1

To assess the effectiveness of a project activity

1

2

3

4

5

1-5-2

To assess the progresses of the project’s activity against an
original plan for day-to-day management.

1

2

3

4

5

1-5-3

To feedback the result of the evaluation to improve the
project better.

1

2

3

4

5

1-5-4

To identify and solve any problem with the project’s activity
and strategy based on the evaluation’s result.

1

2

3

4

5

1-5-5

To enable the participants to acquire evaluation skills and
knowledge to become able to evaluate their activity by
themselves

1

2

3

4

5

To use the result of the evaluation with the other results to
decide whether the project should continued, expanded,
downsized or stopped

1

2

3

4

5

To find weaknesses in the project and the personnel as its
final objectives of the evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

1-5-7

4
5

Strongly
Agree

1-3-6

1-5-6

3

Strongly
Disagree

Statement

Proportion of students who graduate from primary education (adapted from Longman,1987)
Proportion of pupils admitted to the first grade of a next level of education (adapted from UNESCO, 2007)
The rate at which teachers quit or leave their jobs (adapted from Longman,1987)
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Section 2: Evaluating Institutional and Organizational Capacity Development
The following questions ask how capacity (ability) each school, educational
organization such as Regional Education Offices, University, NGO, Research Institute, a
training center and the central ministry of education should be evaluated? These
capacities are to facilitate the dissemination, smooth implementation and the long-term
continuity of the educational reform programs or projects for improvement of teacher
quality in developing countries.
Sub-Section 2-1: Evaluating Capacity (Ability) of School
No.
2-1

Sub
Strongly
Strongly
Statement
No
Disagree
Agree
In evaluating the capacity (ability) of school in an educational reform project for teacher quality
improvement:
2-1-1

2-1-2

2-1-3

Who do you think should evaluate the capacity of school?
2-1-1-1

The central ministry of education

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-1-2

Educational institutes such as a regional education office, a
university, a research institute, a NGO, a training center

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-1-3

School including principals

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-1-4

Teachers

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-1-5

Students

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-1-6

The local community such as parents

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-1-7

International aid agency such as UNICEF and JICA

1

2

3

4

5

When do you think the evaluations should be conducted?
2-1-2-1

Regularly from the beginning of a project to the end.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-2-2

Only at times when an international aid agency dispatches an
evaluation team from its headquarters to conduct the
evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-2-3

Only at the end of the project

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-2-4

Regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project’s participants
even after the project completion.

1

2

3

4

5

What aspects do you think should be considered in evaluating the capacity (ability) of
school?
2-1-3-1

Make an implementation plan for the teacher quality
reform project.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-3-2

Prepare the budget and human resources for
implementing the activities of the reform project, if
necessary.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-3-3

Implement the activities of the reform project.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-3-4

Monitor and evaluate the activities of the reform

1

2

3

4

5
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No.

Sub
No

Strongly
Disagree

Statement

Strongly
Agree

project to use the results to improve the situations

2-1-4

2-1-5

2-1-3-5

Coordinate the activities of the reform project with a
regional education office and local communities.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-3-6

Take ownership of the project.

1

2

3

4

5

How do you think the capacity of school should be evaluated?
2-1-4-1

School report and records on the project

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-4-2

Interview with principal

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-4-3

Questionnaire to principal

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-4-4

Interview with the teacher

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-4-5

Questionnaire to the teacher

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-4-6

Interviews with staff in regional education office

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-4-7

Questionnaire to staff in regional education office.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-4-8

Some other tools suitable for the project should be developed
by the project’s participants in measuring the approaches.

1

2

3

4

5

Why do you think the capacity of school should be evaluated?
2-1-5-1

To assess the progresses of the project’s activity against an
original plan for day-to-day management.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-5-2

To establish a mechanism to sustain the project activities and
impact in a long-term.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-5-3

To identify and solve any problem with the project’s activity
and strategy based on the evaluation’s result.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-5-4

To enable the participants to acquire evaluation skills and
knowledge to become able to evaluate their activity by
themselves

1

2

3

4

5

To use the result of the evaluation with the other results to
decide whether the project should continued, expanded,
downsized or stopped

1

2

3

4

5

To find weaknesses in the project and the personnel as its
final objectives of the evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

2-1-5-5

2-1-5-6

Sub-Section 2-2: Evaluating Capacity (Ability) of Organizations
(for example, Regional Education Offices, University, NGO, Research Institute, a
training center)
No.
2-2

Sub
Strongly
Strongly
Statement
No
Disagree
Agree
In evaluating the capacity (ability) of organizations (for example, Regional Education Offices,
University, NGO, Research Institute) in an educational reform project for teacher quality
improvement:
2-2-1

Who do you think should evaluate the capacity of organizations?
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No.

Sub
No

2-2-2

2-2-3

Strongly
Disagree

Statement
2-2-1-1

The central ministry of education

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-1-2

Educational institutes such as a regional education office, a
university, a research institute, a NGO, a training center

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-1-3

School including principals

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-1-4

Teachers

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-1-5

Students

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-1-6

The local community such as parents

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-1-7

International aid agency such as UNICEF and JICA

1

2

3

4

5

When do you think the evaluations should be conducted?
2-2-2-1

Regularly from the beginning of a project to the end.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-2-2

Only at times when an international aid agency dispatches an
evaluation team from its headquarters to conduct the
evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-2-3

Only at the end of the project

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-2-4

Regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project’s participants
even after the project completion.

1

2

3

4

5

What aspects do you think should be considered in evaluating the capacity (ability) of
organization?
2-2-3-1

Design an educational reform project in collaboration
with an international aid agency.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-3-2

Make an implementation plan for the reform project.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-3-3

Prepare the budget for implementing the activities of
the reform project.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-3-4

Implement the activities of the reform project.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-3-5

Monitor and evaluate the activities of the reform
project to use the results to improve the situations.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-3-6

Coordinate the activities of the reform project with
each school and the Ministry of Education.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-3-7

Take ownership of the project.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-3-8

Have intellectual assets
1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

(e.g. organizational strategy, training plan, manuals,
curriculum, statistical information, research records)

2-2-4

Strongly
Agree

2-2-3-9

Have physical assets (e.g. facilities, equipment,
materials, raw materials)

2-2-3-10

Possess decent organizational structure
management approach and leadership

form,

How do you think the capacity of organizations should be evaluated?
2-2-4-1

Organization report and records on the project

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-4-2

Interview with schools

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-4-3

Questionnaire to schools

1

2

3

4

5
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No.

Sub
No

2-2-5

Strongly
Disagree

Statement

Strongly
Agree

2-2-4-4

Interview with staff in the organizations

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-4-5

Questionnaire to staff in the organizations

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-4-6

Interview with staff in the central ministry of education.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-4-7

Questionnaire to staff in the central ministry of education.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-4-8

Some other tools suitable for the project should be developed
by the project’s participants in measuring the approaches.

1

2

3

4

5

Why do you think the capacity of organization should be evaluated?
2-2-5-1

To assess the progresses of the project’s activity against an
original plan for day-to-day management.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-5-2

To establish a mechanism to sustain the project activities and
impact in a long-term.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-5-3

To identify and solve any problem with the project’s activity
and strategy based on the evaluation’s result.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-5-4

To enable the participants to acquire evaluation skills and
knowledge to become able to evaluate their activity by
themselves

1

2

3

4

5

To use the result of the evaluation with the other results to
decide whether the project should continued, expanded,
downsized or stopped

1

2

3

4

5

To find weaknesses in the project and the personnel as its
final objectives of the evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

2-2-5-5

2-2-5-6

Sub-Section 2-3: Evaluating Capacity of the Central Ministry of Education
No.
2-3

Sub
Strongly
Strongly
Statement
No
Disagree
Agree
In evaluating the capacity (ability) of a central ministry of education in an educational reform
project for teacher quality improvement:
2-3-1

2-3-2

Who do you think should evaluate the capacity of a central ministry of education?
2-3-1-1

The central ministry of education

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-1-2

Educational institutes such as a regional education office, a
university, a research institute, a NGO, a training center

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-1-3

School including principals

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-1-4

Teachers

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-1-5

Students

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-1-6

The local community such as parents

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-1-7

International aid agency such as UNICEF and JICA

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

When do you think the evaluations should be conducted?
2-3-2-1

Regularly from the beginning of a project to the end.
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No.

Sub
No

2-3-2-2

2-3-3

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-2-3

Only at the end of the project

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-2-4

Regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project’s participants
even after the project completion.

1

2

3

4

5

What aspects do you think should be considered in evaluating the capacity (ability) of a
central ministry of education ?

2-3-3-2

2-3-3-3

2-3-3-4

2-3-3-5

2-3-3-6

2-3-5

Strongly
Agree

Only at times when an international aid agency dispatches an
evaluation team from its headquarters to conduct the
evaluation.

2-3-3-1

2-3-4

Strongly
Disagree

Statement

Design an educational reform project in collaboration
with an international aid agency.
Secure the budget and human resources for
implementing the activities of the educational reform
project.
Monitor and evaluate the educational reform project or
program to support teacher quality improvement.
Collaborate
and
coordinate
with
affiliated
organizations such as teacher training centers and
regional education offices in order for the smooth
implementation of the reform project.
Provide, while necessary, legal support such as issuing
a ministerial decree, and making an educational policy
in order to implement and sustain the reform project.
Take ownership of the project.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

How do you think the capacity of a central ministry of education should be evaluated?
2-3-4-1

The ministry of education’s report and records on the project

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-4-2

Interview with staff in the central ministry of education.

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-4-3

Questionnaire to staff in the central ministry of education.

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-4-4

Some other tools suitable for the project should be developed
by the project’s participants in measuring the approaches.

1

2

3

4

5

Why do you think the capacity of a central ministry of education should be evaluated?
2-3-5-1

To assess the progresses of the project’s activity against an
original plan for day-to-day management.

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-5-2

To establish a mechanism to sustain the project activities and
impact in a long-term.

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-5-3

To identify and solve any problem with the project’s activity
and strategy based on the evaluation’s result.

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-5-4

To enable the participants to acquire evaluation skills and
knowledge to become able to evaluate their activity by
themselves

1

2

3

4

5

To use the result of the evaluation with the other results to
decide whether the project should continued, expanded,

1

2

3

4

5

2-3-5-5
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No.

Sub
No

Strongly
Disagree

Statement

Strongly
Agree

downsized or stopped
2-3-5-6

To find weaknesses in the project and the personnel as its
final objectives of the evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

Comment:

Section 3: Evaluating the Attributes of Teacher Quality Improvement
The following statements are associated with the attributes of teacher quality
improvement in educational projects.
Sub-Section 3-1: Evaluating Teacher Education
No.
3-1

Sub
Strongly
Strongly
Statement
No
Disagree
Agree
In evaluating the teacher education in an educational reform project for teacher quality
improvement:
3-1-1

3-1-2

3-1-3

Who do you think should evaluate the teacher education?
3-1-1-1

The central ministry of education

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-1-2

Educational institutes such as a regional education office, a
university, a research institute, a NGO, a training center

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-1-3

School including principals

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-1-4

Teachers

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-1-5

Students

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-1-6

The local community such as parents

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-1-7

International aid agency such as UNICEF and JICA

1

2

3

4

5

When do you think the evaluations should be conducted?
3-1-2-1

Regularly from the beginning of a project to the end.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-2-2

Only at times when an international aid agency dispatches an
evaluation team from its headquarters to conduct the
evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-2-3

Only at the end of the project

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-2-4

Regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project’s participants

1

2

3

4

5

What aspects do you think should be considered in evaluating the teacher education?
3-1-3-1

Good mentors (instructors) in teacher training.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-2

The facilities of a teacher training center.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-3

Equipment and materials for teacher training.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-4

Teacher training plan and strategy such as regular
interval training at one, three, ten years after becoming
a teachers rather than occasional training.
Different training courses for different roles of
educationalists

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-5
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No.

Sub
No

Strongly
Disagree

Statement

Strongly
Agree

such as inspectors, supervisors, headmasters and
teachers.

3-1-4

3-1-5

3-1-3-6

The course curriculum of teacher training.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-7

The course curriculum of teacher training.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-8

Subject specific content.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-9

General pedagogy (teaching methods).

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-10

Class management.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-11

Making teaching plans for a range of time intervals from one
lesson to several month of lessons.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-12

Theoretical content, for example, on teaching methods.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-13

Real teaching practice in a school.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-14

Being observed and receiving peer evaluation while
presenting prepared lessons to a class.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-3-15

Observing other teachers’ lessons.

1

2

3

4

5

How do you think the teacher education should be evaluated?
3-1-4-1

Records of the number of trained teachers, principals and
teacher trainers.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-2

Records of the frequency of teacher education

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-3

The modes of teacher education, for example, distance
education, school-based training, face to face training.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-4

The teacher training design

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-5

The teacher training curriculum

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-6

Interviews with teachers

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-7

Questionnaire to teachers

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-8

Interviews with students

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-9

Questionnaire to students

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-10

Students’ tests

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-11

Observing a class demonstrated by trained teachers

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-12

Training instructor’s self-assessment about a teacher training

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-13

The expense of teacher education

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-14

Official documents on teacher education

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-4-15

Some other tools suitable for the project should be developed
by the project’s participants in measuring the approaches.

1

2

3

4

5

Why do you think the teacher education should be evaluated?
3-1-5-1

To assess the effectiveness of a project activity

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-5-2

To assess the progresses of the project’s activity against an
original plan for day-to-day management.

1

2

3

4

5
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No.

Sub
No

Strongly
Disagree

Statement

Strongly
Agree

3-1-5-3

To feedback the result of the evaluation to improve teacher
education better.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-5-4

To identify and solve any problem with the project’s activity
and strategy based on the evaluation’s result.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-5-5

To enable the participants to acquire evaluation skills and
knowledge to become able to evaluate their activity by
themselves

1

2

3

4

5

To use the result of the evaluation with the other results to
decide whether the project should continued, expanded,
downsized or stopped

1

2

3

4

5

To find weaknesses in the project and the personnel as its
final objectives of the evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

3-1-5-6

3-1-5-7

Sub-Section 3-2: Evaluating Teaching and Learning Approaches
No.
3-2

Sub
Strongly
Strongly
Statement
No
Disagree
Agree
In evaluating teaching and learning approaches in an educational reform project for teacher
quality improvement:
3-2-1
Who do you think should evaluate teaching and learning approaches?

3-2-2

3-2-3

3-2-1-1

The central ministry of education

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-1-2

Educational institutes such as a regional education office, a
university, a research institute, a NGO, a training center

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-1-3

School including principals

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-1-4

Teachers (peer evaluation)

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-1-5

Students

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-1-6

The local community such as parents

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-1-7

International aid agency such as UNICEF and JICA

1

2

3

4

5

When do you think the evaluations should be conducted?
3-2-2-1

Regularly from the beginning of a project to the end.

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-2-2

Only at times when an international aid agency dispatches an
evaluation team from its headquarters to conduct the evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-2-3

Only at the end of the project

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-2-4

Regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project’s participants
even after the project completion.

1

2

3

4

5

What aspects do you think should be considered in evaluating the teaching and learning
approaches?
3-2-3-1

Teachers’ performance including teachers’ skills, knowledge
and demonstration related to the approaches
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1

2

3

4

5

No.

Sub
No

Strongly
Disagree

Statement
3-2-3-2

Use of a variety of learning styles from whole group
learning to individual learning

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-3-3

The balance of the amounts of teachers’ and students’ activities

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-3-4

The changes of students’ attitudes

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-3-5

Students’ enhanced performances including improvement of

students’ scores in tests.
3-2-3-6

3-2-4

3-2-5

Strongly
Agree

Some indicators suitable for the project should be set by the
project’s participants

How do you think the teaching and learning approaches should be evaluated?
3-2-4-1

Class observation and analysis

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-2

Checking a teaching plan prepared by a teacher

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-3

Interview with the teacher

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-4

Questionnaire to the teacher

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-5

Interviews with students

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-6

Questionnaire to students

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-7

Teacher self-assessment

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-8

Students’ tests

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-4-9

Some other tools suitable for the project should be developed
by the project’s participants.

1

2

3

4

5

Why do you think the teaching and learning approaches should be evaluated?
3-2-5-1

To assess the effectiveness of a project activity

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-5-2

To assess the progresses of the project’s activity against an
original plan for day-to-day management.

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-5-3

To feedback the result of the evaluation to teachers to
improve their performance better.

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-5-4

To identify and solve any problem with the project’s activity
and strategy based on the evaluation’s result.

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-5-5

To enable the participants to acquire evaluation skills and
knowledge to become able to evaluate their activity by
themselves

1

2

3

4

5

To use the result of the evaluation with the other results to
decide whether the project should continued, expanded,
downsized or stopped

1

2

3

4

5

To find weaknesses in the project and the personnel as its
final objectives of the evaluation.

1

2

3

4

5

3-2-5-6

3-2-5-7
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Appendix 2

Interview protocol and questions for adults and students (in English)
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Interview Protocol
(I should provide an interviewee(s) with the following information on the format of the
interview before recording it.)
Me: My name is Kazuaki Hashimoto. I am from the Faculty of Education, Queensland
University of Technology, Australia. I am a PhD student at the university. This
interview is for my personal PhD project. My research topic is “an evaluation
framework for educational reform projects for teacher quality improvement which are
funded by international aid agencies in developing countries.” Therefore, the data from
this interview will contribute to developing the evaluation framework. Thank you very
much for agreeing to participate in my research project. Now, I would like to ask you to
read the information sheet about this interview and sign the consent form if you agree to
participate in this interview.
Me: Before starting the interview, I would like to explain the process of this interview.
This interview will take approximately one hour. I’ll record our conversation during this
interview by using a recorder because I’ll use our conversation as research data later.
Me: I would like you to know there is no right, good or wrong answers to the questions
of the interview. Therefore, please feel free to tell me your answers or opinions to the
questions. If you can not think of an answer to some of the questions, please don’t
hesitate to say that you can not answer the question. I am going to ask questions in three
different areas which are associated with an educational reform project funded by an
international aid agency such as UNICEF and JICA. The areas are educational projects
for the quality of education, in particular, teacher quality, and the capacity of each level
of an educational organization, and teacher education and teaching and learning
approaches as the attributes of teacher quality improvement. My goal is to gain further
insight into these issues.
Me: It may take you some time to think about answers to these questions. So, please
take the time you need. I am glad to repeat any previous questions if you need me to. I
may ask you further questions such as why do you think so ? You can also change your
comment or opinion about the previous questions. Before I start asking questions, I
would like to remind you that your privacy will be protected. Your name will be kept
secret. Do you have any question so far?
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Interview Questions (Adults)
(Start recording)
Me: Today’ date is (for example, 10th of March), 2007. I am conducting an interview
with (who) at (where ). The interpreter is (name) from the National Center for
Educational Research and Development.
Me: I would like you to start this interview with an introduction about yourself. Your
name, your job and position, etc.
Evaluating Educational Projects for Teacher Quality Improvement
Thank you. I would like to start the questions. The first group of questions is about the
educational projects for quality of education, particularly, things related to teacher
quality.
If an educational project funded by an international aid agency is aimed at improving
teacher quality:






Who should evaluate the project?
When should we evaluate the project?
How should the project be evaluated? (What aspects of the project should be
evaluated?)
What tools should be used to evaluate the project?
Why should we evaluate the project?

Evaluating the Attributes of Teacher Quality Improvement in Educational
Projects
The next question is: If an educational project funded by an international aid agency is
aimed at improving the teacher quality, the project conducts the teacher training or
teacher education:



Who should evaluate the teacher training or teacher education?
When should we evaluate the teacher training or teacher education?
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How should the teacher training or teacher education be evaluated? (What aspects
of the teacher training or teacher education should be evaluated?)
What tools should be used to evaluate the teacher training or teacher education?
Why should we evaluate the teacher training or teacher education?

The next question is: If an educational project funded by an international aid agency is
aimed at improving the teacher quality, the project tries to improve teaching and
learning approaches:






Who should evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?
When should we evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?
How should the teaching and learning approaches be evaluated? (What aspects of
the teaching and learning approaches should be evaluated?)
What tools should be used to evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?
Why should evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?

Capacity Development
Me: I would like to move on to the last group of questions. These questions are about
the ability of three layer of educational system: schools, organizations such as regional
education offices, university, NGOs, a research institute, a training center, and a central
ministry of education, to sustain an educational project for teacher quality improvement.
The first group of questions is about capacity of school:







What capacities of school should be evaluated or possess in order to implement an
educational project for teacher quality improvement successfully and continue the
activities in the long-term? (And why?)
How should the capacity of schools be evaluated?
What tools should be used to evaluate the capacity of schools?
Who should evaluate the capacity of schools?
Why should the capacity of schools be evaluated?
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The second group of questions is about capacity of educational organisations:







What capacity of educational organizations such as regional education offices,
university, NGOs, a research institute, a training centre, should be evaluated to
implement an educational project successfully and continue it in the long-term?
(and why?)
How should the capacity of educational organizations be evaluated?
What tools should be used to evaluate the capacity of educational organizations?
Who should evaluate the capacity of educational organizations?
Why should the capacity of educational organizations be evaluated?

The third group of questions is about capacity of the central ministry of education:







What capacity of the central ministry of education should be evaluated to
implement an educational project successfully and continue it in the long-term?
(and why?)
How should the central ministry of education be evaluated?
What tools should be used to evaluate the central ministry of education?
Who should evaluate the central ministry of education?
Why should the central ministry of education be evaluated?

That is the end of the interview. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.
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Interview Questions (Students)
(Start recording)
Me: Today’ date is (for example, 10th of March), 2007. I am conducting an interview
with (who) at (where ). The interpreter is (name) from the National Center for
Educational Research and Development.
Me: I would like you to start this interview with an introduction about yourself. Your
name, your job and position, etc.
Evaluating Educational Projects for Teacher Quality Improvement
Thank you. I would like to start the questions. The first group of questions is about the
educational projects for quality of education, particularly, things related to teacher
quality.
If an educational project funded by an international aid agency is aimed at improving
teacher quality:






Who should evaluate the project?
When should we evaluate the project?
How should the project be evaluated? (What aspects of the project should be
evaluated?)
What tools should be used to evaluate the project?
Why should we evaluate the project?

Evaluating the Attributes of Teacher Quality Improvement in Educational
Projects
The next question is: If an educational project funded by an international aid agency is
aimed at improving the teacher quality, the project tries to improve teaching and
learning approaches:



Who should evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?
When should we evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?
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How should the teaching and learning approaches be evaluated? (What aspects of
the teaching and learning approaches should be evaluated?)
What tools should be used to evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?
Why should evaluate the teaching and learning approaches?

That is the end of the interview. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.
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Appendix 3
Timetable for data collection
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Time Table for Data Collection
March

March

March

March

April

May

Week

Week

Week

Week

Week

Week

1

2

3

4

1

1

Time Schedule for Data Collection (2007)

Data Respondents
corresponding to Table
3.3.

Respondents’
Location

---------

Cairo,
Egypt

J2,3,4,5,6

Cairo,
Egypt

U2,3,4,5,6

Qena,
Egypt

U1

Cairo,
Egypt

J1,3 and U1

Cairo,
Egypt

J1

Hokkaido,
Japan

J1

Vientiane,
Laos
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Appendix 4

Results of questionnaire survey

* Please note that each of Table 1, 2 and3 below corespondent to survey data of section
4.1.1, 4.1.2 and 4.1.3.
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Table 1
Evaluating Basic Education Reform Projects for Teacher Quality Improvement
Questionnaire Survey
Evaluator

JICA(n=55)

UNICEF(n=15)

Central MOE

75％

93％

International aid agencies

84％

93％

Educational institutes

89％

93％

Local community

78％

93％

Teachers

–

93％

School

–

93％
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Timing of

Regular ongoing evaluation even after the project

86％

100％

Evaluation

From the beginning to the end of the project

84％

93％

Only at times of an aid agency’s evaluation

26％

27％

Evaluation

Teachers’ performance

93％

100％

Aspects

Changes of students’ attitude

91％

93％

Achievement of a project goal

86％

93％

Student-examination results

84％

87％

Repetition rate of grade level

81％

80％

Completion rate of primary education

74％

100％

Advancement rate to the next level of education

74％

100％

Tool for

Class observation

95％

100％

Evaluation

Students’ tests

82％

93％

Interview

73％

73％

Reasons for

Provide feedback for teacher improvement

95％

100％

Evaluation

Solve a problem

93％

100％

Enable participants to conduct self-evaluation

93％

93％

Utilize evaluation results

91％

80％

Assess project’s effectiveness

88％

100％

Manage project well

88％

–

–

93％

Assess project’s achievement

Table 2
Questionnaire Survey
JICA(n=55)

Evaluator

UNICEF(n=15)

S

O

M

S

O

M

Educational institutes

84％

80％

78％

93％

100％

100％

Central MOE

79％

76％

93％

87％

100％

International aid agencies

75％

81％

84％

93％

100％

87％

Local community

76％

77％

80％

–

79％

87％

–
–

–
–

–
–

93％

79％

–

–

–

87％

School
Teachers
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Timing of

Regular ongoing evaluation even after the project

78％

87％

86％

100％

100％

93％

Evaluation

From the beginning to the end of the project

82％

84％

80％

82％

79％

100%

Evaluation

Project’s ownership

100％

98％

98％

93％

97％

97％

Aspects

Monitoring and evaluation

98％

92％

92％

100％

100％

97％

Coordination of activities

94％

94％

96％

96％

93％

100%

88％

84％

96％

93％

100％

100%

Implementation planning

100％

98％

100％

100％

Implementation of activities

96％

96％

93％

100％

–
–
–
–
–

88％

88％

–
–
–
–
–

100％

–
–
–
–
–

–

94％

–

93％

90％

–

100％

–

with affiliates
Sound financial resources and
quality human resources

Project designing
Physical assets
Intellectual asset
Legal support
Good management and administration

90％

–
–
–
–
–

96％
100％

Tool for

Project’s report

63%

–

64%

93%

93%

93%

Evaluation

Interview

67-77

74-81

71%

87%

100%

87%

Questionnaire

70%

70-79

71%

87-97

93-10

93%

Reasons

Establish mechanism to sustain project activities

91%

91%

93%

100%

100%

100%

for

Solve a problem

93%

93%

91%

100%

100%

100%

Evaluation

Enable participants to conduct self-evaluation

91%

89%

91%

100%

100%

100%

Utilize evaluation results

91%

91%

88%

93%

100%

87%

–

–

86%

93%

93%

93%

93%

91%

86%

–

–

–

Assess project’s achievement
Find weakness and strengths in the project

Evaluating Capacity Development

S: Evaluating capacity of school, O: Evaluating capacity of organisations, M: Evaluating capacity of a central
Ministry of Education
* Underlined figures show that there is a range of percentages on to whom interview or a questionnaire survey should
be administered

Table 3

Evaluating the Attributes of Teacher Quality Improvement
Questionnaire Survey
JICA(n=55)

Evaluator

Educational institutes

UNICEF(n=15)

T

A

T

A

96％

84％

100％

100％

–

–

100％

93％

International aid agencies

82％

70％

100％

93％

School

91％

–

100％

100％

Teachers

77％

71％

100％

100％

Central MOE
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Students

–

–

100％

93％

Timing of

Regular ongoing evaluation even after the project

96％

92％

100％

100％

Evaluation

From the beginning to the end of the project

91％

86％

100％

100％

Evaluation

Teacher performance

–

96％

–

100％

Aspects

Student-examination results

91％

79％

100％

80％

Changes of students’ attitude

100％

85％

100％

86％

Utilising training content

100％
91％

Practical training content

100％

Content knowledge

100％

Class management

96％

Making teaching plans

96％

Theoretical contents

88％

Facilities of training centres

91％

Mode of training

88％

Institutionalising training

81％

Securing the budget

76％

Teacher training lecturers

100％

Frequency of training

77％

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

100％

Satisfaction of trainees

100％

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

–
–

94％
94％

–
–

100％

Use of various teaching approaches
Balance of teachers and students activities in a class

100％
100％
100％
100％
100％
82％
100％
100％
100％
73％
100％

86％

Tools for

Class observation

100%

94%

100%

–

Evaluation

Students’ tests

91%

88%

–

100%

Interview

100%

85-91

91%

93%

Questionnaire

91%

–

91-100

93%

–

85%

–

93%

Teacher training curriculum

96%

Teacher training records

73%

–
–

100%

–
–

Teaching plan

–

Questionnaire Survey
JICA

UNICEF

T

A

T

A

Reasons

Provide feedback for teacher improvement

96％

100％

94％

100%

for

Solve a problem

100％

100％

92％

92％

Evaluation

Enable participants to conduct self-evaluation

96％

100％

92％

92％

Utilize evaluation results

96％

100％

83％

86％

Assess project’s effectiveness

91％

91％

91％

100%

Assess project’s achievement

96％

100％

90％

93％

Find weakness and strengths in the project

96％

–

92％

86％

T: Evaluating teacher education, A: Evaluating teaching and learning approaches
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* Underlined figures show that there is a range of percentages on to whom interview or a questionnaire survey should
be administered
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Appendix 5
Research consent forms for research participants (in English and Arabic)
Verbal research consent script for telephone interview
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Questionnaire Survey for Adults

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION for
QUEENSLAND UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY (QUT)
RESEARCH PROJECT
Evaluation Framework for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries:
A Case Study of Egyptian Education Reform

Research Team Contacts
Professor Hitendra Pillay
School of Professional and Learning Studies
Faculty of Education
Kazuaki Hashimoto

Queensland University of Technology
h.pillay@qut.edu.au
Ph

PhD student

61-7-38643030

School of Professional and Learning Studies
Faculty of Education

Dr. Peter Hudson
Center

for

Queensland University of Technology

Learning

Innovation

School

of

Ph

61-7-3864-3059

Mathematics Science & Technology Education

hashimotokazuaki@hotmail.com

Faculty of Education

k2.hashimoto@student.qut.edu.au

Queensland University of Technology
pb.hudson@qut.edu.au
Ph

61-7 -31383345

Description
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD project for Kazuaki Hashimoto.
student at Queensland University of Technology (QUT), Australia.

He is a current PhD

The purpose of this project is to develop an

evaluation framework for an educational development project funded by an international aid agency in
developing country.

The research team requests your assistance because your information can contribute to

making the framework for either an existing or future project in educational sector.

Participation
Your participation in this project is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can withdraw from
participation at any time during the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate will in no
way impact upon your current or future relationship with Queensland University of Technology (QUT) Your
participation will involve a questionnaire survey that will take 30 minutes to complete.

Expected benefits
It is expected that this project may benefit to improving an evaluation method or project design for an
educational development project implemented by an international aid agency.
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Risks
There are no risks associated with your participation in this project.

Confidentiality
All comments and responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially.

The names of individual persons

are not required in any of the responses.

Consent to Participate
The return of the completed questionnaire is accepted as an indication of your consent to participate in this project.

Questions / further information about the project
Please contact the researcher team members named above to have any questions answered or if you require further
information about the project.

Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) is committed to researcher integrity and the ethical conduct of research
projects. However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you may contact
the QUT Research Ethics Officer on +61 7 3138 2340or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The Research Ethics Officer is not
connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial manner.
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Interview for Adults

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION for
QUEENSLAND UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY (QUT )
RESEARCH PROJECT
Evaluation Framework for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries:
A Case Study of Egyptian Education Reform
Research Team Contacts
Professor Hitendra Pillay
School of Professional and Learning Studies
Faculty of Education
Kazuaki Hashimoto

Queensland University of Technology
h.pillay@qut.edu.au
Ph

PhD student

61-7-38643030

School of Professional and Learning Studies
Faculty of Education

Dr. Peter Hudson
Center

for

Queensland University of Technology

Learning

Innovation

School

of

Ph

61-7-3864-3059

Mathematics Science & Technology Education

hashimotokazuaki@hotmail.com

Faculty of Education

k2.hashimoto@student.qut.edu.au

Queensland University of Technology
pb.hudson@qut.edu.au
Ph

61-7 -31383345

Description
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD project for Kazuaki Hashimoto. He is a current PhD student
at Queensland University of Technology (QUT), Australia.

The purpose of this project is to develop an

evaluation framework for an educational development project funded by an international aid agency in
developing country.

The research team requests your assistance because your information can contribute to

making the framework for either an existing or future project in educational sector.

Participation
Your participation in this project is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can withdraw from participation at
any time during the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate will in no way impact upon
your current or future relationship with Queensland University of Technology (QUT) (for example your grades).
Your participation will involve in a form of the following research instruments: one-to-one, focus group,
telephone interview. Any form of interviews mentioned above should take approximately 45 minutes.

Expected benefits
It is expected that this project may benefit to improving an evaluation method or project design for an
educational development project implemented by an international aid agency.
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Risks
There are no risks associated with your participation in this project.

Confidentiality
All comments and responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially.

The names of individual

persons are not required in any of the responses.For the interviews, recorded comments are not to be verified
by the participants prior to final inclusion. The recorded comments from the participants will be transcribed
into documents and then erased. The transcribed documents will be kept for five years by the research team
due to the preservation of the data and are limited to access by only the research team due to the
confidentiality and anonymity issues.

Consent to Participate
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your agreement to participate in
one-to-one and focus group interviews. For a telephone interview, we would like to obtain your consent verbally
over the telephone.

Questions / further information about the project
Please contact the researcher team members named above to have any questions answered or if you require
further information about the project.

Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) is committed to researcher integrity and the ethical conduct of
research projects. However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you
may contact the QUT Research Ethics Officer on +61 7 3138 2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The Research Ethics
Officer is not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial manner.
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Interview for Adults

CONSENT FORM for
QUEENSLAND UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY (QUT )
RESEARCH PROJECT
Evaluation Framework for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries:
A Case Study of Egyptian Education Reform
Statement of consent
By signing below, you are indicating that you:
•

have read and understood the information document regarding this project

•

have had any questions answered to your satisfaction

•

understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research team

•

understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty

•

understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you
have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project

•

agree to participate in the project

•

understand that the project will include audio recording

Name
Signature
Date

/

/
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Interview for students:

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION for
QUEENSLAND UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY (QUT )
RESEARCH PROJECT
Evaluation Framework for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries:
A Case Study of Egyptian Education Reform
Research Team Contacts
Professor Hitendra Pillay
School of Professional and Learning Studies
Faculty of Education
Kazuaki Hashimoto

Queensland University of Technology
h.pillay@qut.edu.au
Ph

PhD student

61-7-38643030

School of Professional and Learning Studies
Faculty of Education

Dr. Peter Hudson
Center

for

Queensland University of Technology

Learning

Innovation

School

of

Ph

61-7-3864-3059

Mathematics Science & Technology Education

hashimotokazuaki@hotmail.com

Faculty of Education

k2.hashimoto@student.qut.edu.au

Queensland University of Technology
pb.hudson@qut.edu.au
Ph

61-7 -31383345

Description
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD project for Kazuaki Hashimoto.
student at Queensland University of Technology (QUT), Australia.

He is a current PhD

The purpose of this project is to develop an

evaluation framework for an educational development project funded by an international aid agency in
developing country.

The research team requests your assistance because your information can contribute to

making the framework for either an existing or future project in educational sector.

Participation
Your participation in this project is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can withdraw from participation at
any time during the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate will in no way impact upon
your current or future relationship with Queensland University of Technology (QUT) (for example your grades).
Your participation will involve in a form or form of the following research instruments: focus group interview.
The focus group interview should take approximately 45 minutes.

Expected benefits
It is expected that this project may benefit to improving an evaluation method or project design for an
educational development project implemented by an international aid agency.
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Risks
There are no risks associated with your participation in this project.

Confidentiality
All comments and responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially.

The names of individual

persons are not required in any of the responses.For the interviews, recorded comments are not to be verified
by the participants prior to final inclusion. The recorded comments from the participants will be transcribed
into documents and then erased. The transcribed documents will be kept for five years by the research team
due to the preservation of the data and are limited to access by only the research team due to the
confidentiality and anonymity issues.

Consent to Participate
We would like to ask you and your parents or guardian to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your
agreement to participate.

Questions / further information about the project
Please contact the researcher team members named above to have any questions answered or if you require
further information about the project.

Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) is committed to researcher integrity and the ethical conduct of
research projects. However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you
may contact the QUT Research Ethics Officer on +61 7 3138 2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The Research
Ethics Officer is not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an
impartial manner.
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Interview for students:

CONSENT FORM for
QUEENSLAND UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY(QUT )
RESEARCH PROJECT
Evaluation Framework for Educational Reform Projects in Developing Countries:
A Case Study of Egyptian Education Reform
Statement of consent
By signing below, you are indicating that you:
•

have read and understood the information document regarding this project

•

have had any questions answered to your satisfaction

•

understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research team

•

understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty

•

understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you
have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project

•

agree to participate in the project

•

for projects involving minors: have discussed the project with your child and their requirements if participating

•

understand that the project will include audio recording
Name
Signature
Date

/

/

Statement of Child consent
Your parent or guardian has given their permission for you to be involved in this research project.

This form

is to seek your agreement to be involved.
By signing below, you are indicating that the project has been discussed with you and you agree to participate in
the project.
Name
Signature
Date

/

/
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Questionnaire

QUT

Ph 61-7-38643030
h.pillay@qut.edu.au
Ph 61-7-3864-3059
hashimotokazuaki@hotmail.com
k2.hashimoto@student.qut.edu.au

pb.hudson@qut.edu.au
Ph 61-7 -31383345
Description

Queensland University of Technology (QUT)

Participation

Expected benefits

:

Risks
Confidentiality

Consent to Participate
Questions / further information about the project
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Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project

Queensland University of Technology (QUT)
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au

(+61 7 3138 2340 )
–
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–

QUT

Ph 61-7-38643030
h.pillay@qut.edu.au
Ph 61-7-3864-3059
hashimotokazuaki@hotmail.com
k2.hashimoto@student.qut.edu.au

pb.hudson@qut.edu.au
Ph 61-7 -31383345
Description

Queensland University of Technology (QUT)

Participation

Expected benefits

:

Risks

Confidentiality
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Consent to Participate

Questions / further information about the project

Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project

Queensland University of Technology (QUT)
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au

(+61 7 3138 2340 )
–

258

––

CONSENT FORM for

ethicscontact@qut.edu.au

•
•
•
•
•

(3138 2340)

•
•
:
:
/

/
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:

VERBAL CONSENT SCRIPT:
This is Kazuaki Hashimoto, from the Faculty of Education, Queensland University of Technology. I am a
PhD student. Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in my research project. The research will
help me understand how educational reform projects to improve teacher quality should be evaluated.
The results of this research will contribute to developing an evaluation framework for educational reform
projects for teacher quality improvement funded by international aid agencies in developing countries.
Today you will be participating in an individual phone interview, which should take approximately 45
minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary. If you do not wish to participate, you may stop at
any time. Responses will be completely anonymous. Taking part in this interview is your agreement to
participate.
In order to enhance the validity of this research, I would like to ask you to check the transcription of this
interview later on. If you have any questions regarding the research, please contact me using the
following contact. If you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you
may contact the QUT Research Ethics Officer on +61-7-3138-2340 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au.
Thank you again for your help
Kazuaki Hashimoto
PhD student
School of Professional & Learning Study
Faculty of Education
Queensland University of Queensland
Tel;+61-7-38614806
E-mail;
k2.hashimoto@student.qut.edu.au
hashimotokazuaki@hotmail.com
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