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Child-Friendly School Project Evaluation

1. Background and Context

The concept of the Child-Friendly School was proposed initially at an international level by UNICEF/NY and other development agencies. It was intended as a way to give practical and easily understood meaning to the key principles of the CRC and the commitments of the EFA Dakar Framework of Action ( that all children have the right to a relevant education of good quality; and that societies, governments and agencies have the responsibility to provide it. 

As generally defined, and reiterated in the CFS/Cambodia project, a child-friendly school has five broad characteristics. It is: 

i. Proactively inclusive, seeking out and enabling participation of all children and especially those who are different ethnically, culturally, socio-economically and in terms of ability;

ii. Effective academically and relevant to children’s needs for life and livelihood knowledge and skills;

iii. Healthy, safe and protective for children and their emotional, psychological and physical well-being;

iv. Gender-responsive in creating environments and capacities fostering equality; and

v. Interactively engaged with student, family and community, enabling their participation in all aspects of school policy, management and support to children’s learning.

Over the past decade, as CFS projects have been applied in the region and their experiences assessed, a number of interrelated lessons have been learned: 

· Child-friendliness is a progressive concept. No teacher, school or education system will ever be 100% inclusive, effective, health promoting, gender responsive or engaged with communities. 

· The core characteristics or dimensions of child-friendliness are not finite. The five dimensions, separately and together, are goals or ideals towards which each classroom, school and education system needs to progress through systematic assessment, action and monitoring.  

· The task of any child-friendly project is not to create child-friendly schools as such, but to create schools that are demonstrably, progressively and consistently more child-friendly within each dimension and, cumulatively, across all of them.

· A child-friendly school is context-sensitive. Creating and managing its dimensions need to take into account the realities of the specific community, school and system, and actively involve them. The conditions or criteria for successful CFS interventions, therefore, include:

·  flexibility - allowing for adaptation to local diversity; 

· building on readiness - focusing on people who are prepared to take the risk of change and helping others become prepared; 

· applying change efforts incrementally - systematically extending the action horizontally and vertically, to include more people, develop deeper understanding and test better methods; and 

· consolidation - ensuring that each person with responsibility for making schools more child-friendly is sufficiently engaged, committed, capable and self-confident to sustain the necessary changes.

· To be sustained, CFS principles must become part of overall education reform processes. This requires institutionalization: integrating them into existing policy, programme and resource structures and functions by:

· strengthening the knowledge, capacities and mandates of the wider system in support of CFS; and

· helping negotiate mutually agreed adaptations between CFS and existing system content, processes and procedures.

In Cambodia, motivation for using the CFS concept as a means of promoting quality and access in basic education reflected, and has continued to contribute to, this wider experience and generation of lessons. Rather than a stand alone project, however, the strategy of UNICEF in Cambodia has been to introduce child-friendliness characteristics into the broader context of its efforts to create a “holistic package for school improvement”.  Supported both through provincial UNICEF and MOEYS offices and through the Kampuchean Action for Primary Education NGO, a range of CFS activities were, therefore, integrated into the two large sub-projects of its Expanded Basic Education Programme (EBEP): 

· Basic Education Capacity Building, aimed to “promote flexible, friendly and inclusive learning opportunities and increased community participation toward quality education for all….and (to) reduce all types of disparities in learning opportunities for disadvantaged groups”; and 

· Expanded Learning Opportunities, aimed to “increase access, completion, achievement and child-friendly learning environments … through school, cluster, community and family-based interventions” (UNICEF/c: 10, 1)
In this way, the EBEP has directly and indirectly provided much of the “enabling environment” of the CFS initiative. Cluster development and policy enhancing activities, in particular, served as its underpinnings and the results it has realized need to be seen in this context. To the credit of its MOEYS, UNICEF and NGO implementers, however, coupled with considerable interaction with counterparts in the region, the CFS concept has begun to form the frame of reference for overall UNICEF education programming, and an important point of departure for basic education reform in the MOEYS. 

2. Purpose of the Evaluation

The Terms of Reference for the evaluation identified specific evaluation tasks (Annex 1). These were not framed within a specific theoretical orientation or in terms of expected results. Based on an introductory period of document review and interviews, therefore, the following purpose of the evaluation was agreed:

By assessing the Child-Friendly Schools project in terms of the validity of its assumptions, relevance of its approaches, quality of its performance and the reach and scope of its results, the evaluation would:

1. provide an analytical evidence base to UNICEF, the MOEYS and other key education stakeholders as to what the project has achieved and why; 

2. enable an informed judgement as to (i) the value, relevance and effectiveness of the current project design and (ii) the potential for sustaining action, strengthening results and extending both of these to whole schools and all districts; and

3. suggest possible ways forward with respect to “going-to-scale”. 

Toward realizing this purpose, and based on the specific activity objectives outlined in the TORS, the evaluation sought to assess and provide analyses of the following issues:

(a) rationale and progress of the CFS intervention, overall and in terms of  specific technical assistance inputs and activities;

(b) the outcomes realized by the CFS, at classroom, school, cluster and, to some extent, wider system levels;

(c) the development conditions and management factors enabling and impeding progress; and 
(d) risk/benefit considerations for UNICEF and MOEYS in institutionalizing and expanding the reach of CFS principles and practice.

3. Research Methods     

Four major characteristics of the project guided the evaluation design and methodology in attempting to ensure an appropriate balance between breadth and depth of data collection and analysis. 

a) The project included both quantitative and qualitative dimensions. It aimed to introduce a range of child-friendly materials and practices to several hundred classrooms dispersed over a large geographic base of five provinces
 and many districts, clusters and schools. It also aimed to influence the motivation, commitment and behaviour of the people reached by these activities in a sustainable way. 

b) The project functioned under a dual management arrangement: one province under the direct and relatively fulltime guidance of KAPE staff and POE/DOE partners; and four provinces under the less-intense, but also more “typical”, responsibility of variously capable and committed Provincial Working Groups made up of POE, DOE and UNICEF officers.

c) The project shared a common rationale, objectives and basic content in all implementation sites, but was expected to be adapted to local contexts.
d) The project proposed reforms which depended on CFS implementers at all levels being able to include and accommodate the perspectives of, and provide technical input to, a multiplicity of actors, groups and mechanisms, both permanent and project-specific; and to do this on the basis of relatively little prior experience with such functions or with CFS, and equally limited opportunity to exchange project implementation experiences.  

Sustainable expansion of the CFS concept will require there being a coordinating framework for CFS, not a basket of different activities for each province, district or cluster. Recognizing this and the above four project characteristics, the evaluation attempted to produce a reasonably valid picture of the project overall, with the specifics of the individual implementation sites providing details of an evidence base wherever possible, by simultaneously: 

(i) addressing the multifaceted nature of the project as reflected in the diversity of its experiences, perspectives, sites and processes; and 

(ii) providing a realistic assessment of the potential of CFS as a holistic intervention i.e. a coherent organizing framework aimed at achieving specific outcomes with respect to learning quality and access. 

In this context, the project could not reasonably or realistically been judged on whether it had solved all of the problems and met all of the objectives of the classrooms, schools or clusters reached; or whether it had made significant progress toward the realizing the long-term efficiency and effectiveness goals of EFA – i.e. whether it had made a significant difference to enrolment, progression or drop-out rates in the involved provinces.  

What the project could, however, be judged on was whether it had laid the groundwork for these kinds of substantive changes; whether it was beginning to enable a progressively more effective school experience for more children. Through evidence of positive changes, whether it had provided a clearer understanding of the conditions under which a CFS framework, as a potentially major contribution to education reform, could be sustainably expanded? These were the guiding questions of the evaluation. 

Data Collection Methods and Sources


Quantitative  data

Document-based secondary data provided the majority of information concerning the quantitative inputs and outcomes of the project, over time and for all provinces. Most of these came from UNICEF and KAPE and included annual project reports, activity-specific reports, and one-off evaluations (e.g. the KAPE report on critical and creative thinking test results). Documents were used to guide and supplement interviews in tracing the history, major events, defined inputs and reported results of the project in terms of overall planning and application, specific sub-activities and implementation processes. 

Most of these data were aggregated at national level, with the exception of Kampong Cham. Unlike KAPE, relatively few primary statistics had been produced by UNICEF’s provincial offices. 

This was changing, as the evaluation was in progress, however. Provincial education officers (EPO) began to submit quarterly reports to the CFS Steering Committee (SC) in 2005 and while still fairly activity-based, these reports were beginning to provide an important cumulative and context-differentiated record of CFS implementation progress. It will be a critical that these continue to be developed and improved, a key internal project learning mechanism.   

Qualitative data

Interviews were the major source of qualitative data for the evaluation. These were conducted over seven weeks with most of the core CFS partners in Phnom Penh and in three of the provinces: Kampong Cham, Kampong Speu and Prey Veng
. This selection reflected a purposive sample based on the following assumptions:

· None of the five current CFS provinces involved significantly unique socio-economic, cultural or environmental characteristics which might have differentially influenced project implementation. Limiting the number would not have unduly biased the analysis. 

· The selected provinces had been involved for at least 3 years of the project. This was enough time for project activities to have had some influence on teaching, school management and cluster planning activity and for project implementing actors to be able to reflect upon any changes realized.

· The three provinces, two UNICEF-supported and one KAPE-managed, reflected the project’s dual management structure. This allowed some comparability in terms of intensity and style of input with respect to potential constraining and facilitating expansion issues.
 

Two project-supported clusters were visited in each of Kampong Speu and Kampong Cham, one each identified by KAPE and UNICEF (at the evaluator’s request) as “reasonably strong” with respect to CFS activity and the other “still struggling”. Though the aim was to use the distinction as a means of better understanding what the enabling and impeding factors to CFS implementation might be, in fact only one of the four was markedly different in being less advanced. 

One additional visit was made to a non-supported school in Kampong Speu, in an attempt to gauge the scope of difference UNICEF involvement was making and try to draw some insights as to potential expansion hurdles.   

Each day-long cluster visit included group discussions with Local Cluster School Committee (LCSC) members, CFS and non-CFS teachers, Community-School Support Committee (CSSC) members, students and some parents. Brief classroom visits and school “walk-abouts” were used to guide and confirm interview data, providing a general sense of the physical presence of CFS in a school. No detailed observations were made of teaching practice. 

Other day trips to each of these provinces included discussions with officers, teachers and teacher trainees involved in the piloted PTTC CFS modules. In all three provinces, this included PTTC instructors; in two, it included also Practice and Cooperative school teachers; and in one, student teachers. 

Analytical Methods



Again reflecting the complex nature of the project, the evaluation built on data through progressive analysis: of the various perceptions about “what and why” decisions were made and actions taken; and of the kinds of outcomes realized and their significance. 

This approach required reasonably long, open-ended interviews and discussions, rather than structured question protocols or survey instruments. It involved data triangulation, asking the same questions about the same issues/events from the perspectives of the different people involved; and assessing the same activities on the basis of different types of data (interview, documentary, observation). It also involved a degree of informed conjecture: assuming the likelihood or unlikelihood of results being realized on the basis of how sound plans and inputs were, rather than necessarily having clear evidence-based data to prove them.  

Limitations



A first limitation of the evaluation was the minimal availability of “hard” data. To date, the project had identified relatively few evidence-based results in systematic, cumulative ways. The evaluation attempted to identify progress toward such data through the qualitative judgements of stakeholders and progress indicators of the necessary conditions having been put into place (for example, more teachers using interactive methods might be assumed to lay the ground for better learning outcomes).

Related to this, a second limitation was in capturing retrospectively the processes of implementation and change.  Planning documents provided the data to permit the evaluator to assess the relevance, appropriateness and coherence of project design and action; and, from there, to gauge the likelihood of expected outcomes based on congruence of objectives and methods. To some extent, interviews and evaluation reports suggested how well activities had been implemented and what differences they had made to knowledge and practice. In a social and school culture which put little emphasis on analytical explanations for events, however, the actual dynamics of these interactions (e.g. how the project was introduced to prospective participant clusters) and change processes (e.g. the experience of teachers, parents, directors in applying the new learning) were often uncertain.      

A third limitation was language and, in a more subtle way, culture. Children’s learning and development and the ways in which people talked about them, and the ways in which they talked about their own professional activities, were intimately tied to, and affected by, Khmer language and culture. Because the evaluator did not speak Khmer, and was only superficially familiar with Khmer culture, the evaluation depended on interpretation by others, principally those associated with project implementation. This no doubt affected how questions and answers were perceived and how data were analyzed.

4.  History and Focus of the CFS Project

As noted earlier, the CFS project might be more accurately described as a broadly-aimed and loosely-structured education innovation process than as a predetermined, holistically planned, series of inputs and events. Taking advantage of regional and domestic opportunities for CFS development, it has been implemented through a diffuse menu of classroom, school and ministry-based activities; over a relatively brief period; in a light-handed way as part of the much wider EBEP
; through different delivery agents in schools spread over a wide geographic area; and in a fairly weak policy and institutional environment. All of these factors have influenced, and in many ways limited, what it could and did achieve.  

The project began as a one-year pilot in Kampong Cham and Kampong Thom in 2001/2, UNICEF in partnership with MOEYS at national, provincial and district levels, and with the Kampuchean Action for Primary Education/KAPE NGO. With SIDA support, a full project adding three more UNICEF-supported provinces (Kampong Speu, Svay Rieng and Prey Veng) was initiated in 2002/3 for one year, and then for two more in 2003. In 2004, two further UNICEF-supported provinces (Odar Meanchey and Stung Treng)  introduced partial CFS programming.  

Objectives over the four years have been generally consistent: 

· to mobilize awareness of, and commitment to, the CRC and the right of all children to a basic education; 

· to create the conditions through which the quality of children’s learning, once they are in school, can be enhanced; and

· to support the capacity of schools and the wider education system to provide for such conditions in progressively more comprehensive and effective ways. 

Because the project has evolved as a gradually more coherent thread running through the wider fabric of the EBEP, rather than being set in place as a fixed entity, it has tended to function with relatively porous programming boundaries.  Despite its own fairly small human and financial resources, it has been able to draw on the concepts, and make use of the activities, of UNICEF’s other education initiatives. 

This has been a challenge to the project, complicating results-oriented planning and monitoring. It has also, however, been a strength in enabling wider reach. Especially significant on the plus side has been capacity development support to cluster managers and, more recently, school principals -- support which would now be recognized under the emergent terminology of the CFS 6th dimension, the  “enabling environment”. 

Thus, while CFS has been a somewhat limited innovation “thread” in UNICEF’s programming, it has also been one of increasing importance in defining the nature that programme over the last year. The recognition by SAT of the value of CFS activities, especially the demonstration classes, and its recommendation to expand the reach of these clearly contributed to this higher profile. 

More significant for sustainability, however, has been the active involvement of MOEYS officers in various regional CFS discussions. Drawing on the wider agenda and experiences of other countries, counterparts have led the move from the initial “four core sectors” defined by KAPE
, to the five and now six dimensions of international CFS thinking. With UNICEF, they have catalyzed a much more pro-active place for CFS as the umbrella under which EBEP, and to some extent ESSP, actions are likely to be implemented and monitored. 

The core of the CFS initiative has continued to focus on improving capacities: 

a) of schools and school clusters, to generate and manage inclusive and accountable plans and maintain healthy, clean and green school environments;

b) of teachers, to facilitate child-centred, inclusive and active learning in well-organized classrooms; and 

c) of policy-makers and selected system agencies e.g. pre- and in-service teacher training, to provide a CFS-enabling environment of sustained policy, programme and resource support. 

Structurally, these tasks have involved the project at three levels: 

· of basic implementation within the clusters, schools and “experimental classrooms”, of teachers and directors who volunteered to be part of the initiative;

· through a second point of entry with Provincial Teacher Training Colleges and their associated Practice and Co-operative Schools, an expansion seen as key to generating synergy between the in-service CFS training of practising teachers and the provision of “CFS-ready” teacher graduates; and

· in terms of generalized policy action on EFA and ESSP with central MOEYS departments, a focus becoming more CFS-oriented as pressure has mounted to extend activities to more schools. 

As the CFS project approached the end of its 3-year funding period, preliminary discussions with SIDA, as principal donor, and the MOEYS as principal partner, determined that CFS would be continued as the core of UNICEF’s next education Country Programme. This will be at a much expanded level of policy and programme reach, and will be designed around a Whole School Approach. Implications of this decision, based on the experience of the current project, are discussed in Section 8. 

5. Resources and Activities of the CFS Project

Two key and related assumptions made in the initial design and subsequent evolution of the project influenced the nature and application of its inputs and results: 

a. that voluntary participation by teachers would lead to more motivated and seriously engaged experimenters; and 

b. that the service menu would promote local buy-in, reversing the more typical top-down and follow-the-recipe modalities of many reform interventions in the country.

Both assumptions made sense in terms of development theory and a first year small-scale piloting design - two provinces and fairly intense technical assistance for training, mentoring and oversight. 

· These assumptions proved more tenuous, however, in the context of what became the non-piloted application of the project in the four UNICEF-supported provinces. In these settings, weak education and bureaucratic infrastructure were not compensated for by the same level of technical assistance capacity or time. 
a) Volunteer Teachers



In principle, the idea of selecting only volunteer teachers made sense. In practice, it appeared to have proved a relatively minor influence on the conduct or results of the project, for the following reasons:

1. It directly affected only those teachers applying psycho-social learning activities in the experimental classrooms. Other activities -- MCBT mentoring, training of PWG or LCSC members, Thursday Technical Meeting support, scholarships, life skills and “cleaning and greening” of school grounds -- were not directly tied to the fact of having volunteered. 

2. While the psycho-social classroom-based activities were arguably the most important of the CFS activities in addressing improved learning outcomes, it was difficult to assess how or whether being a “volunteer” made any difference. There were indications that teachers were as likely to have “been volunteered” as have volunteered themselves, and there were no identified differences to their participation. No one interviewed, and no reports, indicated problems of teachers feeling a compulsion to engage. 

3. Further, it was not clear that many teachers who said they did volunteer understood exactly what they had volunteered for. Rationales for participating were, on the whole, vague. Access to better teaching materials was, not surprisingly, a strong motivator. Professional curiosity about new theories and methods was also suggested, a very good motivator for learning. Participating in order to question and change ideas or behaviours as teachers was rarely given as a goal, the one rationale which might have been affected by the option of volunteering.  

More important than the initial conditions of joining, however, were the facts that very few of the experimental teachers appear to have dropped out; and that more were included every year. Given the light-handed management of the project and the modularized nature of the intervention, it was unlikely any teachers participated beyond their comfort levels. 

· Indeed, some teachers who had volunteered, but were not accepted because of budget limits, had begun to adopt some CFS elements, moved to do so (they said) after seeing the positive effects they had on students and teachers. Some had added teaching/learning materials, set up learning corners and changed classroom seating arrangements through PAP-funded and community-supplied materials. A few indicated trying to change their teaching methods through exchanges with CFS teachers, directly or in Thursday Technical Meetings.

All teachers interviewed, CFS and non-CFS, were positive about the experience, planned to continue if possible, and requested further training and materials support. Some were engaged at a more substantive level of professional change than others, but such variation was to be expected in a relatively unstructured, loosely-facilitated capacity development arrangement like this where participants move forward, or not, largely on their own initiative. 

· Important from the perspective of project expansion and the Whole School approach, none of these findings suggested there might be any loss of enthusiasm or personal choice through an approach in which the school, rather than the teacher, was the unit of intervention. Or one in which all teachers, as well as managers, were considered to be participants at a basic level of awareness of the goals and assumptions of the innovation, and of accountability for jointly-agreed standards. Some teachers will always be more pro-actively and deeply involved than others, influenced by differences in professional commitment and capacity, previous experience with innovation or readiness to take risks and tolerate uncertainty. The extent of these differences could be expected gradually to lessen, however, through training and mentoring and as the merits of the innovation become evident.

 b) Service Menu



The service menu also attempted to break traditional top-down, fixed-agenda patterns of intervention by reinforcing and strengthening capacities for decentralization.  It was based on the generally well-proven assumption that social policy innovations, like the CFS, are more effectively implemented where they build on the capacities of stakeholders to accurately, realistically and collaboratively assess their situation, negotiate their varying needs, interests and priorities; agree on mutually satisfactory actions; and monitor impacts. 

As with the principle of volunteerism, the service menu intended to recognize and enable diversity through freedom of structure and the right of choice. Its accompanying modules, set within the then-four CFS sectors, were to provide participants a reasonably comprehensive selection of discrete activities, of varying levels of complexity, all aimed at supporting development and application of CFS-based classroom, school and cluster plans (KAPE/a:1). 

In practice, the menu appeared to function fairly modestly as a base of action options. One indication of this was the relatively small difference across the five provinces of items selected for application. Whereas thorough situation analyses and negotiation in the different contexts might have predicted a reasonably wide range of choices made, in fact, the range was quite narrow. 

· Important from the perspective of project expansion and the Whole School approach, while the similarities were not in themselves necessarily problematic (the choices made were logical and important), they did imply a general weakness in analytical and planning capacity among cluster and school personnel. Other data confirmed an absence of the kind of situation analyses and negotiation of priorities that underlie informed choice-making, and to some extent a limited awareness of their importance. Activities such as school mapping and CFS-oriented SMIS had been encouraged and, in some cases, initial training done, but neither had been applied to any extent. These will be critical issues to address as expansion puts more emphasis on local decision-making that is analytically sound. 

Factors other than weak choice-making strategies also appeared to limit the range of activities selected, however. Most of these, reasonably enough, centred around ease of adoption – a tendency to select, instead, the best known and the least threatening actions rather than necessarily the most relevant. 

Many of the most selected items, fell into three general categories:

1. Some were input-based. School breakfasts, de-worming regimes, classroom materials could all be delivered to schools with limited demand for their active engagement. 

2. Other items required school action, but were familiar and fairly straightforward: awarding scholarships, designing simple occupational life-skills activities, organizing student interest clubs. 

3. A third set -- the taxonomy and assessment portfolios, village-based remedial support, the learning corners – were more complex and had potential for greater inter-personal involvement. These were made easier to adopt because they were actively facilitated through training and exchange, a labour-intensity factor that will need to be accounted for in an expanded phase. 

Again, there was little doubt that the selected activities (indeed probably all of the menu modules) were relevant to MOEYS and UNICEF objectives of bringing more children to children, helping them to persist and facilitating better learning. Both best practice and the experience of the project indicate that provision of meals, pleasant play areas and stimulating classroom décor, scholarships for the poor and extra tutoring promote attendance. Provision of teaching/learning aids, opportunities for child-child interaction and open-ended teacher questions enable more effective learning by removing barriers to children’s natural inclination to explore ideas, manipulate objects, challenge their social environment. 

However, the apparently limited local analysis of issues and options, and the absence of references in documents to menu selections tailored to specific contexts, made it somewhat less easy to conclude that selected activities were as relevant to the objectives of individual communities and schools. It was not clear that the project was enabling actions that addressed the particular mix of conditions limiting particular children’s participation and learning and, especially, the most marginalized of these – and the least likely to be visible except through in-depth, contextualized analysis. 

c) Systems Strengthening



Beyond the two assumptions – about volunteerism and the utility of a menu -- capacity development has been the core of the project as an innovation aimed at systemic educational change. The project’s resources and activities have all been geared to strengthening the capacity of those managing the structures, mechanisms and functions of the education system, to think in terms of, implement and sustain child-friendly actions. In the terminology of the 6th CFS dimension, these actions have been concerned not directly with what schools need to do to become more child-friendly, but with what the MOEYS bureaucracy, the wider education community and national and local socio-economic, institutional and policy environments need to do to help the schools innovate. In short,  these actions aimed to remove barriers and facilitate change. 

In this respect, the CFS aim to “enable local ownership through collaborative action” by strengthening national and local actors to perform their roles in more CFS-oriented ways has been reasonably effective. Five of its potentially most important actions in this have involved: 

(i) bringing together officers of the Provincial and District Offices of Education and Provincial Teacher Training Colleges (PTTC) as CFS-dedicated Provincial Working Groups (PWG)
; 

(ii) focusing on, and making more coherent, the technical advice provided by central and provincial MOEYS officers through creation of two Mobile Capacity Building Teams (MCBT); 

(iii) anchoring on-site delivery of CFS actions in Local Cluster School Committees (LCSC) and Technical Grade Leaders (TGL), complementing and reinforcing the capacity development efforts of the wider EBEP; 

(iv) extending the scope of the Thursday Technical Meetings as opportunities for teachers’ professional development; and

(v) aligning pre- and in-service systems by introducing CFS concepts and methodologies into PTTC and Practice/Co-operative Schools.   

(i) Provincial Working Groups



The mix of positions represented on the PWG appeared to be appropriate in reflecting responsibilities across the system spectrum: 

· provincial planning within the context of national and multi-department policies; 

· local administration and coordination of school clusters; 

· preparation and in-service support of teachers. 

To the extent a holistic CFS framework required being held together through an enabling environment of coherent policy and management oversight, the potential for linkage through the PWG was a key one in ensuring that the various elements of the project functioned in complementary and cumulative ways. 

· While the effectiveness of PWG varied, overall the data indicated progress was being made in terms of members coming to better understand what a CFS school might be, at least at the level of child-friendly activities; and the need to for them to promote its goals and enable its application as part of their own planning, programming and monitoring responsibilities and, especially, horizontally across all PWG sectors.  

· At the same time, however, there were few data to indicate clear examples of implementation of such individual and/or inter-departmental action. It appeared that PWG members were still reporting to, and take direction from, their respective central departments, with relatively limited building of a common CFS agenda, based on joint analyses of local school and cluster situations.       

(ii) Mobile Capacity Building Teams 


Comprised of senior officers from the core CFS-relevant departments (PED, TTD and PRD), the MCBT were, like the volunteer and service menu elements, intended to reverse the often prescriptive behaviour of national toward local officers, in this case by operating according to jointly agreed schedules and on an as-requested basis to provide training and advice to PWG and clusters. 

Again, while the assumption was generally sound and some progress was made in having the Teams function as planned, the mechanism had not, at the time of this evaluation, quite yet found its feet as a strong guide to CFS practice. 

· Principally, but not surprisingly given the difficulty of reversing well-established relationships, there had been few requests for assistance and those which were made tended to come from the stronger provinces. 

· Secondly, the mechanism was inherently weak in not having been given a diagnostic monitoring mandate. Though undoubtedly this, too, would have required major facilitative support to break down traditional distrust in both the relationship and the process, over time an important link between observed progress on implementation and iterative capacity building might have been created.    

· Two assumptions to be drawn from this not happening:

a) Opportunities for time-sensitive and user-centred mentoring were missed. 

b) Also missed was the opportunity to implement a potentially key meta-analysis function in the project: the MCBT could, in this case, have brought a national perspective to a synthesis of comparative lessons learned of CFS application, challenges and successes across the different project sites. 

In fact, UNICEF and KAPE had already anticipated some form of such a role for the MCBT in the expanded project, making it increasingly central as a means of coordinating monitoring and advisory functions, both across the CFS dimensions locally, and between central and provincial perspectives nationally. 

· One senior national officer went further, suggesting province-based versions of the MCBT in non-UNICEF supported provinces, as part of the expansion process. 

· On the other side, some current PWG felt that, as they and the clusters became stronger, the MCBT mechanism itself would become less necessary. 

· A middle position appeared to make the most sense: some form of MCBT at national level to provide the MOEYS a realistic, grounded understanding of classroom and school experience in CFS implementation; and, at the same time, building up provincial capacities for diagnostic monitoring and mentoring to enable consistent and cumulative syntheses of progress locally.  

(iii) Local Cluster School Committees, School Directors & Technical Grade Leaders


Based on a national review of the school cluster arrangement identifying their potential as important management and mentoring mechanisms for school development
, the MoEYS initiated a policy of cluster revitalization. UNICEF and KAPE drew on this same report in focusing on the cluster as the key agent of “systematic technical support” for CFS development, assuming they were resourced appropriately.  

· Implementation of the strategy has been of mixed success, but overall appeared to have been effectives in building on, and adding value to, the wider cluster capacity development interventions of the EBEP and the Ministry.  

As noted earlier, most LCSC were including similar service menu activities despite their varying contexts. 

· While selections were reasonably logical, based on those settings, the need for more support for CFS-based analyses and action plans was clear. 

· LCSC support to school self-assessments was not yet common. 

· Although KAPE reported that project-supported schools were “noticeably stronger” in this respect than non-supported ones, the project overall had not yet moved as fully as was expected toward the goal of cluster-based interventions based on decentralized control over school agenda. 

· Part of the problem seemed to be that not all LCSC were yet clear about their roles with respect to CFS-oriented analysis or planning. 

· While all of those interviewed, for example, reported implementing CFS activities, none had developed their cluster plans in terms of how these activities would address the 4 KAPE sectors
. Insofar as the menu modules had been introduced and delivered more as discrete elements than expressly as activity options within these broader concepts, this was understandable. 

· The recent decision to pilot a CFS school self-assessment form specifically based on the 5 dimensions should go a considerable way to promoting more coherent and integrated  LCSC and school action. 

School Directors:  

· As a sub-set of the LCSC, the relatively limited attention given to the role and capacity of school directors in promoting CFS has been recognized within the project itself as weakness. 

· Little analysis had been undertaken of the range of influence directors might be having on the culture of their schools generally, or of the influence of this, in turn, on how CFS ideas and interventions were being received. 

· Presumably because of this, no particular strategies had yet been developed for taking best advantage of their support or mitigating their opposition. 

Such relative inaction in the project was explained on the basis of the broadly ineffectual role considered to be played by directors, selected more often through political influence than professional merit. 

· The view was changing, however, as evidence was accumulating of both the negative impact of’ directors’ failing to support CFS innovations and, conversely, the sometimes “dramatic improvements in school infrastructure and environment….and potential of the school to use resources effectively” where directors were actively engaged
. 

Training of directors had recently been started by the MOEYS for all new appointees, and by the project itself. Both have dealt chiefly with management practice, but the new phase of CFS expansion expected, appropriately, to broaden the scope to include all CFS dimensions.

Technical Grade Leaders: 

Although working more often at school than cluster level, TGL have begun to be recognized as a critical, largely untapped, human resource asset for both levels. Master teachers in their subject areas, they act as peer advisors, chiefly through the Thursday Technical Meetings. As such, they have potential as the mechanism for the continuing professional development of teachers, and for the uptake of new pedagogical practices and curriculum content – both tasks central to the application and adaptation of CFS. 

Progress reports and field data indicated that TGL were, indeed, beginning to serve this latter function, so far, mostly in their own schools, but sometimes also inter-schools where LCSC were effectively using project funds to support cluster-level Thursday Meetings. 

Most TGL interviewed were clearly taking the role seriously. Several expressed satisfaction with their growing competence to do the work: “in my capacity to help other teachers”; “in seeing other teachers apply what I have taught them in the technical meetings;” “when teachers expand their use of the taxonomy in a relevant way”; “when some teachers whom I am responsible for become better than me”. 

Most also felt they had some way to go before being – and feeling – fully confident, especially with respect to suggestions that they might take on activities such as in-class peer diagnosis and mentoring. 

· Two provinces reported TGL as, in fact, still weak in facilitating and guiding colleagues in Thursday Meetings: “not aware of how to be the technical assistant for teachers”; and “not creative”, spending time on class demonstration, lesson planning and teaching aid production”, rather than, presumably, interacting with teachers around the specific problems they were facing in implementing CFS activities
. 

A number of factors have limited TGL as peer mentors. Many of these are structural; others relate to a perhaps limited understanding of the kinds of capacities and support needed by TGL to work effectively. 

· Not all TGL are appointed on the basis of proven technical capacity. 

· Time is an issue for many, constrained from peer coaching by heavy teaching loads. 

· Contrary to MOEYS regulations, TGL are not always included in LCSC meetings, and so denied the chance to develop a strong human resource oversight and planning role in the cluster. 

· Significantly, there appear to be no opportunities for strengthening the knowledge and skills of TGL as mentors: how to initiate, guide and monitor their peers in reflecting on, and changing, their teaching behaviour. 

An interactive workshop
 for TGL on effective teaching and learning was supposed to have been provided by the DOE in all UNICEF-supported provinces. 

· Not all TGL had yet been included, and there were apparently no provisions made for follow-up to support effective application. 

· Actions on as these, and beginning to address the structural barriers to TGL effectiveness, will be important elements of the expansion.

(iv)Thursday Technical Meetings


The “Thursday Technical Meeting” has been a good example of the project integrating the CFS concept and methods into the system, and an element of CFS to which particular focus will be warranted under any expansion effort. These meetings have been the key in-service mechanism for the MoEYS, bi-monthly learning and materials preparation sessions held in schools under the direction of TGL. 

According to most, however, the meetings have tended not to be especially effective, with teachers often absent and TGL weak as facilitators. 

· The project attempted to improve their value by paying the costs of two extra meetings per month, organized on a cluster basis, and focused on pedagogical or other issues arising from the CFS intervention. 

· Unfortunately, the quality of the innovation has not been sufficient to overcome existing practice in many of the clusters, and follow-through on the plan has been limited. 

Toward increasing the number of classroom instruction hours, the MOEYS has recently decided to cut the Thursday Meetings to one per month. At the same time, it has initiated a policy to pay teachers an attendance allowance, a potentially significant decision in terms of raising the status of the meetings as a professional development mechanism, and also countering teachers’ use of that time for second jobs. 

· According to one observer
, if the new funds are paid in a timely way and on the basis of actual attendance, and if the requirements of more thorough planning and demonstrable learning outcomes are actually met, the meetings could prove a critical window for an expanded CFS delivery. 

(v) PTTC and Practice/Co-operative Schools



Associating the project with PTTC and Practice/Co-operative Schools was a key step toward extending the reach of CFS concepts and methods and institutionalizing them within the system. It also began to add value to the system by causing the several focal agencies responsible for the professional development of teachers – TTD, TTC and POE -- to consider how to create more coherent and effective synergies between pre- and in-service support. These had yet to be worked through, at the time of this evaluation, and there remained a number of hurdles with respect to supervisory responsibilities for student teachers in their practicum period and new graduates in their first teaching year. 

· The fact that these issues were beginning to be discussed at central and provincial levels, however, was a clear contribution of the project.

A preliminary review by KAPE and PTTC instructors after the first year of module implementation indicated a generally good level of satisfaction with them. 

· Comments by instructors produced few suggestions for changes to the material contents or methods. 

· The various PTTC handled delivery of the modules in different ways, some adding Saturday sessions and others integrating them into normal class hours. 

· While the relative strengths and weaknesses of the variations were not specifically assessed, staff of the three PTTC interviewed claimed to have had no difficulties with the respective formats, for either instructors or students; and PTTC directors were pleased with the changes they saw in instructors’ behaviour: “less top-down”, “more facilitative”, “more use of group discussion”.  

There were, however, indications of a fairly limited reach by the activity in terms of the depth of change in thinking produced. It was notable, for example, that none of the instructors interviewed considered the CFS ideas or methods appreciably “different” from those of the existing curriculum; CFS simply had more, and more interesting, activity options
. 

· This assessment of lack of an apparent impact was reinforced by the very muted response of a group of teacher trainees interviewed. Out of approximately 40, only one appeared to have noticed the CFS as an innovation at all. Questions on the CRC, gender and community participation drew no comments to indicate that trainees had recognized CFS as in any way different with respect to thinking about, or interacting with, students and parents. 

A further issue raised in several PTTC was the key one of support to teacher graduates during their first teaching year. 

· Supervision and mentoring of these teachers are weak overall in the system. 

· While under the responsibility of POE inspectors, these officers typically lack the funds, and sometimes the inclination, to visit new teachers. 

· They also tend to “over-stress the orthodoxy”, according to several observers, directing teachers to adhere to the traditional emphasis on managing the classroom rather than interacting with students to facilitate learning. 

· Recognizing that weak teaching practice is not simply a problem of poor PTTC curriculum, but of teachers “teaching as they were taught”, the issue of unsupervised novice CFS-trained teachers was clear.  
· Providing moral and technical support in the first years would be critical for helping them apply and consolidate their learning -- in many cases, doing so in less than CFS-enabling environments. 

· The consideration being given to a stronger UNICEF-supported role for the CFS PWG in providing such support seemed reasonable, combining the respective responsibilities of both the PTTC and the POE for ensuring good CFS practice. 

· It was also important that these discussions were contributing to the current debate at national level as to how the TTD and DGE might best share responsibility for student teachers in Practice and Cooperative schools.

In terms of the project itself, this type of out-of-the-box thinking was a good example of its ability to think innovatively. 

· Following up to generate a coordinated solution will be key to institutionalizing the progress made on the PTTC CFS curriculum reform. 

6. What Differences the CFS initiative Has Made: Discussion of Results

The evaluation of CFS project results attempted to answer two broad questions: 

1. Did the project change people’s knowledge, attitudes and behaviour with respect to children’s participation and learning in school, and in a sustainable way? 

2. Did these changes improve children’s access to school and the quality of their learning, and in a way that advances Cambodia’s EFA goals? 

In overall terms, the answer to the first was: 

“Yes, for many stakeholders important first steps were taken in changing their thinking and attitudes about children’s learning and their own role in improving it; for a few, this learning seemed likely to be permanent”. 

The answer to the second was more equivocal:

“Probably yes, to a limited extent, more children were attracted to participate and were learning better, but the numbers of children and degree of learning were not yet sufficient to have an appreciable impact on EFA goals”. 

· Critical in both cases, data systems were not yet sufficiently in place for the evaluation to confirm either answer on the basis of strong evidence. Nor, more importantly, were these data systems sufficient effectively to guide continuous assessment and improvement by the project itself. 

This next section attempts to present some of the main results observed in, and reported by, the project
. 

Introductory Comments


The project supported a range of child-friendly activities in a number of classrooms; it did not support creation of specific child-friendly schools. Results tended, therefore, to be realized at the level of activities rather than of schools as a whole or of the wider system.  

Results differed in terms of their significance, in the number of people affected and in the depth of the changes produced. To some extent, they reflected a “continuum of significance” and thus of the likelihood of sustainability: most were changes in knowledge, fewer were changes in attitude, least evident were changes in behaviour.  

Relatively few results were quantitative. There were few indications of changes in rates of enrolment, drop-out or progression directly attributable to the project, either for CFS-supported classrooms themselves, or in terms of differences between CFS and non-CFS classrooms.  There were several explanations for this. 

· The CFS concept is a complex education innovation. It implies many kinds of change across multiple dimensions, involving many aspects of education design and delivery at all levels of the system. Demonstrable, CFS-linked, improvement in quantitative efficiency indicators implies first achieving a range of pre-determinant changes in the knowledge, attitudes and, especially, practice at all school and system levels. These take time.   

· The project was not designed as a comprehensive, results-oriented package. Largely activity-based, it evolved over four years, building on the various system management strengthening initiatives of the wider EBEP (e.g. cluster development) and taking advantage of national policy and regional exchange opportunities. This approach allowed the project to be responsive to shifts in the education and donor environment, but made it difficult to focus sufficiently on overcoming significant structural impediments to system reform to actually change the efficiency measures.     

· The project was fairly diffused. It implemented a range of small-scale, discrete activities, over a large geographic area, through relatively few schools and under the direction of various UNICEF and MOEYS officers in the context of their normal work. Most participants learned the details of the CFS framework on-the-job. Under these conditions, it proved difficult to reach a sufficiently critical mass of sustained action to affect participation and progression rates for the most disadvantaged children.

Results are not only quantitative, of course. In fact, most attempts to reform the quality and reach of education systems involve qualitative change: policies that are more relevant and inclusive through better-trained managers, more viable conditions of service, timely budgets and appropriate learning standards; children engaging successfully in learning through more child-centred, gender-responsive and activity-oriented curriculum and teaching methods. 

· It was the changes at national, provincial and school levels in terms of these types of “necessary conditions” in support of child-friendly schools which were the major results identified by the evaluation. 

In concentrating on these types of results, the evaluation analysis tried to:

(i) Map the progress of changes generated by the project overall and in specific activities. In this, all degrees of change were considered valid as part of the project’s “results-chain”, smaller-scale results (e.g. new attitudes) potentially the first steps to eventually more significant and sustainable ones (e.g. new behaviours).


(ii) Identify potential for permanent change, reflected in new learning. Outcomes were more likely to be permanent when they were the result of people gaining new insights or skills important enough to make previous ways of thinking and acting unacceptable. For example, teachers who spoke with enthusiasm about the new interactive ways they had learned for managing their classrooms were less likely to go back to teacher-talk and memorization methods than those who said they found the changes too difficult or confusing. 

(iii) Identify any new or improved structures and mechanisms which might enable changes to be continued, and to continue being improved. For example, one POE said he would try to introduce a criteria-based component to TGL selection because he was convinced of the effectiveness of having CFS-trained teachers in this role.

(iv) Assess the factors, positive or negative, that appeared to be facilitating and impeding change, including education policies, financial and human resources, appropriateness of actions taken and local socio-economic conditions. These were the types of factors influencing sustainability and that will need to be taken into account by the MOEYS and UNICEF as CFS actions are extended.

	One important caution in identifying and assessing results is to distinguish them from what are actually inputs or completed activities.  For example, many people noted as an important change in CFS classrooms the better use of decorations, teaching aids and small group learning arrangements. In most cases, these were the inputs: the resources provided as part of the project’s activities - what the project did. They were obviously important, and should be assessed as to quality, relevance and appropriateness, but were not results in the sense of being changes in knowledge, attitudes or behaviours. 

Results, on the other hand, were the differences these inputs made: the changes in teacher-student or student-student relationships, in patterns and quality of communications, in attitudes, in learning outcomes. These were the data essential to identify to determine project progress and “success”.




Results by Dimension

1st Dimension: Inclusive for All Children 



Activities

Inclusion for CFS refers most basically to the right of all children to have access to learning in school. The sense in which it was coming to prominence in Cambodia, especially at the level of national policy, was in the form of increased attention to children excluded by physical disabilities. Importantly, recognition of  these children as a priority across the system as a whole was leading to plans to move the special education sub-section of PED to a unit immediately under the office of the Director General.

Results

1. Some, but not all, CFS schools were giving greater attention to enabling access for children with disabilities.  

The one observed example was the involvement of sight-impaired children in the Kampong Cham Practice School; other schools reported looking for affected children in the community. Overall, however, this did not appear yet to be a major concern for most schools. Few children with observable disabilities were evident in the schools visited, nor did schools have facilities especially prepared for them. References to progress in this area were not documented in provincial reports. 

· Developing strategies and providing resources to ensure all children have access to schools will clearly be important steps forward for CFS in Cambodia, given a still poor maternal and child care system, with its implications for compromising the physical development of children; persistent under-nutrition among large numbers of poor and marginalized families and children; and serious problems with land mines and accidental injury. 

“Inclusion” for CFS in this basic sense, is only one feature of the dimension, however. More broadly, the reference is to schools and education systems seeking out, welcoming and supporting all children in terms of the diversity of readiness, capacities and ways of learning they bring. Learning disabilities are prominent in this respect. Inclusion here implies action inside and outside the classroom, in the school and in the community, to enable children to come to school and, once there, to accommodate their varying learning strengths and challenges. 

· This more comprehensive conception of inclusion was not yet widely recognized by project stakeholders. 

( There were, however, a number of ways in which CFS activities were laying the groundwork for moving in this direction with the possibility of doing so more explicitly. Parents, teachers and LCSC reported that children in CFS classrooms and schools were coming more readily and regularly, happier to be there. This was explained largely by:

· the better-decorated classes, learning games and kinder teachers; 

· more classroom-based interactions with one another; 

· more pleasing school grounds and play equipment; 

· school breakfasts. 

Parents in one Kampong Speu school were especially vocal in crediting improved attendance to the changes in teachers: their children were less afraid of them and more enthusiastic in talking about their school experiences. This was, in turn, a strong inducement to parents being more at ease interacting with school managers and teachers.   

2. There were indications of teachers becoming more capable in preparing and delivering lessons in ways which differentially engaged weaker and stronger children in learning. 

These were all actions critical to meeting the basic principles of inclusion, as well as effectiveness. They also included:

· mobilizing students to assist one another in discussion groups; 

· pairing readers and non-readers; 

· giving slower learners extra time during break periods. 

It was not clear from any of the school-based interviews, however, that schools and teachers were explicitly thinking along these lines in terms of making inclusion happen more systematically, an important pre-condition to consciously planning and monitoring for effectiveness. 

3. Life skills activities – chiefly haircutting, tailoring and bike repair – were anecdotally reported as serving an inclusive function, bringing those children involved more regularly to school. 

· Similar participation results were noted for girls in respect of cooking and sewing activities conducted under curriculum enhancement. There were no systematic data indicating that these results persisted “post-activity” for either boys or girls, however. Nor was the transfer of an interest in, or capacity for, learning to other academic areas indicated
. 

4. References in some provincial reports suggested that CFS schools had lowered drop-out rates, an important indicator of inclusion in terms of schools becoming better at retaining children. 

· There were few reliable statistics available to support this claim, however. Associating school-level figures to the CFS intervention would in any case be tenuous given differences in the number of CFS classes per school, and the variety of actions taken in each case, with their presumably different quality and implementation history. In addition, the significant range of out-of-school determinants influencing a student’s decision to stay in or drop out of school would have needed to be accounted for, and this level of analysis had not yet been done in the project.

· One activity that was noted as having an observable impact on drop-out rates was the scholarships provided in some provinces. 

· Intended to draw poverty-affected children to school, they were reported to have done so. Presumably, this was happening where funds were well-targeted to children/families for whom financial resources were a principal consideration. Only Kampong Cham and Prey Veng reported statistics indicating rates of success for this activity, however, and for 2003/4 only . Kg Cham also noted that 95% of recipients, both in total and for girls, completed the year.

Grades 1- 6

Number of Students

Passed the Year 




Total

Girls

Total
    Girls
Prey Veng
 

2882

1504

82%
       ---




Kg Cham

1934

  940

79%
       81%

· CFS remedial activities also appeared to be enabling vulnerable children to come to, and perhaps stay in, school. 

· Again, there were no overall data as to the extent or on what basis these classes were proving effective. Nevertheless, the idea of tailoring interventions based on children’s specific learning and personal characteristics as part of the regular school life was sound, and a key action toward inclusion. Again, statistics were available for only Kampong Cham and Prey Veng. For village-based remedial classes in 2003/4:



Number of Students

Passed the Year 




Total

Girls

Total
    Girls
Prey Veng 

  336

  169

78%



Kg Cham

2046

1039

81%
       83%

· In the short term of the project, it was unlikely that drop-out rates would change significantly
. This seemed to be confirmed by the relatively minor distinction between the few CFS and non-CFS figures that were available. 

· Drop-out rates in Kampong Cham and Kampong Speu for 2003/4, comparing non-CFS and CFS students, were not very different. The bigger distinction for Kampong Speu in 2002/3 was explained by the POE as a function of the small number of CFS classes, and thus the relatively high level of mentoring and supervisory attention they received. The difference disappeared in 2003/4, when numbers of CFS students rose significantly without a concomitant increase in human resource support. 

	Drop-outs Overall Province 
	Drop-outs CFS 

	Kampong Speu   
	Kampong Cham
	Kg Speu   
	Kg Cham

	Total 
	Girls
	Total 
	Girls
	Total
	Girls
	Total
	Girls

	2002/3 ( students)
	27,161    
	12,856
	
	
	753
	370
	
	

	
	  5%
	  4%
	
	
	  1%
	 0.2%
	  3%
	  3%

	2003/4
	20,719    
	9,850
	28,223         
	13,392
	7,190      
	3,564
	6,960      
	3,334

	
	  4%
	  4%
	  5%
	  4%
	   4%
	  4%
	  5%
	 5%


Kg Cham figures from Progress Report #3 Year 2 and table provided by KAPE in June 2005.

Kg Speu figures provided by POE in June 2005        

2nd Dimension: Academically Effective for All Children 



Activities

Most project actions were within this dimension. They aimed, understandably and appropriately, at facilitating development of the teaching capacities and resources needed to improve quality and relevance of learning in the classroom. 

Results

There were a number of quantitative outcomes. 

Though not wide-spread or systematic enough to be considered major contributions to national statistics, they were important in being indicative of forward movement. 

1. Students from CFS classes had stronger capacities in both creative and critical thinking than their non-CFS counterparts. 

This was the most concrete evidence of results, in terms of effectiveness, from the project, based on an assessment conducted by KAPE among students in Kampongs Cham and Thom. The study indicated that the differences were statistically significant for most items. Comparative mean scores for the two combined provinces are indicated below (taken from Bredenberg and Cheat, 2004).

	                   Critical Thinking
	                   Creative Thinking

	
	Experimental CFS 
	Control Non-CFS
	Experimental CFS 
	Control Non-CFS

	Grade 1
	67% (642 children)
	53% (490 children)
	*
	*

	Grade 5
	39(363 children)
	33(359 children)
	38% (363 children)
	22% (359 children)

	Grade 6
	47(319 children)
	40(319 children)
	40% (319 children)
	23% (319 children)


* Creative thinking was not measured for grade 1 students. 
The results of the assessment raised a number of interesting questions: Did these capacities indicate permanent changed in students’ abilities to solve problems or generate novel ideas? Or were they more simply a function of students’ exposure to the kinds of questions/situations presented on the test, through CFS teachers who had engaged them in discussion and/or used Bloom’s taxonomy? How transferable was this learning to the four priority areas of the formal curriculum: Khmer language, mathematics, social sciences and life skills? 

These were important issues, warranting further analysis in all CFS schools. The last was, in fact, being tested at the time of the evaluation. The results even as they stood, however, had value in suggesting the link between teaching behaviour and children’s learning i.e. that teachers could manipulate methods and materials in planned and systematic ways to improve learning outcomes. Also, while these tests might not have served as perfect proxies for math and language as taught and assessed (both stress recall and calculation), they were appropriate to testing the thinking skills expected to be reflected in new curricula. 

2. Anecdotal reports suggested that the CFS interventions were making a modest difference to learning.

Though there had been no other systematic collection of in-class test results over time within CFS classes, many of the teachers interviewed felt that students were learning better, especially in the sense of asking better questions and expressing more complicated, interesting ideas. Some parents in Kampong Speu noted improvement in their children’s report cards. No explicit input-linked reasons were given, but comments to the effect that children were attending more regularly and were happier with the nicer, more interactive, classrooms and teachers suggested some factors:

· more frequent attendance exposed children to more class time; 

· teachers perceived to be friendly were more likely to engage students’ attention, as would interesting materials and better questions; 

· positive classroom interaction would likely be creating a better learning environment, especially where stronger students were encouraged to help weaker ones. 

All of these inputs were features of the CFS; all warrant further analysis to understand if and how they are producing results, and further elaboration to increase and consolidate their effectiveness. 

3. Where they were observed, effectiveness results between CFS and non-CFS classes showed modest difference, in favour of the demonstration classes.
Comparative data were also few at the macro level. The following table shows figures from Kampongs Speu and Cham (partial only) 
. Differences reported for Kg Cham were minimal; those between classes in Kg Speu were stronger.

	Overall Province Students
	CFS Students

	Kampong Speu   
	Kampong Cham
	Kampong Speu   
	Kampong Cham

	Total 
	Girls
	Total 
	Girls
	Total
	Girls
	Total
	Girls

	2002/3 # of students
	27,161    
	12,856
	
	
	753
	370
	
	

	Pass
	77%
	80%
	
	
	88%
	87%
	83%*
	85%

	Repeat
	18%
	16%
	
	
	11%
	14%
	14%
	11%

	2003/4
	20,719    
	9,850
	28,223         
	13,392
	7,190      
	3,564
	6,960      
	3,334

	Pass 
	76%
	79%
	79%**
	82%
	84%
	84%
	80%
	82%

	Repeat
	20%
	17%
	
	
	12%
	14%
	20%
	18%

	2004/5  (first semester)
	27,912    
	13,260
	
	
	12,400    
	5,999
	10,977
	5,416

	Pass 
	75%
	77%
	
	
	80%
	82%
	82%
	83%

	Repeat
	22%
	20%
	
	
	18%
	16%
	18%
	16%


There was also a range of qualitative outcomes. 

Significantly, the most important of these concerned changes in teachers. This was critical; teachers are everywhere the turnkey to any serious and sustained educational reform effort. At the same time, changes in their attitudes and behaviours are, and were here, difficult to assess in terms of depth and longevity. Even weaker teachers often know intuitively more about their students and the teaching and learning processes than they can articulate, chiefly, as was the case here, because their training has not given them useful vocabulary for doing so, nor does the system tend to reward it. 

That said, it was important for this evaluation, and for CFS monitoring in general, to identify and reinforce any changes which appeared to be enhancing teachers’ capacities as professionals – even if these were still in the early stages. Such changes will form the basis for potentially permanent change, and will be the core to further CFS interventions. In this respect, therefore, it was important to interpret the outcomes evidenced by teachers (and for the project in general) in progressive terms. On an individual basis, changes were “first steps”; on a collective basis, not all CFS teachers changed.

1. Progress was being made in producing more child-friendly classrooms. 

Of the four elements assessing CFS core themes (Form A), both Kampong Cham and Kampong Thom reported improvements in creating psycho-social learning environments as the strongest. In the latter, teachers averaged 61% on this dimension, the highest school reporting 86% and the highest cluster 70% (POE/UNICEF, Kampong Thom/b: annex).  Prey Veng reported increasing instances of problems being set up for children to solve through games and facilitated discussion, fewer examples of students copying texts and of teacher-led talk. 

2. A number of teachers were changing their approach to lesson preparation following introduction of the 7- element guideline.

Both classroom teachers and PTTC instructors reported finding the guidelines useful in helping them think through, and match, the expected learning outcomes of the lesson and their teaching behaviour. They were also finding it reasonably compatible with their regular MOEYS-guided planning practice – the one complementing the other. 

· It was also evident, however, that a large number were not succeeding as well, reporting instead problems both with the time involved (cutting into the off-hours they had for earning extra-income) and with integrating them with the 5-point MOEYS planning module. The first was outside the parameters of CFS as such to resolve. The second should not have been; both aim to guide teachers in think more clearly about the links between teaching inputs and learning outcomes. 
· The issue appeared to reflect, instead, a more general tendency within the project to see the CFS framework in an overly-fixed way, a set of specified activities rather than a guide to action open to adaptation. Communicating and providing opportunities for working through such adaptations had not yet, apparently, been sufficient.  

3.  Use of the taxonomy, engagement in interactive discussion with students, facilitating students to create and use learning corners have all been important changes for CFS teachers, the initial steps of linking them more effectively with their students. 

As one senior policy officer urged, these teachers were becoming better designers of good quality teaching, not simply consumers of the latest “recipe”. 

In at least two schools, in different provinces, CFS project teachers spoke in a general way of there being a stronger tie between themselves and their students. One spoke of “liking my students more” now that she was interacting with them; another, identified by a community member as the “very good teacher” who had “helped my grand-daughter get good marks”, suggested her students were coming to school more regularly now “maybe because they like me more”. 

· More specifically, in all schools visited for the evaluation, teachers were trying to apply the portfolio and, for the most part, finding benefit in the process of regularly collecting and looking for progress in students’ work. Less clear was the extent to which they understood the intent and processes of continuous assessment underlying it. For many, the concept of maintaining contact with the content of students’ learning as it evolved was sufficient. 

· The practice of using this content to analyze changes in specific learning (knowledge, skills, concept development etc) capacities and relating these to teaching, classroom management and other input considerations (including changes in children’s physical and psycho-social condition) had not yet, for most, been established.

Noted in both school and PTTC interviews, teachers’ interest in the taxonomy of questions was strong, and efforts to use it enthusiastic. 

· It was perhaps the most often cited “most helpful” aspect of the service menu for teachers. While use of the taxonomy might be considered an input -- similar to the teaching aids, simply added to lessons without appearing to change teaching behaviour itself -- this seemed not the case, here. Teachers were attempting to understand how and when to use the different types of questions and, most importantly, struggling to improve their mastery over them both in lesson planning (e.g. writing good questions) and in their interactions with students (e.g. responding to students’ answers with new, relevant and more challenging questions). 

Although the taxonomy was making lesson preparation longer, it was also making it more technically satisfying (i.e. a change in professional knowledge). Many teachers were enjoying the more dynamic interactions with students produced by the use of varying questions, especially in the context of classroom discussions; and KAPE described teachers in its supported schools as becoming “more curious” about pedagogical issues (i.e. both changes in professional behaviour). Several noted, perhaps in consequence, liking their students better (.i.e. a change in professional attitude). 

· The apparent extent of this interest in the taxonomy, in even the weaker schools, is important as a result in its own right. 

· First, its application by teachers is an outcome with a reasonable chance of being sustained and improved. Teachers are unlikely to go back easily to simple yes/no and “guess the right answer” types of questions once experiencing these more dynamic, learning-oriented ones. Use of the taxonomy will only have this follow on effect, however, if adequate attention is given to enabling further consolidation and links with other related activities, such as those dealing creative/critical thinking. 

· A second, and cautionary point: use of the taxonomy warrants further attention to ensure it is correctly understood as first and foremost a tool for facilitating and monitoring children’s progressive intellectual development. Only secondarily should it serve as a static measure of that development.
 

4. Interviews with mixed groups of CFS and non-CFS teachers found CFS teachers more ready to engage in discussions about methodological issues than their peers.

There was little to indicate how widespread any changes in teachers’ behaviour might be, or how deeply engrained. Nonetheless, the apparent combination of a stronger pedagogical vocabulary, and a greater confidence – perhaps practice - in using it, suggested a reasonable degree of understanding and commitment on the part of many teachers. These characteristics could be seen as important determinants of the potential of teachers continuing to expanding their learning. The more CFS interventions build on such characteristics, providing teachers professional learning-through-discussion opportunities involving both their CFS and non-CFS peers, the stronger should be the outcomes for them, the schools and the CFS as an innovation overall. 

5. There were encouraging signs of the CFS message moving organically beyond the immediate participants. 

· Non-CFS project teachers in some (perhaps many) schools were beginning to adopt CFS inputs. 

· In this case, the use of teaching materials and small group arrangements could be considered a result, because they indicated a proactive change in attitude and behaviour on the part of teachers not involved in CFS and therefore, not simply an application of a required and provided input. 

· After seeing the change in classroom climate generated by colleagues’ CFS activities, these teachers were making efforts on their own to create a child-friendly experience -- through PAP and community resources. 

· An important factor to note here: these teachers were particularly visible in schools with strong school directors and/or LCSC. 

· Where Thursday Technical Meetings and/or TGL appeared effective in disseminating the more substantive aspects of CFS teaching methods, non-CFS teachers were going even further, trying to use portfolios, taxonomy-based questions and learning corners to improve learning outcomes. 

6. Children in CFS classrooms were described as becoming more confident, active and interactive learners 

Just as it was important to recognize and confirm changes essential to the long term development of teachers, it was important to do the same with respect to changes in students. Once children, especially young ones, are exposed to positive, exciting and personally engaging ways of learning, they are more likely to continue this way of learning on their own, wherever they can and to feel dissatisfied going back to traditional arrangements. 

· According to many observers, students in CFS schools and classrooms, compared to non-CFS peers, were more engaged in the process; more prepared to ask questions of the teacher; better able to pursue “research” activities on their own in learning corners, with textbooks and during community market surveys; willing to help to other students.  According to one KAPE CFS manager, many of these children were shifting from “passive recipients to active participants” as a result of changes such as the taxonomy, cooperative learning, attention to critical and creative thinking. They were becoming more at ease with expressing their opinions and saying that they did not understand.   

· There were few data indicating the strength of these changes in terms of recorded learning outcomes, either generally or in terms of enhanced capacities by grade level or school in indicative year-on-year variation. If teachers or schools had records, these had not be aggregated in terms of CFS versus non-CFS classes to the extent they could be readily shared. Nor were data available showing the quality or extent to which teachers were actually implementing the CFS modules – a key factor in assessing why children may or may not be realizing better learning outcomes. 

· That said, the frequent references by teachers, TGL and parents in some cases, to improvements in the children’s readiness to participate in school and in the grades they were getting should not be ignored as the hooks on which further analyses, mentoring and material interventions might be based. Important, too, were positive comments from lower secondary teachers about the quality of CFS primary graduates, students who showed recognizably more self-confidence, more creative and critical thinking, greater readiness to ask questions than other students. All of these were characteristics critical to children becoming successful independent and inter-dependent learners. 

7. There were also signs in the schools visited that children were enjoying the realities of the CFS classroom, and in some cases, the wider school.

In those CFS classrooms observed during the school visits, activity levels appeared high as children worked around common tables, walked to and from learning corners, engaged with each other and the teacher as s/he moved around the class. Outside, children were enthusiastic about showing off the gardens, cleanliness and overall ambience of the school grounds. Schools with fewer CFS classes and classes with CFS materials, group-oriented furniture or teachers trained in interactive methods were generally less active, less welcoming in appearance (though there were no instances, even in the non-supported school, of children being distressed, less than active or abused in any way).

3rd Dimension: Healthy for/Protective of All Children 
 

Most significant action in this dimension involved school breakfast programmes (with WFP) and de-worming; cleaning up, greening and providing exercise equipment for school grounds (especially where CFS had been associated with the Japanese-funded AEON project); and the provision of potable water and building of sex-separate toilets. 

· As might be expected, students were reported to be coming to school more enthusiastically because of the breakfast programme, but there were no particular changes following from these interventions, noted in the schools. 

· Presumably, improved sanitation, de-worming and less morning hunger have had an impact on health, attendance and learning-readiness status, but there did not appear to be consistent record-keeping on these. 
· This must be considered a significant gap in the CFS programme insofar as it has missed key potential mobilizing tools for schools to use both to monitor children’s learning gains and to justify the importance of these and other health and healthy life-style interventions to government and communities.   

· Protection, the other core element of this dimension, was not in evidence at all as a focused area of action, other than that some communities were acting on their own to ensure girls’ safety on the road to/from school (but this did not appear to be associated with the project). 

· According to one senior official, bullying, corporal punishment and teacher-student abuse were not issues in Cambodian primary schools. 

· While there were no data indicating otherwise, nor was there evidence of schools expressly assessing their situations in these terms – itself a weakness with respect to giving full attention to this dimension. 

4th Dimension: Gender-Equality Assured for All Children 

Activities

Initially assumed to be addressed under inclusion, the decision was made in 2004 to give gender equality a higher, more explicit, profile. A review of the service menu by KAPE and the MOEYS Gender Working Group then generated a series of modules aimed at providing a stronger “gender advocacy” foundation: girls’ counselling, curriculum enhancement, community-based action research on gender.

While many of these activities were beginning to be implemented at the time of this evaluation, a focus on pro-active gender inclusion and responsiveness was not yet strongly reflected in the data. Most CFS schools were implementing curriculum enhancement activities for girls; some were targeting girls in their scholarships. 

· There were few indications, however, of especially energetic commitments or actions to assess the status of girls in the school or community; to review learning materials for their gender sensitivity; or to disaggregate the impacts of the various CFS interventions along gender lines (e.g. whether boys and girls differed in their responses to, or involvement in, discussion group arrangements, learning corners, student associations).  

Results

1. There were, however, anecdotal reports of girls’ drop-out, absentee and learning rates improving, in some CFS clusters (in some cases more so than boys, suggesting need to reinforce that gender equality refers to all children)

Parents in Kampong Speu were strong in noting that improved teaching, a cleaner environment and meals were motivating their daughters to attend more regularly; one woman spoke effusively of her grand-daughter’s teacher “helping her become # 1 in her class”. Similar data were not yet, however, systematically available across classroom, cluster or provincial CFS experiences. 

2. One noted exception to the lack of recognizable gender outcomes was in Kampong Speu: where a new base of learning and self-confidence was created through a cluster’s successful child-seeking project. 

· In this case, the cluster had initiated a pilot of the gender research module in one of its eight schools. Teachers and community members had undertaken an assessment of girls’ drop-out and absentee levels, and the factors causing these. They followed up this up with counselling girls to come back to school. 

· The outcomes of the activity were multiple: 

· Most observably, approximately 60% of the girls returned. 

· The arrival of more women teachers in the other cluster schools able to do the counselling, coupled with the success of the first round, had subsequently led to expanding the programme to the other cluster schools. 

· Finally, least visible, but important, was the new knowledge the school had acquired about those who did not come back: girls now recognized as “especially difficult to convince” because of the situations of serious poverty and domestic abuse they were in. This is the type of data expected to be generated through SMIS, and which perhaps eventually might serve the cluster as a platform to take on this further key inclusion as well as gender task. 

4. Observations did suggest a reasonable culture of gender equality at least insofar as men and women, boys and girls appeared to see themselves and each other as of similar capacity and merit. 

· Although not generalizable, and difficult to ascribe to the CFS intervention as such, boys and girls in the CFS schools appeared in equal numbers to meet with the evaluator (sex distribution was not requested). The one student association interviewed included 10 girls and 4 boys. In all cases, participation was open, easy and shared quite evenly. When asked about the differences between boys and girls with respect to the importance of their coming to school and their ability to learn in any subject, without hesitancy all agreed there was no difference. Some children, in fact, appeared rather surprised by the question. Officers of one PWG confirmed that, in that province, girls were being fully encouraged to play sports and take part in Thursday work-related activities; and recognized as having full right to, and a need for, education just as boys, “so they can become independent”. 

· Meetings with CFS teachers also reflected a fair gender-balance. In fact, most involved more women, especially in the Practice/Cooperative Schools (some teachers suggested it was not uncommon to have mostly women involved in CFS). In most meetings, participation tended to be shared, though women tended to speak more easily than men on the challenges of the new methods and the more subtle shifts in students’, and their own, behaviour. Importantly, however, the same level of equity was not observed at the management levels. Few to no women participated in LCSC, CSSC, POE and senior policy-level meetings, including those of the Steering Committee. 

5th Dimension: Involvement of Children, Parents, Community 


For some in the MOEYS, this dimension was the most critical in the immediate term. Enabling these three groups of people, as the users, beneficiaries and “owners” of the education system, to engage and express their views as to how and what children should be learning, and how well they were doing, was considered fundamental to the ability of the country to realize its long-term EFA quality and equality goals. 

Results

1. There were indications that the idea and importance of the school as a community of shared rights and responsibilities for action was beginning to take hold.

· In at least some cases, the view was expressed that children, parents and community members should be interacting regularly with school staff on a full range of management, and even some learning, issues. In one Kampong Speu school, for example, teachers, parents and students quite independently of one another noted as a “significant recent change” the growing level of mutual respect and trust among them: parents describing teachers as coming more regularly to class and assessing their children’s progress; students welcoming teachers telling them when they would be away; teachers referring to parents who advised them when a child would be absent and inquired about their progress. 

2. Some schools and some senior policy officers were beginning to recognize the involvement of children themselves in the well-being of their schools as core to child-friendliness.

· The rationale was that children necessarily had a genuine role to play in defining and creating a school culture that would include them and help them learn. 

· Some schools were actively promoting their participation, both inside (e.g. student associations tasked to keep grounds “clean and green” or, as in Prey Veng, “class team-leaders” elected by peers to be responsible for helping teachers develop and manage classroom learning and organization) and outside (e.g. youth clubs organized around life skills or encouraging at-risk peers to stay in school). 

· To the extent it was one, this trend in thinking about children expressly within the 5th dimension was an important indicator of breaking down the artificial boundaries between children as “academic learners” at school and “social learners” at home, and helping them become agents of their own holistic development. 

· In this sense, activities here could also be supported under inclusion: schools accepting all children and their learning priorities. It was noted by KAPE, for example, that the life skills module was initially intended under this dimension, a way to ground children’s learning more directly into their communities by involving parents as teachers. 

· While it was not clear that that particular rationale was understood by the schools (none of whom appeared to have planned or monitored life skills in terms of breadth of reach into, or effective engagement with, community mentors) the idea nonetheless was sound.  

3. There were indications that some Community School Support Committees and parents were expanding their roles to more meaningful levels. 

Beyond providing labour and funds for school infrastructure, for example, some CSSC reported looking for and encouraging non-enrolled and at risk children to come to school and contributing time and food to preparation of school meals. These were potentially critical changes, especially in poor and marginalized communities. 

· There was still room for improvement, however. Parents in general were not coming to observe their children’s classrooms nor to discuss their teacher’s teaching or disciplinary behaviours. 

· None of the schools visited, nor any of the documentary data, indicated community input to planning, management or accountability on issues such as financial transparency. 

6th Dimension: A CFS-Enabling Environment


The rationale of this new 6th dimension has been central to the progress of the CFS initiative so far. It has not, however, been fully integrated within the project itself, and this has somewhat complicated both implementation and evaluation. 

Activities

A number of critical activities in support of creating enabling conditions for CFS fell under other components of the EBEP.  Especially important here have been actions:


· to strengthen capacities for sector-wide reform and decentralization; 

· to advocate and assist cluster development; 

· and, at senior policy levels, to support the design, implementation and monitoring of ESSP and EFA. 

All of these have contributed significantly to building the kind of policy and institutional foundations needed by the CFS initiative to establish its roots.  

· Critically over the past year, UNICEF, the MOEYS and KAPE began moving more explicitly to acknowledge the importance of tying these environment-enabling actions directly to the CFS process. 
· Reference to the 6th dimension has reinforced this shift in requiring provision of technical and infrastructure resources that will generate conditions for improved school management, child-centred classroom arrangements and gender-responsive policy in general, and CFS-oriented thinking and behaviour in particular. 

Results

1. There were signs that the project had started to lay the groundwork for sustainable CFS; many of the fundamentals of introducing its basic ideas, and to some extent the testing of the behaviours needed to apply them, were being put in place, both locally and centrally. 

· Beginning to working expressly with reference to the 6th dimension has been important also in giving more energy to efforts to broaden the focus of the project from the micro level of the child-friendly school, to the macro level of a progressively more child-friendly system. 

· This has meant taking steps to, and generally succeeding in, establishing shared accountability for quality and inclusion, and the capacities to provide for these, at all points in the system: from policy-making in collaboration of Steering Committee members and key departments such as the TTD and PRD; through to management and teaching of schools, clusters and PWG. 

2. The project had begun to create shared CFS terminological “hooks” onto which people were attaching and talking about the often hard-to-articulate concept of a “good” school. 

· Community members, parents and children, teachers and managers, and policy-makers appeared equally able to recognize and feel comfortable with the vocabulary of child-friendliness to describe a school in which children felt happy and which, according to one senior officer, functioned “more like a family than an institution”. 

· There was considerable agreement that a child-friendly school was more than a child-centred one. Not simply a logistical task of using small groups, child-friendliness was understood to require creating a broadly welcoming environment: 

· physically pleasant school grounds; 

· in most cases, a free food programme; 

· well decorated, organized and stimulating classrooms; 

· teachers who attended regularly, answered questions in “a gentle way”, encouraged activity-based learning and, in turn, “liked their students better”; 

· parents more comfortable in sending children, especially daughters, who were getting better grades and enjoying the school experience. 

3. Critical to this progress, the project has led to increasing instances of  CFS terminology being formalized in the discussion and policy of national education reform. 

The fact of more stakeholders speaking a shared language about what should be happening in schools may have been a small change, but it was an important one in a context such as Cambodia with its large social and educational disparity, hierarchical cultural traditions, limited exposure to learning theory, and a top-down education bureaucracy.  

· Over the past 1-2 years, references to CFS have appeared in the EFA Action Plan and in the ESSP. 

· The CFS Steering Committee has become more representative of both senior officers of relevant MOEYS departments and several key education NGOs, leading to an increasing frequency and ease of CFS language use and issues discussed within and across their varying perspectives. 

· There were signs of the SC being ready, and able, to act as constructive critic of CFS, assessing both the internal coherence of its framing dimensions, and how most effectively its activities and tools could be aligned within overall MOEYS priorities and integrated with existing practice. 

· At the same time, senior policy and programme managers were beginning to talk of the six CFS dimensions as the basis of a comprehensive framework through which all components of the school and education system could be viewed. 

4. There were a number of indicators in the data that suggested only limited progress towards creating CFS as a comprehensive “enabling environment” framework, one able to accommodate and guide the various policy priorities, problems and opportunities of the education sector. 

Building a shared base of CFS terminology as a way of talking about quality and access has been a necessary first step toward building an enabling environment. It was not yet, at the time of this evaluation, however, extensive enough in reach (to all stakeholders) or in breadth (to incorporate all aspects of the education system) to change policies or practice. 
· The CFS framework was, as a result, not yet being used to identify or act on possible gaps in policies, regulations or practice relevant to the CFS dimensions; nor was it being used for results-focused planning, monitoring or evaluation. As suggested earlier, it was still seen more as a set of fixed tasks rather than of fluid guides to action.

Thus, while the sense of a child-friendly school was becoming clearer overall, and its various dimensions were becoming better recognized at senior level, there was a range of indicators suggesting that people’s understanding CFS as a holistic and integrating concept was not yet firmly fixed. 

Of varying degrees of significance, six of these qualitative indicators are noted here. None are intended to imply a significant problem or misstep in the project; all of them suggest that a basic CFS foundation is being laid, but needs to go further. They are noted here as guides to the kinds of indicators which might be looked for as the expansion of CFS goes forward.

a) The case of the low tables

· The matter of the low student tables was an early, and probably unnecessarily contentious indicator of this difficulty of defining the CFS as action versus concept; a set of final answers versus a means of finding the best ones. The distress might have been avoided had the tables resulted from a collaborative analysis of what a child-friendly class might look like, or as a proposed solution to a jointly identified problem of how to better engage children in active learning. 

· Negotiating a solution to the dilemma might have been faster and easier had it been made clearer that they were simply one proposed mechanism for helping children learn cooperatively. A later reference in another province’s report to the fact that the arrangement of CFS classrooms in schools without appropriate furniture “can be slightly different from KAPE model schools” suggested that progress had been made in understanding CFS as an adaptive guide; but also that a still rather rigid focus on form over purpose and process also persisted. 

b) The distinction made in the May 2005 ESSP document between child-friendly schools and inclusive education as two separate areas of enhanced support. 

· While the official recognition of both concepts was clearly positive, the fact that inclusion is a dimension of CFS made the distinction between them less clearly helpful in creating separate categories of action. 

· Separate steering committees were assigned to each, leading to the potential of double workloads, less attention to each of their respective members (most of whom are on both) and diffused resources.  

· It was also less than positive in missing the opportunity to reinforce the essential integrative function of the CFS concept, drawing together the twin EFA priorities of access and quality.   

c) Difficulties arising from efforts to incorporate the UNESCO ILFE Tool Kit -- a set of technically sound, user-friendly materials fully consistent with the basics of CFS -- into the CFS agenda.

· Divided into modules, once translated, the Kit should have served as straightforward, value-added extensions to those being used through the Service Menu. Instead, while acknowledging the quality of the fit, the SC gave considerable time to struggling with the question of how to make it work
. 

· Again reasonably minor in itself, the incident was important in the contexts both of institutionalizing and expanding the CFS framework, insofar as both require use of, and adaptation with, complementary approaches, materials and techniques.

· It was important, again, in suggesting more emphasis is needed to increase understanding of the CFS concept as inclusive and integrative; a flexible set of principles and processes with which other similar ideas and tools can adapt and collaborate, not a static model to which they need to conform. 

d) Comments suggesting that the project was contributing to a sense of confusion among practitioners. 

· CFS, at least for some, was noted as another one of too many reform tasks coming to them. School staff and MOEYS officers were, it seemed, being asked to do “too many things”, giving them “too much extra work” with little benefit. 

· Perceptions are important. While it may have been the case, as suggested elsewhere, that underlying goals and principles of the various CFS-related projects and activities
 should have complemented one another and added value to the work, it was significant that they were not always be perceived to do so. 

And, in fact, the various modes of delivery, delivery agents, requirements for travel, training and meetings and demands for reporting involved in each could well have added up to more work for those on the front line (POE, cluster and school directors, teachers). One defense against being overwhelmed is to do everything superficially. 

· Without a clear idea of how CFS activities might make school management or teaching more effective, it was not surprising to find people reluctant to participate in a more than notional way. 

e) Persistent emphasis on requests for activity inputs as the basis of expansion and sustainability. 

· This concerned, in particular, provision of more training and teaching aids as the principal means by which schools, clusters and PWG expected to strengthen child-friendliness. In itself, this was understandable given the serious poverty of both theoretical and methodological expertise and teaching/learning aids and textbooks throughout the system. 

· The continued pressure on the MOEYS and especially UNICEF simply to provide “more of the same”, however, highlighted the need for the project to move beyond activities as such to use the CFS framework in enabling explorations of the underlying causes of systemic problems and options for change in CFS terms. 

f) Limited extent to which managers and teachers appeared to be able to move beyond the specific activity provided in the menu and toward a use or adaptation of that activity which extended its value. 

· Thus, for example, while most agreed that life-skills activities, litter-free play areas and school breakfasts were drawing more children to school by creating a more welcoming environment, few expressed any plans for elaborating these in ways which might promote persistence or broaden learning (e.g. by broadening life skills to include problem-solving or risk-avoidance behaviour). 

· Similarly, while most agreed that the small group discussions, teaching aids and taxonomy questions were helping children become more confident, cooperative and creative learners, no teacher or TGL suggested how these tools might be adapted for specific children’s participation or learning needs. These would have been the kind of suggestions indicative of consolidation of learning, important to find in the pilot and critical to promote in the expansion.  

Summary Comment



As indicated in this section, the project has made considerable progress in realizing results at individual, institutional and systems/policy level; and within most of the dimensions, health and gender being the least represented. 

At the same time, because activities have largely been implemented as discrete ends-in-themselves, across many self-managed sites and not strongly inter-linked to one another or consolidated within the working environments of the schools and clusters, most of these results gave a sense of being scattered and, to a degree, fragile. It was difficult to draw them together to form a cumulative or comprehensive picture of change, either in the dimensions
 or for CFS “initiative” overall, or to say with assurance how sustainable they would be.  

The next section looks in more detail at some of the factors affecting outcomes, and how they might be addressed to enhance or mitigate their influence. 

7. Factors Influencing Progress and Results

Factors are those aspects of a project’s rationale, setting, design and implementation which help to explain the why and how both of what is and is not happening; and of the results that are, and are not, being achieved. In this way, factors are the basis on which lessons can be drawn, both for improving current project practice and, especially, for designing future and/or extended applications. A number of conditions and factors that seemed particularly pertinent to the nature and outcomes of the CFS project, as described in the previous sections, are discussed below. 

a)  Agreement on Clear Goals

Clarity about the goals and strategies of the CFS, and agreement on what these were, mattered. The more fully all stakeholders understood and agreed on the nature and intent of the innovation and its activities, the more fully they were able, in concert, to negotiate a common vision for what they expected the outcomes to be. 

Vagueness about what was supposed to happen, why or how, would have made it difficult to identify differing priorities; design actions that were mutually agreed as appropriate; monitor progress according to shared criteria about indicators; and make adjustments which all stakeholders could accept. 
· In terms of the CFS project, therefore, it was important that there was considerable agreement on what a “child-friendly” school meant in operational terms. While not surprisingly some were better able than others to express the idea in conceptual terms, overall, common definitional themes were emerging, and reflected in the data gathered for the evaluation. 

· For children, a child-friendly school was clean, green and, preferably, equipped with play materials; a school where teachers made the classroom interesting, “used gentle words”, “didn’t blame or shout at” them, and had “time to answer questions”.      

· For teachers, it was a school in which they were better able to meet children’s different needs through access to a wider range of methods and tools, such as learning corners and discussion groups, where students could learn on their own and at their own pace. It was a school attuned to children’s present reality as well as to what they would need in the future;  “linked to their environment” and “helping them understand that environment through activities like market simulation and life skills”. 

· For parents, a school was friendly when their children were happy to go and where they were learning; it was a school in which they, as parents, felt comfortable and to which they were prepared to provide their own resources. 

Important in terms of building from existing pedagogical thinking, most teachers and teacher-supervisors had come to associate CFS favourably with the child-centred terminology with which most are familiar, seeing it as adding value to current practice. 

· While both concepts made the child the focal point of the teaching-learning process, CFS had gone further in being broader and more dynamic, an idea not confined to the use of small group arrangements, but recognized as including all access and learning quality issues.  

Important, too, in terms of their readiness to continue to engage with the CFS interventions, no one interviewed for this evaluation appeared to see a risk for themselves of attempting to make the school more child-friendly. 

· In part, perhaps a function of the initial insistence on voluntary participation, it also seemed a result of the nature of the activities themselves: All of the modules in content and process have focused on acting with, not on, those involved. In this sense, quite diverse stakeholders appeared to understand the goals of CFS as serving their own ends, and its change processes as ones over which they could exercise sufficient control to not feel threatened.   

b) Appropriateness of Design and Methodology

· Appropriateness concerns the extent to which the design and methods used to implement the CFS innovation were suited to achieving the learning and change outcomes sought, based on development best practice and the particular people, institutions and conditions concerned. 

1. The better the match between means and ends, the more likely the project was to realize positive results. 
2. Appropriateness also concerned project assumptions: the better the match between the assumed relationships underpinning CFS design or action decisions and the way they actually worked in the implementation environment, again the more likely the project was to achieve positive results.
· The project, in fact, did involve a number of design and methodology decisions that appeared to be appropriate in serving its purposes of generating awareness of CFS, interest and readiness to engage with project activities, and putting child-friendly concepts and principles on the policy agenda. 

· The design and methods used by the project were effective in building on the foundations of other UNICEF initiatives, especially those aimed at systems strengthening. Key among these was the work it had been doing at national level in supporting capacities and systems for policy, strategic planning and collaboration for EFA and ESSP development; and at local level in cluster strengthening. 

· More specifically, by calling itself a pilot, emphasizing volunteerism and providing guidance through the service menu modules, the project created a professionally safe environment in which MoEYS officers, cluster staff and especially teachers could try new things, and share their experience, free of criticism from peers or supervisors. Building the project initially around service menu activities contributed to ease of engagement by allowing stakeholders to approach the innovation incrementally, one action at a time and according to their own priorities. While some aspects of these design elements had other limiting implications for the project, their overall influence appeared to have been positive, giving people room to experiment with change by removing much of its associated risk. 
· The decision to set the practice-based menu activities in the loosely conceptual four sector boxes based on the CRC was important in providing people a framework for thinking in broader terms about the relationship between children’s environment and their learning, while at the same time, providing them an immediate hands-on experience with what improved quality of teaching and learning, defined as child-friendliness, could look like in practice. 

· In practice, however, the methodology of the project was somewhat less effective in actually moving people from the specific to the general: moving them from the menu activities per se, to a broader understanding of how these activities fit into the wider “whole” of the CFS framework. 

· Thus, while the design allowed people to see the connection, the training and mentoring did not sufficiently facilitate their doing so. 

· In this respect, more explicit and continuous attention might have helped participants work through “why and how” the various actions were expected to move school practice toward the four sectors, the over-arching concepts or goals of CFS. It is understanding at this broader, more conceptual level, that enables independent judgement, adaptation and sustained action, as people come to know the thinking behind, and thus to better control, the activity.

· This issue relates to the task of consolidating learning, of people needing to internalize new knowledge and behaviours if they are to become permanent ways of thinking and acting. 
· While the project was beginning to show progress with respect to consolidation, its design and methods appeared too limited to fully realize it: relatively light-handed training available to any one stakeholder; typically only through short workshops, involving many participants and facilitators who themselves were new to CFS; and, in most cases, little follow-up to confirm the learning or mentor its application. 

· To some extent, this conclusion has been inferred more than observed since progress data were not readily available from project documents; and the project was still too new and diffuse to have shown substantial individual or institutional levels of change
. 

· However, learning theory and experience would suggest that, while the project as executed has been appropriate to initial awareness raising and providing basic information, new ideas and introductory skills for CFS, it has been insufficiently intensive, adapted to specific learners and interactive with their immediate context and progress to realize sustained, substantive change. 
· There were some indicators of this, of teachers who understood the menu tasks at a “knowing what” level, but could not yet manage them at the level of “knowing how”
. 

· As noted earlier with reference to the portfolio and taxonomy, many teachers had learned enough to become engaged and enthusiastic, but not enough to innovate or move to a next level. Teachers in one school expressed concern that, while they could “use the taxonomy questions”, they did “not know how to link them to the creative and critical thinking modules”. Others could “put the learning tables and corners together”, but did not know how to “help children use the materials on their own”.  Instructors at one PTTC had tested and reviewed the modules, but could not go beyond “correcting some of the Khmer translation” when asked for suggested revisions – this even though they found them “rather general; not in enough detail to guide teachers once they were in their classrooms”.

	Use of the portfolios was a particular example of the need to have gone further in the learning process. While teachers felt comfortable collecting student exercises month to month, they were able to do little more than this. Aside from repeating the same lesson where exercises did not appear to improve, they had apparently limited control over the use of the portfolio as a tool for continuous assessment; for collecting evidence of student progress on specific themes or skill areas. Most were having problems with knowing what kinds of changes they should be looking for, what they were meant to be measuring and how to tailor their teaching methods to facilitate targeted improvement. Basically, while they understood and appreciated the idea of tracking learning outcomes, most were quite far from having a good command over the theoretical underpinnings of the process.



· The issue of consolidation was important for all professionals in the system, of course; not only teachers. In this respect, the project was limited in not more regularly attaching strategies and activities to all capacity development tasks that would have enabled further learning. 

· This would have meant more explicitly planning modules or mentoring schemes to enable people to move beyond the first stage of knowledge about new CFS tools or methods to test their application in their work settings and, from there, to further explore the theories, principles or methods necessary for adapting them. 

· In terms of implications for the future, this would suggest a design and methods including more varied learning arrangements (including networking, mentoring, use of ICT methods), more time per learner (with the implication of fewer learners or linking them together in different ways), and more human resources.  Actions of this kind were beginning.
· Prey Veng, for example, reported training to link taxonomy questions to specific areas of creative and critical thinking, as a means of helping teachers integrate the two. 
· Similarly, the training of LCSC in the province has moved from the simple exposure of members to knowledge about CFS principles to the application of these principles in members own work, through small group discussion and negotiation by officers on questions about the status, management, activities and progress of their schools on the CFS dimensions. 
· Initiatives like these will be important for the project to learn from as it moves forward.     
c) Informed Action 

Informed action concerns the extent to which the implementation experiences and results of the project were consistently and comprehensively collected and managed in ways that could be used to improve and adapt action. In this sense, how well the project generated lessons and learned from them was, in itself, an important factor in assessing its capacity development outcomes. 

· Based chiefly on comments by project managers acknowledging that systems for monitoring change were weak or not yet in place, the evaluation must conclude that the quality and extent of lessons generated and applied by the project were less than effective. 

· While there were many examples of probably accurate analyses of what “appeared” to be happening and not happening in the implementation of project activities, relatively few of these were confirmed through regularly collected, cumulative and analyzed data. This was a problem for the project insofar as information which might have been used to assess and adapt actions, and use their outcomes to mobilize broader commitment, was not fully available to project managers or stakeholders.

· As noted elsewhere, data confirming changes in the rates of enrolment, progression and completion had not yet been produced by the project. While understandable insofar as the project was still in its early stages (it takes time for changes at school level to be reflected in national or even provincial efficiency rates), it was explainable also in terms of project design. 

· As a composite of fairly discrete activities, the project lacked a coherent, over-arching framework for assessing indicative progress. Its has been implemented with sometimes significant variation in content, emphasis and quality of input from place to place, and in most cases, without baseline data against which to measure change. Without a very systematic monitoring system to track year-by-year school and cluster data, it has proven difficult to make the evolution of incremental outcomes (e.g. a results-chain) visible at classroom, school or cluster levels. 

· Provincial data, too, were limited with respect to tracking changes. The MOEYS officially provides for enrolment and progression data to be fed up through the system from classroom, through school and cluster to DOE and POE, but apparently does not always link this information to specific classrooms. 

· With Kampong Speu as a notable exception here, in general, it was not possible to compare differences in quality or access among CFS and non-CFS classes, or to aggregate across schools in any satisfactorily regular way. 

· A related gap in the data was in not making clear how many teachers per school have been managing demonstration classrooms. 

· Such data would have been useful with respect to quantitative efficiency rates, since schools with a small percentage of fully-functioning CFS classrooms could have been expected to produce smaller overall changes in pass, repetition and drop-out rates than those in which many classes were involved (i.e. more teachers to produce better results). 

· These data would have been even more important to providing an understanding of what was happening to schools in qualitative terms. 

· The greater the number of CFS teachers in any one school would have implied at least the potential of reaching critical mass, and thus of child-friendliness becoming the norm of the school, not simply the task of a few isolated classrooms
. 

· Critical mass would have implied more non-volunteer teachers being exposed to, and indirectly encouraged to try, the new methods; and more CFS teachers available to mentor them. 

· More CFS classes available would have also meant a greater likelihood of students realizing a progression of CFS experiences as they moved forward: better able, then, to accumulate and consolidate more effective approaches to, and success in, their learning.

· A further constraint to the project achieving more effective M&E practice has been the uneven use and adaptation of formative tools. Such tools have been available, most notably the Forms A and B developed by KAPE to assess child-friendliness at classroom and school levels. Regularity and consistency of application have remained problems, however. The forms were generally agreed to be too complicated and time-consuming for many users. Also, although each item to be assessed was well detailed as to indicators (typically physical), in most cases, it was not especially clear why or how the different gradients related to greater or lesser friendliness. Interpretation of what the numbers actually meant in terms of degrees of child-friendliness or what changes/corrective actions were implied, was therefore uncertain. 

· Important from both an outcome tracking perspective and, especially, as a strategy for improved teaching practice, teachers were not being guided to any significant extent in ways of regularly monitoring students’ learning or participation. Mapping the progress of students on criteria within each of the 5 dimensions could, for example, have provided data for teachers’ own use (in adjusting their teaching or classroom management behaviour) and for the project accountability in assessing its impact on children’s attendance (frequency, duration, timing of, or reasons for, absenteeism); learning readiness, style and progress on identified learning tasks; health and vulnerability status of specific children; communication with parents. 

On-going self-assessment within the project had been a recognized task from the outset, “an approach to encourage a greater degree of critical and reflective thinking among cluster school staff on important issues” (KAPE/f:5).  

· In consequence, a number of potential ways into this issue, developed by or available to, the project will require more focused development and use to become effective M&E tools. 

· For example, some of the above criteria have been reflected in the A and B protocols, but have not been extensively enough used, modified and tailored for specific application by teachers. 

· Forums such as the Thursday Technical Meetings were not yet reaching their potential as venues for progressive elaboration and sharing among teachers of their successes and challenges in implementing new CFS pedagogies. 

· The portfolios, intended as a means of helping teachers to understand and practise continuous assessment, were not yet proven fully effective in this respect. 

· Prospects for such improvement were promising, however. 

· The School-Self Assessment form, in the process of being revised as an analysis-cum-planning guide for schools for reflecting their status under the dimensions, also provided a very promising basis as a monitoring tool for following up progressive application of the plans and improvement on CFS status. 

· The Prey Veng example of LCSC training above was also an example of creative formative assessment through questions exploring progress within the dimensions e.g. effectiveness of the PWG in enabling them to develop CFS in the cluster; the quality of their own management processes; successes with different ways of dealing with teachers on professional, disciplinary and learning concerns.   

8. Expansion: Consolidating and Institutionalizing the CFS Framework

The CFS framework as proposed in Cambodia has constituted a complex education innovation. The goal of bringing the concepts, activities and results of the first CFS intervention project to scale i.e. extending their geographic reach and enhancing their institutional sustainability, is clearly relevant and should be feasible in that it addresses the EFA and ESSP priorities of the Government and UNICEF; recognizes concerns of communities and schools that better ways be found to deal with children’s poor participation and learning outcomes
; and has established many of the fundamentals of “what works” for children and teachers in the classroom. 

Success in realizing this expansion goal will require addressing two key criteria:

a) that both the CFS initiative and the education system are supported as “networks of multiple relationships” 
. This means that no one teacher, school or district, and no one policy, department or programme component can effectively enact or sustain in isolation the changes implied by the CFS.

b) that “expansion” is implemented in qualitative as well as quantitative terms as a process of institutional learning. This means that not just reaching greater numbers, but enabling more comprehensive understanding, commitment and ownership are necessary as conditions for CFS concepts, principles and methods being sustained. 

The three core CFS partners (UNICEF, MOEYS and KAPE) had already gone a considerable way to recognizing both of these criteria, and were beginning to plan in terms of them by the end of this evaluation. 

Multiple Relationships

The CFS project was, to a reasonable degree, designed to take into account the idea of multiple relationships in working with policy levels through POE/DOE and down to cluster schools. The Whole School approach proposed for the next phase is important in moving this framework further: working with schools as the units of intervention, rather than the teachers, while at the same time reinforcing the place of schools within the wider contexts of local and national systems. 

It is an approach which will continue to require interventions at multiple levels, but in a way which more explicitly identifies opportunities for strengthening the linkages and interactions -- among individuals, mechanisms and institutions. For example, 

· enabling teachers to work collaboratively, as self-confident and reflective professionals, with students, school directors, the community and, especially, with one another to facilitate progressively improved learning outcomes for children;

· developing schools as professional learning communities, able to provide good quality and inclusive learning environments to students, teachers and managers, set appropriately high and feasible standards of CFS excellence, and foster a participatory culture of open self-assessment, problem identification and progressive improvement;

· building the capacity of clusters to provide coordinated, professionally competent leadership oriented toward closing the capacity and resource gap between schools, establishing interactive links to both the user community and relevant governance systems, and pressing for mutual accountability on the part of both member schools and the wider system; and

· supporting DOE and POE officers to build an increasingly strong and coordinated local voice toward creating at national level an enabling policy environment of coherence, timely and equitable distribution of resources, and effective monitoring and capacity development mechanisms.

Multiple Dimensions of Expansion 

At least three processes are involved in the concept of expansion: 

· increasing the numbers of schools in, and the geographic reach of, the project; 

· facilitating learning of all CFS-related change (in teaching, management, cooperation) in ways that are deeply enough established to be adapted and sustained; and 

· shifting the perception and activities of the project from “pilot” to “permanent”. 

As indicated by the six expansion plans from the UNICEF-supported provinces, extending the project in numbers and geographic scope could be considered in a relatively straightforward way, a matter of having the financial and human resources available to deliver the core inputs of the CFS innovation to more school clusters: teaching aids, classroom and life-skills materials, travel and per diem for training and exposure workshops, scholarship support. 

Most of the provincial expansion plans, and project managers, recognized that enabling the second and third expansion processes was a much more complicated undertaking, involving:

· extending the depth of reach, to consolidate and institutionalize the principles and practice of child-friendly schools and learning environments in ways that foster continuity and growth from the inside; and 

· supporting all stakeholders to learn and change, to acquire and internalize new knowledge; to question current ways of thinking; to adapt behaviours in ways consistent with professional responsibility and effectiveness; and to develop the confidence and openness to interact on an equal footing across the education community. 

This will require, in turn, creating a systems map to: 

· identify who and what the critical focal points (people, roles, mechanisms) for sustaining the education delivery system are, and how CFS expansion will affect, and be affected, by them; 

· assess the appropriateness and relevance, strengths, weaknesses and potential of each focal point in terms of contributing to extending the reach and depth of CFS practice; and 

· provide the necessary enabling conditions (resources, training, networking) to allow each focal point to function effectively and to interact efficiently with the others.

Based on even this short introduction, it is clear that there will be major challenges in moving CFS to a wider and more comprehensive programme reach, and to a higher policy profile. The requirements of managing systems relationships and expansion processes are considerable, and made moreso by having to maintain the technical quality, professional integrity and accountability of the first, more limited, phase.  

During the time of the evaluation, a mix of strategies to address some of these matters was being considered by UNICEF and its partners. Most of them involved finding a balance: of costs and benefits; of building on available capacities while developing new ones; of limiting risks while taking advantage of opportunities. Some of these discussions are reflected in the following section.

Strategy 1: Maintaining UNICEF’s Comparative Advantage

 

An expansion strategy focusing on districts, clusters and schools that are most ready to engage with the CFS innovation, has a clear logic. Strong management skills and commitment; good infrastructure; reasonable pupil-teacher ratio were all identified as the necessary conditions for CFS implementation, and are thus sound criteria for expansion. Those able to act on their own, with these existing capacities, will presumably require less labour-intensive input, integrate more fully the additional resources, and realize stronger outcomes more quickly. 

· In all of this, they should also be able to serve as models and mentors to the rest of the system.  

One consequence of this strategy, however, will be in limiting – and perhaps excluding – project involvement with the most vulnerable and marginalized communities and schools. These have traditionally been the principal and, among the major international donors, the unique concerns of UNICEF. Selecting among the better district/cluster partners for the first pilot years made sense given the aim of testing the CFS framework as an innovation. It makes perhaps less sense now that the fundamentals of that framework have proven sound enough to be taken up by the MOEYS and other, more mainstream, donors. 

· A question for UNICEF, then, will be whether, in addition to extending the tested format of CFS intervention into the wider system, it is also able to play a value-added, advocacy function by testing options for CFS in situations of most disadvantage. 

One option, of course, would be to develop the project along two tracks: 

(a) to apply the major part of funding toward extending and strengthening CFS delivery, consolidation and institutionalization to those districts and cluster schools most able to engage; with 

(b)  a smaller and more focused affirmative action programme aimed at testing the viability of variously flexible approaches to reaching specifically vulnerable or marginal communities jointly identified by UNICEF and the PWG. 

Strategy 2: Taking Full Advantage of the Whole School Approach



As a strategy for moving toward a more coherent, cost-effective and comprehensive approach to school change, the WS approach is particularly appropriate. 

· CFS is an organizing framework for creating a holistic and inclusive quality learning environment for children. 

· The WS approach is similarly holistic in dealing with the broad environment of the school. 

· CFS aims at reaching all children; the WS approach aims at reaching all schools: complete or incomplete, marginalized and mainstream, rural and urban. 

· Both CFS and WS enable a focus on the least advantaged through participatory, flexible and learner-centered strategies. 

· Both recognize that being marginalized or remote does not mean being incapable, either as a learner or as a school.  

While there are potential risks in pursuing the WS design, there is also considerable potential for benefit, especially with respect to realizing the multiple networks and depth of reach criteria suggested earlier. The nature and extent of both the risks and the benefits will, of course, depend in large measure on what “whole school” comes to mean in practice. Based on one province’s rationale for working with schools as a whole, this potential should be fairly positive: 

 “Within this approach, teachers will create a supporting system to work together to share their understanding and experiences of CFS. TGL who have done a lot of training will be valuable resource people in the school and they will play an important role in initiating new activities and facilitating their colleagues to improve teaching and learning.”  (Stung Treng Expansion Plan)

A number of inter-related factors or conditions are suggested as important to consider in realizing this WS potential. 

a)  Interacting with the school as a whole needs to be recognized by stakeholders as the only way to ensure a comprehensive analysis-action-assessment process on the 5-dimensions of CFS.

· Neither the individual dimensions, nor the CFS as a whole, can be effectively addressed at the level of the individual classroom or teacher in isolation. The potential of CFS will only be realized by working with the school as the focal unit of implementation intervention, through the director and all staff, students and parents. 

· While this will not mean interacting with everyone is an equally intensive way, it should mean everyone being aware and given the opportunity to participate as fully as possible in the “learner-friendly experimenting school” (the phrase used to translate Whole School in one UNICEF-supported province). 

b) The WS approach must mean more than simply a “school-wide” one; more than simply requiring all teachers in the school to undertake the same basic CFS package of activities. 

· It is unlikely that all teachers would become equally engaged in any case; in every school, there will be a continuum, from those who are energetically ready to innovate to those prepared only to be passive observers. Some may be hostile. Simply providing materials and one-size fits all training may well result in more activities being delivered. 

· It is unlikely to lead to real change unless followed up by specifically teacher-tailored mentoring aimed at enabling each teacher to gain a sense of professional control over these activities.

Moving to this stage will require mapping and developing a human resource base for each school (PWG, TGL, core group TA), one that is appreciably more capable and engaged than was the case in the current project. The approach here would not be to expect or require all teachers to begin at the same time, from the same capacity “space” and with the same CFS activities. 

Rather, the basic CFS package would be one that: 

i) approaches each school holistically, as a unique community, with members who will be more or less able and willing to act from a position of mutual accountability and responsibility for children, families and their learning; 

ii) ensures all school staff are aware of being engaged in an important process of change/improvement based both on children’s right to an education, and on the principles of action incorporated in the CFS 5-dimensions as the proposed way of getting there; 

iii) allows all members to participate in the status-assessment of where their school is in respect of these dimensions and in negotiating the priority (few) actions needed to address deficiencies and build on strengths; and 

iv) provides the learning opportunities and materials needed to take action at the level of their available and potential capacity.  

c) Work with whole schools will be facilitated through simultaneous support to cluster development, especially aimed at helping LCSC close the CFS gap between weaker and stronger schools. 

· It should be more cost-efficient and effective for clusters to develop enabling environments on the basis of full “CFS schools”, as opposed to more scattered “CFS classrooms”: to coordinate more comprehensive analyses of gaps and strengths of the various schools with respect to in the 5 dimensions, and promote more efficient sharing of resources and capacity development exercises. 

d) The WS approach appeared to resonate well in schools.

· The evaluation did not explore in detail with schools the plan to move to a WS approach. However, where teachers did comment, they liked the idea. According to one group in Kampong Speu, it would “help make all the children motivated, not just the few in the CFS class”. TGL in that school were also supportive; having all teachers with the CFS materials would make their work with them easier: those teachers not in the current project, they felt, envied the resources provided peers and “jealousy” disinclined them to engage informally. With everyone involved, this would likely change into a more positive “competition” of who had the better decorated classroom and was “getting better test scores”. 

Strategy 3: Facilitating Capacity for Expansion

Based on interviews with senior MOEYS officers, there was common agreement on the need to proceed slowly with quantitative CFS expansion. 

· The priority was to concentrate instead on facilitating capacity for expansion by consolidating improved planning, implementation and monitoring skills and extending these “step-by-step” throughout the system. Though not articulated this way, it seemed also to be recognized that capacity was needed at two levels: 

a) people acquiring better technical control over their professional or technical practice, and of CFS as part of this; and 

b) creating capacity-to-develop-capacity, through development of strategies, methods and resources for producing “CFS-capable people” at all points in the system and on a consistent on-the-job basis. 

· Much of the expansion planning being done reflected these concerns. 

· Particularly important in this regard were suggestions of a more pronounced emphasis on decentralization: strengthening local coordination and ownership by bringing the PWG and MCBT into a “more proactive (role) in the new management structure” (KAPE/j:3). 

· Increasingly, it was assumed, MOEYS staff members would “take responsibility for leading the MCBT”, including the tasks of facilitating application of CFS-related innovations (e.g. the Tool Kit), diagnosing teaching behaviour and tracking results. PWG would “share their knowledge and skills with DOE officials, cluster staff members and Technical Grade Leaders”. 
· This would include key responsibility for comprehensive dissemination of the concepts and practice of the CFS 5-dimensions “package”: training in its application, reviewing progress, identifying constraints and removing barriers. Movement toward such internal systemic local control will be fundamental to CFS expansion. 
· Based on evidence of the project so far, it will not be straightforward or easy to do.  

· Rather, it will require close attention (consistent data testing) by all concerned to ensure a continued and mutually agreed match between level of effort requirements and member commitment, availability of time and capacity in both groups. 

 Strategy 4:  Changing from Piloting to Action Research



Like many ODA initiatives, the CFS project was defined as a pilot, but did not actually meet its conditions. 

· There were few baseline measures of factors/variables expected to change as a result of the intervention; 

· no systematic expositions of inputs and their assumed relationship to expected outcomes; and 

· inconsistent monitoring of input quality and adaptation. 

The exception to some degree was Kampong Cham insofar as a full-time team maintained a reasonably well-assessed intervention approach, and produced more consistent progress data and reporting as a result, but even here, analysis tended to be sporadic. 

Pilots are difficult to manage in the real-life situation of development intervention, however, especially with relatively limited resources. 

· More reasonable would have been to manage the intervention as loosely-structured action research. This would have meant not trying to orchestrate inputs and outcomes, but to monitor their implementation and tracking their progress under the different conditions of application. 

· This type of approach will be important for the expanded project, which obviously cannot be considered a pilot. It will be especially important for any affirmative action interventions that might be undertaken -- cases where UNICEF, the MOEYS or KAPE intend to show the efficacy of a particular model or approach e.g. tailoring the CFS framework to indigenous communities through bilingual learning; strategies for engaging particularly hard-to-reach or isolated communities; management and CFS capacity development in incomplete schools.  

Strategy 5: Identifying and Supporting Change Agents


Change agents are people who not only understand and apply an innovation, but are ready and committed to helping others in the system or community to do the same
.  These are not always people in senior official positions, though when they are, they are particularly important as supporters of change because they have the power to act. In many cases, however, change agents have little official power, but are able to influence peers and others because of the energy and clarity they bring to the issue.  

· Even from the relatively limited perspective of the evaluation, it was clear that change agents could and did exist at all levels: teachers, TGL, school directors, LCSC and CSSC members, officers of the PWG
. 

· To date, the project had developed no specific ways for acknowledging such people; there are, however, windows for such action. 

· PAP funds are available to “support the motivation” of POE, DOE and school directors who perform well and, although selection criteria were unclear, 77/136 directors within UNICEF-supported schools in Kampong Thom had received the award in 2004 on POE assessment of the their “management, planning, monitoring and technical expertise”
  One KAPE-supported school in Kampong Cham reported a CFS teacher winning a “best teacher” award on the recommendation of the LCSC and DOE.

· Taking explicit action to identify and encourage change agent potential as part of the expansion process will be an important means of promoting initiative, decentralized action and local ownership. 

· Coordinated with the MOEYS, this would mean identifying people with the interest and capacity to catalyze, model and mentor change from within their own settings, and providing them with ways to strengthen their action: special training, in-depth exchange visits, secondment honorarium for a “stage” in a counterpart agency. 

· A small, but not inconsequential, example of such an action involved the collection of case stories of improved practice and achievement of several teachers and school directors in Prey Veng. Edited into a “Provincial Education Magazine”, the cases both provided an “appreciation” of work well done and aimed to “persuade and draw the attention of others to follow this model”
.  

· In all cases, the objective would be specifically to encourage and enable genuine participation by change agents in:

· “thinking behind” CFS reforms; 

· contributing to conceptualization, planning and monitoring processes both within and beyond the positions they fill; 

· linking them together, mobilizing networks for sharing expertise and experience in expressly system-oriented ways. 

· Particularly important as a focus here will be finding and engaging teachers and TGL in the change agent role, within their school clusters, but also across provinces and nationally. 

1. One example of how a change agent cohort might be generated was suggested by an NGO educator
 in the context of the new curriculum and the “expectation that teachers will be able to switch fairly easily from current textbook-based teaching to standards-based teaching to support the curriculum reforms now proposed”.  Because many teachers would likely not be able to do this easily, and CFS was “the sort of programme which would at least provide a pool of teachers more likely to be able to do it”, one strategy might be to draw from this pool a key few to take on an activist role.     

9. Conclusions

Strengths

· Within the parameters of its objectives, design and strategies and to varying degrees in the different districts, provinces and departments of its application, the CFS project has made important and reasonable progress in creating an effective “partnership for Child-Friendly Schools” among UNICEF, MOEYS and KAPE. This partnership, in turn:

· made the language of child-friendliness increasingly clear, visible and consistent as a shared reference for talking about system quality, access and effectiveness;
· introduced the critical tasks of creating the school as the primary focus of action in proactively building a child-friendly learning environment, and setting the school within a wider CFS-enabling environment of policies, programmes and resources; 

· mobilized the interest, and in many cases commitment, of stakeholders representing the full continuum of the system’s points-of-entry -- schools and communities, POE/ DOE, PTTC and national policy bodies -- to engage in basic CFS thinking and action;

· began to prove the potential viability of a “CFS system” by clarifying the necessary conditions under which the CFS framework could become part of broader education reform, and the barriers to be overcome in doing so.  

· As a consequence of all of this, the project shifted the place of CFS within UNICEF and the MOEYS. No longer simply a guiding theme running through the EBEP or a set of activities, it has been emerging to form the foundation framework of UNICEF’s education programming and, to some extent, an important point of departure for MOEYS in its wider reform efforts under ESSP and EFA. 

· The project has realized perhaps its best potential for significant change with respect to teachers and their teaching practice. 

· A notable strength of the project has been in operationalizing the idea that a child-friendly school is also a teacher-friendly one. 

· Interventions with teachers, through the modules of the psycho-social learning menu, were the most extensive of the project in quantitative terms, the most technically well-designed and arguably the most crucial. Inevitably these inputs were also the most dispersed, given the large numbers involved, and for any one teacher, overly minimal. Nevertheless, the project provided teachers the opportunity to realize immediate feedback from children as they attempted to change their behaviour, and so to gain insight into how their behaviour might affect learning. 

· This has been key to the concept of CFS taking hold at classroom level; consolidating and extending this progress by improving teachers’ control of underlying learning theories and pedagogical principles will be critical to the next phase. 

· Several factors have contributed to project progress. All remain fairly fragile in terms of institutionalization, and warrant further elaboration in the next phase.

· Project managers and partners have built a basis of trust and mutual responsibility among them by working increasingly together through the Steering Committee and other venues to ensure both a shared understanding of the broad intent of the CFS concept, and a readiness to integrate it as a coherent set of action principles. 

· Project activities, chiefly those of the Service Menu, have been perceived by managers and users as:

· relevant to their education and development priorities, 

· technically sound and, 

· on the whole, appropriate to the objectives sought.

In consequence, most of them have established a basic foothold in terms of awareness, interest and initial application in the various implementation settings.

· The project has begun to work around the ubiquitous problem of the “cascade model” of training delivery, by gradually enabling the focal points and mechanisms responsible for capacity development throughout the system to incorporate CFS concepts and actions within/as extensions of existing activities, and thus bringing the learning process closer to participants’ own working context.   

· To a fair degree, the project has been able to maintain a reasonably coherent CFS “model”, while tailoring actions to the specific capacities and priorities of different contexts - of 5 individual provinces and many districts and schools. In large measure, it has done so by 

· working through, and building on, existing provincial, district and school structures and mechanisms, linking these in turn to UNICEF and KAPE provincial structures; and

· collaborating effectively with government, donors and NGOs in the wider education community. 

· Largely a consequence of the flexibility provided by its relatively loose operational framework, modular activities and openness to networking on the part of all three partners, the project has been able to respond and adapt effectively to new opportunities, in both Cambodia and the region, for expanding the CFS concept, accommodating new ideas and incorporating unplanned linkages and tools. 

Challenges

· The project has been weakest in not moving more forcefully to anchor the CFS innovation, to consolidate and institutionalize the concept, framework and principles of action in permanent structures and functions of the MOEYS. 

Several factors contributed to this:

· In general, rationales for activities have not been explicitly or consistently defined in terms of the CFS principles or dimensions they were meant to address. Nor have they been tied closely to one another e.g. the taxonomy to the portfolio; life skills to scholarships. 

· This has led to a sense of scatter across the interventions, creating a project more activity-based than conceptually-framed and making it difficult to plan and monitor for clear and agreed outcomes. 

	This was especially evident in the teacher/classroom-based activities of the psycho-social learning sector (the effective dimension) which did not appear to be coming together clearly to teachers as a synthesis of  “fundamental CFS learning conditions” or “core CFS teaching strategies”.  


· The ability of the project to foster consolidation of change was limited by its not sufficiently designing, implementing or following-up capacity development interventions as complete learning events; in not ensuring enough time, resources and an outcome-orientation to enable supervised on-site application and adaptation of learning. 

· Progress on institutionalization of CFS was limited by the light-handed attention given to initiating a CFS accountability culture within the MOEYS; in neither catalyzing a demand nor building-up capacity for:

· strengthening an internal problem-solving and outcome-focused orientation to managing CFS-related data e.g. the quality and extent of CFS activity implementation; or

· generating a wider user-focused base of CFS tools to enable continuous on-site planning, design and monitoring of ways to envision CFS objectives, assess readiness, monitor outcomes, guide implementation.

· The project has come under some pressure for failing to generate quantitative change in key EFA efficiency goals: enrolment, progression and retention. 

· While this was also a conclusion of the evaluation, it was also important to note that CFS is a process of change, not a product of it. 

· Evidence of improved efficiency would be only one indicator of this process, and likely one of the last to be observed as progress on creating a child-friendlier system is institutionalized. 

· That said, lack of an integrated and systematic results-oriented monitoring and evaluation framework within the project seriously hampered its development of a cumulative evidence-base to indicate whether and how progress on outcomes was being realized, and where adjustments to improve practice might have been made. 

Implications

1. Based on progress made so far, recognized weaknesses in consolidation and institutionalization, and pressures to make more observable progress toward EFA/ESSP goals, the plan to reconceptualize the project’s next phase design and strategy is relevant and appropriate.

2. Introducing CFS necessarily involved a complex process of organizational change and innovation. The core design and intervention strategies of the project had, therefore, to be based on assumptions as to how expected outcomes could best be realized on the basis of existing capacities and available resources. 

3. Most of these assumptions have proven to be sound, but all have needed to be revisited in adjusting to both the changes the project has generated and those in the policy environment. Elements of these reformulations of particular importance are those aimed at increasing the coherence and integration of CFS within the system though: 

· building stronger policy linkages to the ESSP and national reform efforts overall; 

· casting all project actions within a province-wide perspective; and 

· pursuing a Whole School approach that in qualitative, as well as quantitative, terms will work on a collective “school as community” basis.

10. Recommendations

The recommendations here are based on the intention of UNICEF and MOEYS to focus the next five years on expanding the CFS project to create a more comprehensive CFS system. 

Two major assumptions underlie this shift in thinking, and therefore the  recommendations: 

( That CFS expansion will be less as a matter of getting bigger, and more a process of institutional change integrated into Cambodia’s overall education reform; and

( That project partners, and gradually all stakeholders, will actively collaborate to: 

· Make the education system as a system child-friendly by 

1. Thinking about their work in more child-focused ways, 

2. Challenging their current ideas and behaviours, and 

3. Continuing to test new CFS strategies, methods and tools. 

1. Identify indicators and track progress on 

· the quality and use of CFS inputs, 

· selection and adaptation of activities appropriate to local conditions, priorities and perspectives; and 

· the generation of new CFS practice, based on outcomes realized and local lessons learned.

Moving toward expansion in this way will require actions to 

(a) make the CFS concept much more explicit as the analytical lens through which all aspects of education policy and practice are conceived, planned, implemented and/or assessed; and 

(b) to apply the dimensions more strategically, as practical guides to policy and programme decisions and progress monitoring. The following two sections recommend actions in both areas.

Making CFS the Analytical Lens



a) Extend Reach Holistically 


While this is to a large degree a matter of numbers -- including more classes, schools, clusters and districts in more of the training and mentoring, provision of materials and monitoring,  

· It is recommended that the conception of the “whole school” be widened, to apply also to the conception of a “whole system”. 

1. Reconsider the 70% coverage objective: 

(i) Reframe the goal as one of reaching the country and each province as an education system, all parts of which can be influenced by CFS thinking to some degree; and 

(ii) Differentiate what “coverage” will mean specifically for each part of that system e.g. school, cluster, governance community, public awareness (example of these are reflected in the remaining recommendations).

National Level Actions 

a) Work increasingly within the Steering Committee on ways to reflect CFS concepts explicitly in national policy, especially in harmonizing ESSP decisions with the CFS framework
. 

b) Make “meta-monitoring” a priority function of the MCBT: to synthesize and put into national policy terms the experiences of implementing the CFS framework: successes, challenges and cost-benefit of strategies, methods, outcomes. 

c) Identify and collaborate more systematically with actions at national level which have potential for extending the message of CFS throughout the country. E.g.: 

a) Work with TTD to include CFS into the school director training curricula, especially focusing on women expected to fill 30% of new SD positions; 

b) Support PRD in applying a CFS lens to the new curriculum, especially to reflect implications for teaching methods; 

c) Contribute CFS concepts and criteria to the work of the EFA Quality Working Group
.   

d) Continue to move slowly into the Lower Secondary level through 

1. Collaboration with KAPE on small-scale piloting in Kg Cham and Thom; 

2. Adding CFS references/links to other MOEYS/donor LS projects; 

3. Advocacy with provincial officers to incorporate CFS into their interactions with LS schools; and 

4. Encouraging sharing of CFS experiences between CFS primary school directors and their secondary school counterparts.

Provincial/Cluster Level Actions
· Change from an “expansion by input” approach to an “expansion by outcomes” one. For example: 

(i) From a statement such as “x% of schools will receive the minimum package” in Year 1, 

(ii) To a statement such as “by the end of Year 1, x% of teachers using the taxonomy will demonstrate control to the point where they can frame subsequent questions on the basis of students responses”
. 

· Strengthen the analytical and advocacy capacity of the POE/PWG to create a CFS-enabling environment that reflects 

1. CFS specifically in province-wide policy and data management; 

2. Improved diagnostic inspection and mentoring at school level; 

3. Well-guided clusters, able to generate CFS-based annual workplans; and 

4. Successful advocacy at national level for action on key province priorities e.g. teacher deployment, timely distribution of PAP and completion of partial schools.  

· Encourage PWG members to engage with non-UNICEF-supported schools in CFS advocacy, mentoring and monitoring tasks
. 

· Incorporate school-wide CFS-sensitization activities into the School Readiness interventions to be provided to all grade 1 teachers (e.g. through a series of Thursday Technical Meetings)
.

· Design/facilitate horizontal exchange and collaboration in all CFS-clusters focused on the CFS framework and dimensions. For example: 

a. Joint school-school analysis and planning sessions; 

b. Sharing of experiences gained and lessons learned in Thursday Technical Meetings jointly delivered to all cluster teachers; 

c. Teacher-teacher mentoring; 

d. Joint CSSC and LCSC action on building interactive SMIS; 

e. Broadened scope of student associations and peer support to include more academic, inclusion and health-related issues. 

· Establish a support network among teachers of PTTC Practice/Co-operative schools to further develop, implement and track the CFS pre-service modules. 
b) Consolidate Learning Outcomes


Building a CFS system requires all system actors building a sense of ownership in the process 

· Ensure that all of those involved in any aspect of the CFS as an innovation understand the thinking behind its concepts, materials and activities to a level where they can continue to adapt and promote CFS changes within their own responsibility context. 

1. Shift away from large training events, focusing instead on:

· Facilitated exchanges, peer support arrangements, on-the-job mentoring, targeted at key systems-change focal points (POE/DOE working groups, cluster and school directors, TGL, MCBT); and

· Developing a strategy for making CFS the framework of an improved Thursday Technical Meeting mechanism e.g. introducing new teaching methods and classroom management practices in the TTM and linking these to change activities and in-class mentoring in individual classrooms.

2. Undertake diagnostic needs assessments of the major training modules that have been delivered to key stakeholders to determine levels of learning realized, any gaps or confusions, and further stages of module development and application needed in order to consolidate and extend the learning.  

3. Make it a condition of all capacity development activities (awareness raising, mentoring, small/large group training) that sufficient technical, budget and infrastructure resources are available for follow-up of on-the-job application,  helping users to critique, adapt and build on the new knowledge or skills and guiding them in moving to the next appropriate level of learning.

4. Make it a condition of all requests for further capacity development support that a thorough assessment is undertaken of, and the request built on, application of previous training, any changes produced, the capacity gaps remaining, and new issues identified since the previous activities 

c) Institutionalize the CFS Framework
 


Building a CFS system requires integrating the innovation into existing practice in ways which allow adaptation on both sides. 

· Ensure that all core CFS principles, practices and resources are interpreted in terms of implications for MOEYS structures and functions making explicit the shift “from pilot to permanent”
. 

1. Plan, design and deliver every CFS action in ways which make it clear when, how, by whom and through what resources it will be integrated into regular policies, structures and functions of the MOEYS at national and/or local level. 

2. Incorporate POE and DOE more strategically into the learning and change processes of expansion, giving particular attention to the specifics of what they need to do and know in creating CFS environments in their multiple roles  as technical experts, innovation interpreters and supervisor/mentors
. 

3. Increase emphasis on technical training and networking capacities of LCSC, as key coordinating mechanisms) and TGL (as primary agents for teachers’ professional development) expressly in terms of their ability to act interdependently in a decentralized CFS system. 

4. Promote and support formal and informal professional linkages, networks and associations of key CFS implementers (POE, cluster/school directors, TGL, TTC instructors, teachers) to enable those with CFS training and experience to share these with non-trained peers, on a regular basis. 

5. Give more attention to consolidating the CFS learning introduced through the PTTC modules by: 

· Putting stronger emphasis on facilitating its application into the practicum segment, working extensively with Practice/Cooperative School teachers to strengthen them as mentors; 

· Working with both POE and TTD to identify strategies for more effective, coordinated supervision of TTC graduates in their first teaching year – including training of TGL in in-class mentoring; and 

· Strengthening Primary School Inspectors in their turnkey role of diagnostic supervision of CFS-trained graduates, helping them establish themselves as professionals. 

6. Design and improve study visits and other exchange activities as continuous learning events, requiring: 

· Clear learning objectives; 

· Preparation by participants of strategies for asking and answering work-related CFS questions and addressing CFS challenges; and 

· Detailed follow-up plans focusing on lessons learned and their “back home” application.

d) Inform Practice through Monitored Outcomes 


Building a CFS system requires creating a self-correcting learning system 

· Ensure actions that will build a strong monitoring system capable of regularly and consistently generating, analyzing and sharing results-oriented data, based on clear and mutually-agreed indicators, and in ways that are relevant and user-focused enough to catalyze and guide improved policy and practice. 

· Harmonize all data collection and reporting actions to ensure data complement, extend and do not duplicate or compete with each other  e.g. combine reporting on CFS and cluster development.

· Design and implement the WS approach in ways that make systematic data collection outcome- rather than input-oriented, that are cost-effective, and that are broad enough to reveal patterns or trends in relationships between inputs and results. For example:

· Make school self-assessments joint school-community negotiations to  agree on a shared vision of what the school will look and act like in each dimension, gather data determining where it is now in each of these, and decide the actions they will each take to move forward. 

· Enable school directors and TGL to track the quality and relevance of inputs to planning for, and attendance at, Thursday Technical meetings, the contents and follow-up of these, and problems raised in the different dimension areas. 

· Require all classes to account for sex-disaggregated data on absenteeism, tests scores, children with disabilities or signs of abuse etc

· Generate, assess and use data in ways which are explicitly user-oriented, through participation by users in the design and implementation of the tools and ensuring them sufficient time and resources to decide remedial actions based on the data.   

· Help all CFS sites and all levels of stakeholders to contribute to the systematic and regular monitoring of progress data through providing tools which:   

· Ask questions and collect data that are understood and considered important by practitioners (managers, teachers);

· Make their work, from their perspective, easier and better; and 

· Are relatively easy to use, with clear accountability as to who will collect data using the tools, when and how they will use them.

· Encourage, enable and use focused feedback from the various training and awareness-raising activities, in ways which will provide guidance to progressive improvement and change. 

Making the Dimensions work as Practical Guides



The strength of the CFS conception lies in its claim to integrate within its dimensions both the necessary and sufficient conditions of a school that enables all children to realize positive learning outcomes. Any education reform initiative in support of the improved quality and inclusion of schools, therefore, can be rationalized within the CFS frame. 

· Consistently plan, monitor and extend to national policy and practice all UNICEF education interventions under the CFS umbrella, defining each on the basis of how it will promote child-friendliness specifically, and how its objectives and resources will coordinate with/reinforce other CFS actions. Specifically,

1. Gradually move away from the current presentation of CFS as limited to one component (i.e. Programme 2) and as one action among several (i.e. along with the SRP, inclusive education, multi-grade education, accelerated classes for over-aged children etc).

2. Reframe the introduction of each dimension in the CFS Package (UNICEF/m. Section 4) in a less functional, more conceptual way to elaborate the quality or access issues each dimension expects to address, not activities per se
. 

3. Present the 2-3 specific activities of each dimension as “good practice options” for realizing the its goals, not the only options; and

4. Make the 6th dimension more prominent, incorporating the policy and systems capacity development interventions of the EBEP as they relate to providing the enabling environment for the other five dimensions.  

Following are some general and more specific recommendations for action under each dimension
.

1st Dimension: Inclusion

· Broaden activities to address more explicitly participation by all children, of different and difficult circumstances, in terms both of enabling access to school and engaging them in learning processes, by strengthening school and community capacities to map and assess a wider range of exclusionary factors.  

1. Include in the CFS “basic package” strategies, methods and content specifically to encourage and enable school officers and especially teachers to assess children’s distinct learning-related characteristics, plan lessons around them and assess progress in terms of them. 

2. Broaden life-skills to incorporate a quality-of-living perspective, in addition to the current livelihood training
; and broaden the range of their delivery to include stand-alone training activities, regular lessons stressing active learning and problem-solving methods, extra-curricular research and nonformal modules, collaboration with CFS-compatible programmes e.g. IPM.

3. Strengthen the value and sustainability of scholarships for poverty-vulnerable children through action to increase the collective competency and consistency of clusters, schools and communities to: 

· Map at-risk families; 

· Understand the complexity of reasons for non or sporadic attendance; 

· Tailor funding interventions appropriately; and

· Recognize that scholarships will be the best or only solution in every case or for the long term. 

4. Increase support to clusters, schools and teachers to design creative approaches to remedial interventions, in and outside the classroom, for enabling all at-risk children to progress in school through more finely-tailored strategies addressing varied learning and development challenges.  

5. Promote and support cluster/school capacities for discriminating among the types and causes of children who are “not-present”, focusing especially on strategies for collecting data on absenteeism, to enable clusters, schools and communities taking appropriate remedial action and keeping accurate efficiency statistics. Indicate, for example:

· which children are staying away, why and for how long; 

· any patterns of non-attending children, highlighting those factors over which school/cluster have some control or influence; and 

· context-sensitive definitions of non-attendance (including absenteeism, transferring to other schools, dropping out) 

2nd Dimension:  Academic Effectiveness

· Emphasize helping teachers gain control over teaching/learning processes as self-directed professionals; beginning with planning, execution and assessment of child-centred lessons; by promoting teachers’ capacities to work through peer arrangements to innovate with classroom management, teaching methods and materials.

· Provide opportunities for teachers to develop their self-confidence as professionals by focusing explicitly on training and, especially, peer-mentoring to: 
· Explore “under the surface” and test application in their classrooms of new  teaching methods and tools (e.g. taxonomy, portfolio); 
· Foster a less deferential attitude to hierarchy and outside expertise through better control over pedagogical and child development theory, use of terminology, access to examples of relevant teaching innovations;
· Promote enthusiasm for “pushing the limits” of their own practice. 
· Specifically promote and guide teachers toward a readiness to innovate: to generate their own materials, approaches to classroom management, strategies for child-focused life-skills activities i.e. to manipulate the methods and activities of the psycho-social learning service menu modules in ways appropriate to their own and their students’ changing needs and circumstances.

· Examples of efforts in other schools/provinces to adapt and innovate should be explicitly sought out and shared, both successful and unsuccessful attempts analyzed as important learning opportunities for all.

· Find ways to recognize innovative teachers as change agents. 

3rd Dimension: Healthy and Protective 

There have been relatively few activities promulgated under this dimension, and none in protection. Those which have been implemented have tended to be “delivered to” rather than to “engage with” schools (e.g. breakfasts, de-worming regimes, latrines).

· Broaden the scope of this dimension to include school-based analyses of, and engagement with, health-related issues affecting participation and learning, with particular attention to strengthen teachers’ capacities for monitoring changes to students’ health and nutrition status.

· Incorporate a stronger protection component through promoting school analyses especially related to children’s status with respect to abuse, domestic problems, and their learning of risk-avoidance and health-seeking knowledge, attitudes and behaviour;  link with programmes dealing with HIV/AIDS, trafficking etc.  

4th Dimension: Gender Equality

1. Include all references to gender, boys and girls, in this dimension (even if also in others) toward ensuring comprehensive, integrative gender-sensitive planning and monitoring; encourage proactive searching for patterns of differential access, participation and learning
.

1. Make as part of the CFS basic package the requirement that all school clusters begin a process of on-going gender analysis, looking at issues both of responsiveness (e.g. are staff proactive in identifying and creating opportunities for enhancing equality for boys and girls?) and sensitivity (e.g. are school regulations and materials free of gender stereotyping?)

2. Review all cluster, CSSC and other management-related mechanisms to ensure balanced representation by women and men; encourage more women to become involved on and with the CFS Steering Committee. 

5th  Dimension: Community, Parent and Children’s Participation 

2. Energetically pursue the plan to facilitate a more mature level of engagement between school clusters and the wider “governance” environment (e.g. through cooperation with the MOI, commune councils and the various EFA committees), enabling schools to become systemically more child-friendly by engaging as both contributors to, and beneficiaries of, community-wide thinking and resources. 

1. Undertake actions explicitly to generate a bottom-up conceptual and operational definition of what a child-friendly school means to specific communities, parents and children, to ground CFS in local perceptions of need, feasibility of action and locus of responsibility.

2. Encourage and support clusters to engage with district and provincial authorities, commune councils etc on broad concerns such as:

· The design and management of comprehensive SMIS; 

· Improving teachers’ deployment and conditions of service; 

· Monitoring reliability of school staff (e.g. controlling absenteeism, insisting on accountable transparency); 

· Collaborating on socio-economic planning and tracking to foster effective links with curriculum content, life skills programmes, helping families manage resources. 

6th Dimension: CFS-Enabling Environment

3. Integrate this dimension explicitly into the CFS basic package to ensure coherent and comprehensive action making environments “ready” for CFS, rather than making CFS-readiness a pre-condition for action.  

a) Move activities such as school director “visioning and goal setting” training and school self-assessment and planning to this dimension
, to provide a framework for enabling analysis and action within and across all dimensions.  

b) Avoid creating further transitory “working group” arrangements and initiate sunset plans for those already formed, focusing instead on backstopping, strengthening and reforming CFS mandates of existing mechanisms. 

c) Prioritize development of SMIS capacities and systems in all existing and new CFS school clusters, ensuring that CFS data are appropriately reconciled/aligned with, and extend the completeness of, other data systems. 

d) Assess and design all action taken in support of CFS specifically with reference to how it is expected to strengthen or weaken the policy, programme and structural environment as a whole, not just in the narrower terms of the project. 

Annex 1
Major Evaluation Tasks Identified in the Terms of Reference

· To assess the degree to which the intended results and outcomes of the CFS programme were achieved.

· To assess the effectiveness of the management structure and coordination mechanisms at all levels.

· To assess the outcomes in terms of:

- Improvement of classroom environment in terms of classroom organization and display of students work.

- Improvements of school environment in terms of inclusion, gender-sensitivity, health and hygiene promotion.

- Improvements in teaching, teachers increasingly using of child-centred teaching techniques, and use of teaching aids. 

- Student participation, active learning, increased learning outcomes, and attendance.

- Improved school management practices

- Increased community participation in support of school improvement plans.

· In terms of expected outcomes, assess schools participating in CFS versus non participating schools.

· Assess the effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation systems in place and make recommendations for improvement.

· Assess the CFS expansion strategy in terms of coherence, realism, and sustainability. 

· Assess to what extent project costs (inputs) demonstrate reasonability and commensurate with the expected results. 

· To recommend programme adjustments to achieve better results and outcomes.

· To present evaluation results in a round-table meeting with concerned departments of MOEYS, UNICEF, and other stakeholders.

Annex 2

Field Visit Strategy
[Memo sent out to PWG through the respective UNICEF provincial offices, May 12/05. Given directly to the KAPE team May 13/05. It is part of the methodology of the evaluation.]

For the first visit to the provinces, the focus will be on learning about people’s experiences with the CFS programme: 

· what CFS means to them; 

· in what ways they have been involved; 

· what differences CFS has made to them, to the quality of learning and teaching in the school and to the effectiveness of POE, DOE and cluster support to schools.

Each provincial visit should last one day. If possible, it would be helpful to visit two clusters using the following criteria:

1. they have been involved in CFS for 3-4 years;

2. one has had a positive experience with CFS and the other is still struggling;

3. they are reasonably close together so one can be visited in the morning, the other in the afternoon. [In fact, each was visited for a full day] 

If possible in each site, meetings with the following groups are requested:

a) the PWG (as many members as possible)

b) the LCSC (as many members as possible)

c) teachers from one or more schools (some who are involved with CFS and some who are not)

d) a Community Support Committee, especially including parents 

e) students  (some who are/have been in CFS and some who are/have not)

Also, if possible, it would be helpful if the following information can be provided in advance of the visit, so it can be used as a focus of discussion:

· any statistics from the cluster schools (those involved with CFS and those not yet involved) on enrolment, repetition, progression rates, completion rates, for boys and girls, over the last 3-4 years;

· any CFS-related evaluations the cluster or PWG has done.

Thank you

Annex 3

Persons/Groups Met

10/5
Chorn Chheang Ly, Head of Primary Education


1/1 interview

12/5
Keo Sarath, and Education Unit, Save the Children/Norway

group interview

13/5
KAPE Kampong Cham,
CFS Management Team


group meeting 

17/5
Prey Toteung School/Cluster, Kg Cham


LCSC, TGL, CFS/non-CFS teachers, students


group meetings

18/5
Sarong Borei School/Cluster, Kg Cham


LCSC, TGL, CFS/non-CFS teachers, students


group meetings 

20/5
Leang Seng Hak, Director TTD




1/1 interview


24/5
Kampong Cham PTTC, Practice/Co-operative School


group discussions

25/5 
UNICEF EPO Prey Veng





1/1 interview

PTTC, Practice/Co-operative School, PWG 



group discussions

27/5
Leang Nuong Ly, Deputy Director-General, General Education

1/1 interview

30/5
Trapaing Chhouk School/Cluster, Kampong Speu

LCSC, TGL, CFS/non-CFS teachers, students, PWG


group meetings

31/5
Rolaing Chhouk School/Cluster, Kampong Speu

LCSC, TGL, CFS/non-CFS teachers, students


group meetings

PTTC and student teachers 




group meeting

2/6
Ou Eng, Deputy Director-General of General Education

1/1 interview

3/6
Sok Boreth, Primary Education Department/MCBT member

1/1 interview

4/6
Nath Bunroeun, Under-Secretary of State, MOEYS


1/1 interview

7/6
CFS Project Steering Committee (MOEYS, KAPE, UNICEF, SCN)


Presentation of initial evaluation results



group discussion 

9/6
PETM, Kampong Thom – UNICEF PP/EPO



group discussion

10/6
EDUCAM, Phnom Penh





group discussion

13/6
Kampong Speu – Ang Po Cluster School (non-supported)

POE Inspector, LCSC, teachers




group discussions

13/6
Richard Geeves, World Education, Phnom Penh


1/1 interview

13/6
Magnus Heden, Liesbeth Roolvink, UNICEF

 

joint discussion

14/6
UNICEF PCR, presentation of findings 



group meeting

16/6
Magnus Heden, UNICEF





1/1 interview

20/6
SIDA-SAT Team, presentation of findings



group discussion

21/6
Jimmy Chan, KAPE on “District Potential” survey


1/1 interview

21/6
Persy So, Ila Varma





discussion

Annex 4

Example of a Change Agent

While there continued to be general weakness in the strategic planning capacity at provincial level, this was not uniformly the case. The comments
 below from one POE Deputy indicated clearly that some were thinking very much about the value of CFS and its challenges going forward. Whether or not one agrees with all of the analyses or conclusions, they provide a good example of the value “change agents” can bring in extending project, peer and systems thinking.

On most important CFS actions: First has been its concept, training teachers to know what the character of a child-friendly school is. After their training, the second important action has been to follow them up, monitoring in order to help them where they are weak and reinforce more fully where needed. The third is changing teaching and learning activities; these need to be fun so that children will come to school happily. This means teaching behaviour must change; communication must be closer between the teacher and the students; teachers need to relate to them better; treat them all equally; use ideas like learning corners and library activities – sending students to collect information about their community. The fourth is partnership with the community and each other in the cluster, to help children with their learning and to attend regularly.

On remediation: The most fundamental support (from KAPE) has been help with classroom arrangements and promoting children’s cooperative learning, discussion and self-study, as remediation for weaker students - inside the classroom, with the stronger ones helping weaker ones, or those in higher grades helping those in the lower grades; and outside the school, through self-study at home. The holiday remediation programme has been too short; in October, we (the Ministry) will ask teachers to identify weak students so we can help them in a timely way…..Teachers were trained (by the MOEYS) on how to teach different types of children – those who are lazy, weak in learning, from abusive families …. CFS teachers can add onto this training, to make the remediation better. We call it “remediation-plus”. 

On expansion: It is not easy to expand. The first year, with 17 classes, the passing result was 87%, but as the number of classes expanded, it went down. We need to have criteria for expansion. First, we need teachers who volunteer, are creative, committed and diligent. All teachers are not like this. Second, we need monitors – inspectors and supervisors who come more regularly to help the teachers. The more we expand, the fewer of these monitoring activities we can do. Third, we cannot base expansion on the assumption that all can do it; we need to focus on those schools which show capacity to act. 

On the Whole School:  The Whole School means that in each school, we need all equally, no discrimination; no differently-oriented classes. It means we should not have “you are a CFS teacher, and you are not a CFS teacher.” In the environment of the pilot, the word “volunteer” was used, to be sure the pilot would be good. Now, the MOEYS is committed to Whole School , and the PTTC are training teachers on CFS, so in the future even the non-volunteers need to do it. There is more work. It “will happen” if the MOEYS is behind it, but you still need the trainers, the monitors and supervisors. We assume the non-committed and the not-diligent will still be there, and so you have to work through the school directors, because they are the permanent supervisors. This means the school management team will have to be strengthened.  We need to find ways of providing more training on the CFS concept and methods to all management levels, from POE down to the clusters….The MCBT is important in this, but as we are trained in the province, the need for it will be reduced. It can come quarterly or by semester, instead of once a month….Also, the schools from the first pilot are stronger, they can serve as the base to help the weaker ones in partnership…. The TGL are very important here, to be sure the teachers are well-trained and monitored. But TGL already have heavy workloads as teachers; some do double-shifts. MOEYS and UNICEF need to help find ways to reduce their workloads so they can play a better role helping teachers
.
Annex 5
Examples of Progress Indicators for CFS-System Development
(NB: The progress indicators suggested here are examples. It will be important that PIs are identified, negotiated and agreed by those actually involved and responsible for as users, implementers and monitors) 

A: Generic Examples

	CFS as a PROJECT
	CFS as part of the SYSTEM 

	Concept Clarity/Agreement
CFS concepts are appropriately elastic, enabling adaptation while maintaining agreement on the project’s CFS foundation.

An increasing number of people, especially at provincial and school level, speak less about CFS in terms of “more activities and materials”, and more about how they are using CFS to guide their own school management, teaching or policy-making actions.
More frequent references in MOEYS policies and programmes to CFS and the six dimensions, especially as a framework or rationale for action.

Project Efficiency

Decreasing diffusion of education programming (01, 02, 03) outside the CFS dimensions.

Increased clarity and coordination of education budget allocation around the 6 CFS dimensions.

Increased cooperation and coordination between education and other sectors within CFS dimensions.

Project Effectiveness

Stakeholders at all levels increasingly set their own CFS agenda through comprehensive, collaborative use of self managed and oriented assessments.

Cluster schools increasingly make activity selections that are shared, appropriate and feasible and that realize outcomes.  

Informed Action

Increasingly consistent, user-focused evaluative data collected and used at all levels within the 6 dimensions 

Increasingly more focused and analytical Quarterly Reports prepared by EPO, with higher quality data including definitions, sources and dates.

Partnership Building 

Evidence of increasingly shared  responsibility between UNICEF and MOEYS for core CFS project-related analysis and planning, decision-making and application, monitoring – with MOEYS linking its participation to its wider policies and programmes.   

PWG, Core Groups become less visible as project-oriented “groups”, as members blend CFS thinking and action into their regular work as inspectors, DOE/POE directors, PTTC officers, LCSC.
	Dimensions 
Inclusion

Increased signs of government-community-school cooperation on physical accessibility and infrastructure of more schools

SMIS in more clusters and working effectively

Effectiveness

Regular delivery of agreed texts/materials

Teacher deployment/conditions of support commitments systematically fulfilled.

Teachers generating own teaching methods/aids 

More children accessing/using resources, well-stocked library more frequently.

Teachers increasingly more proficient at lesson planning, linking learning outcomes to teaching inputs in both preparation and in-class adaptation.  

Healthy/Protective

More schools with water-sanitation “basics”

Strengthening cluster-community cooperation on protection support networks and monitoring 

Gender

More women in all MOEYS, cluster and school management  positions

More gender-sensitive analysis and planning, sex-disaggregated data. 

Gender equity in enrolment, progression

Participation

Growth in student association numbers, level and kinds of responsibility

 Increases in community participation and involvement in school core decision-making

Enabling Environment 

Thursday Technical meetings planned, with substantive user-oriented focus, held regularly 

Clusters and Commune Councils engaging in substantive governance discussions 

Ownership
Increasing evidence of responsibilities for CFS being understood and applied by each level of the system, as part of its own mandate and function. 

Evidence of each level of the system becoming more consistent and accurate in collecting and managing formative data for its own use, and of the types of data becoming more complex or sophisticated in reflecting the 6 dimensions.  

Clusters and schools showing increasingly more initiative/independence in undertaking situation analyses and selecting activities matching CFS dimensions and  sub-sectors of their community. 

Consolidation
Increasing examples of policy-makers and administrators expressing CFS in holistic and conceptual terms to frame all education action. 

LCSC, school directors, teachers better able to explain in ways which make sense their in contexts* the “why and how” of the CFS dimensions, how they relate to one another as a whole, and to the activities under each one. (* not by quoting UNICEF, KAPE )

Increasingly more diversity in menu items selected by classrooms, schools and clusters; in the manner of their application; and in locally generated activities. 

Evidence of CFS being used as a bridge into more difficult, not fully addressed, issues like HIV/AIDS, drugs, youth/school violence, refugee integration. 

Institutionalization
Policy-makers and policies increasingly describing CFS as a process and its tasks as progressive steps toward schools becoming “more” child-friendly.

Evidence of building on existing systems, taking advantage of opportunity windows and collaborating with like-minded policies, programmes and agencies across all sub-sectors and levels.




B:  A Tale of Two Schools 
There were discernable patterns of child-friendliness identified among schools, indicated less by physical conditions or activities, and more by how much teachers, managers and students appeared to care about what was happening, to one another and to learning outcomes. 

Discussions with the senior managers and teachers of two schools, in the same province, produced a range of indicators which, when considered collectively as a pattern, revealed one school as having an almost total absence of a CFS foundation and the other a clearly emerging one.  

	School A: Managers were generally negative; teachers were passive; students appeared disengaged from any role in school quality issues. Data reinforced the impression of inattention and inaction.


	School B: Managers were enthusiastic and teachers articulate about CFS content, practice and challenges; students confirmed their role in making the school a happy place. Data reinforced the impression of proactive CFS commitment. 



	Reasons for participating in the project focused on provision of materials and furniture rather than improved learning.

LCSC expressed limited knowledge of the cluster planning process, were vague about CFS elements, such as inclusion, or the importance of incorporating them into cluster and school planning, and were disengaged in  discussing whether or not the school sought and encouraged “missing” children.

CFS activities were relatively few, and poorly explained.

TGL were officially members of the LCSC, but represented by vice-directors because they were considered “too busy” to be invited.

Non-CFS teachers appeared uninformed and uninterested in any interventions beyond the provision of materials.

Thursday meetings “sometimes” discussed CFS, but without plans or follow up. 

The one technical advisor in the Core Group, though articulate about the substance of the CFS concept, had no regular system for addressing it either informally with teachers or through the Thursday Technical Meetings.

There was no student association or apparent interest in beginning one.

School grounds were not upgraded, nor was doing so suggested as something with which the school should be concerned.

There had been no new volunteers in 2003/4.

Suggestions for the future of CFS centred around more materials from UNICEF, without reference to what or how improvements might grow from within the community of the school itself. It was the only school expressing doubts about maintaining the CFS initiative without external material and financial support. 


	Reasons for participating in the project focused on learning new behaviour, comparing new ideas with current practice, ways to further develop the cluster.

LCSC were aware of CFS elements, such as inclusion, understood the importance of incorporating them into cluster and school planning, and recognized their responsibility for seeking and encouraging “missing” children.

CFS activities were extensive, and explained in reasonable rationale and detail. 

TGL were active members of the LCSC.

Non-CFS teachers present themselves as  well-informed and engaged with the CFS intervention, adopting classroom arrangement and some teaching activities e.g. portfolio use.

Thursday meetings “often” discussed CFS at the twice-monthly cluster meetings, involved a mix of CFS and non-CFS teachers and “some” peer mentoring”.

Core Group technical advisors and TGL, while needing more pedagogical training themselves, were seen by teachers as helpful in their feedback through the in-class observations they made of teaching methods.

Student association members, mostly girls, spoke enthusiastically of their election and contribution to school sports and the environment and were supported by a CFS teacher who was also engaged in an extra creative and critical thinking project managed by KAPE.

School grounds were clean, with gardens and “chairs for sitting” (provided by the students association). 

New volunteers were joining each year.

Suggestions for the future of CFS centred around more ways to improve teaching and learning (gaining further control over the taxonomy), through better use of materials, study “exposure” visits to better models of CFS practice; action to reduce class size “a 50/1 PTR is too large for good classroom interaction”. Continuing without UNICEF support, therefore, “would be difficult, without the materials”, but it would be possible. 
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Acronyms
CFS: 
Child-friendly School (in practice, used in the more generic sense of child- friendly learning oriented. Thus, a CFS-school, CFS-class or CFS-teacher)

CRC: 
Convention on the Rights of the Child

CSC: 
Community Support Committee (also CSSC: community school-support committee)

DAC: 
Disability Action Council

DOE: 
District Office of Education

EBEP: 
Expanded Basic Education Programme

ECCD: 
Early Childhood Care and Development

EFA: 
Education for All

EMIS: 
Education Management Information System

EPO: 
Education Provincial Officer (UNICEF)

EQIP: 
Education Quality Improvement Project (WB)

ESSP: 
Education Sector Support Programme

ESWG: Education Sub-Sector Working Group 

GMS: 
Gender Mainstreaming Strategy

GWG: 
Gender Working Group

ILFE: 
Inclusive, Learning-Friendly Environment  (UNESCO Tool Kit) 

KAPE: 
Kampuchean Action for Primary Education

LCSC: 
Local Cluster School Committee

LFA: 
Logical Framework Approach

MCBT: 
Mobile Capacity Building Team

MOEYS: Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports 

MTR: 
Mid-term Review

NEP: 
NGO Education Partnership

NER: 
Net Enrolment Rate 

NFE: 
Nonformal Education

PAP:
Priority Action Programme

PED: 
Primary Education Department 

PIT:
Provincial Implementing Team 

POE:
Provincial Office of Education 

PRD:
Pedagogical Research Department

PRSP: 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper

PS:
Practice School

PTTC: 
Provincial Teacher Training College

PWG: 
Provincial Working Group 

SAT:
SIDA Advisory Team

SIDA: 
Swedish International Development Agency

SMIS: 
School Management Information System

SWAp:
Sector-Wide Approach

TGL: 
Technical Grade Leader (also referred to as Team Group Leader)

TTD: 
Teacher Training Department (national level)

WB: 
World Bank

WFP: 
World Food Programme







� This evaluation report has been written on the basis of data collected during two months of fieldwork in Cambodia and in response to  feedback provided by UNICEF (the Education Section and other senior management and sector officers), the MOEYS (through the CFS Steering Committee), KAPE and the SIDA Advisory Team during several presentations on initial findings.





� Two others, Stung Treng and Otdar Meanchey, have only recently begun and involve only in-service teacher training; they are not included, therefore, in the core focus of the evaluation.   





� See list of interviews and group discussion Annex 3.


� In the event, the evaluation found no appreciable difference in the experience or progress of CFS interventions related to the different management arrangements.


�In overall UNICEF programming terms, the CFS was not a major component of budget or human resource allocation. Although it was not possible to disaggregate these costs from the whole, given the considerable cross-over of influence and responsibilities among programming elements, it was estimated that direct CFS activities represented at most only 20% of the EBEP budget   


� psycho-social learning; gender sensitivity and inclusion; health and nutrition; parent engagement and community participation.


� Initially called Provincial Implementing Teams (and one province has gone back to this title), the designation was changed to remove the idea of CFS as a “project” and set it more clearly as an integral part of regular education action -- while still recognizing it as an innovation.


� Geeves, 2003


� The 5 CFS dimensions had only recently been introduced.


� KAPE Progress Report #2, Year 2, page 6


� Quarterly Reports/2005, Prey Veng and Svey Riang 


� Developed by UNICEF/SIDA separately from CFS, it is now considered part of the CFS initiative, focusing on techniques of questioning, classroom management, use of children’s language, and use of the environment as a teaching/learning resource.  


� Communication from R Geeves. 





� The one particularly distinct, and positive, exception noted in this respect was, once again, the taxonomy of questions, which was generally applauded. 





� In some cases, factors associated with the nature and strength of these outcomes are also briefly discussed, but will be explored in more detail in section 7.





� As far as the evaluation could determine, such information was not being collected by schools, clusters or project managers.


� Of course, without data from other years, or for groups not receiving scholarships, it is not clear if these figures actually represent an improvement, or if they do, if this is attributable to CFS initiatives.


� Prey Veng Data from June 17/05 email correspondence from UNICEF Education Office; Kg Cham KAPE CFS Progress Report #3 Year 2.


� It was much more likely that activities would influence levels and rates of absenteeism, but these were not tracked.


� * Kampong Cham figures provided by KAPE, June 2005 and ** CFS Progress report #3, Year 2.  Provincial figures were defined in progress reports as “non-CFS”, rather than as provincial. This implied they excluded the CFS students. 


Kampong Speu figures provided by the POE in June 2005. Provincial figures here included CFS classes, but this was presumably to the advantage of the provincial totals.    NB: reiterating the concern of the POE Deputy about the decline in pass levels with the increase in numbers of CFS classes, that as these had risen and the number of available monitoring and mentoring resources stayed the same, degree of impact had declined.  





� One risk of the latter was suggested by a PTTC student teacher who had completed the taxonomy module and, though he saw its merit, was concerned that the higher order questions were appropriate for the “more capable urban and middle class students”, but less so for “rural low SES students who are less capable”.  He was also concerned that encouragement of creative and critical thinking, use of group discussion and open participation would “make the classroom harder to manage”.   On the positive side, these concerns reflected a new teacher being challenged to think through the relationship between his behaviour and students’ learning. On the other side, they indicated the need for modules to go further in elaborating the pedagogical principles and practices they have so far only introduced -  In this case, to make the point that the intent of the taxonomy, and of CFS, was expressly to enable especially the weakest children to reach higher standards, starting from where they are.





� Similar types of discussion have occurred around differences between SCN and UNICEF/KAPE versions of the CFS concept – again, while acknowledging the underlying congruence between them. This particular reconciliation of approach is likely to be resolved relatively soon, fortunately, as both approaches are represented on the SC and the MOEYS has committed to establishing a single, comprehensive, definition and basic approach


� SCN/CFLE, UNICEF/CFS, UNESCO/ILFE, Inclusive Education, Gender Equality, SRP, previously EQIP 


� Or menu “sectors” in the terminology used by the project as designed by KAPE .


� According to one province’s Quarterly Report, although 739 schools had been trained to implement CFS, “their understanding of CFS (still had) not been verified”. While another noted the importance of using observations of training implementation as an indicator of “qualitative expansion”, this would happen only in the next project phase.     


� The distinction between “knowing what” and “knowing how” is important also in the context of monitoring assumed versus actual outcomes; of inferring that training in a specific knowledge or skill will automatically enable functioning effectively in that area. An example from one report was the suggestion that cluster managers, trained in using LFA in the context of CFS, were “consequently” able to “plan and implement more effective interventions to address a wide range of needs on their own initiative”. Maybe this was so, but training at the level of new information does not necessarily translate to learning at the level of behaviour change, unless it involves considerable hands-on and on-site experiential learning. Even then, because of context or other variables, extrapolation of even good ideas into real situations can often require significant adaptation, and thus a further level or type of learning.      


� This is, of course, the core assumption of the Whole School approach.


� It was evident from the non UNICEF-supported school included in the field review that, even without CFS interventions, teachers, directors and community members knew many of the basic problems they faced in management, teaching and infrastructure and, to a degree, how these related to weak progress for children. In this sense, they had the motivation to change the situation. How much willingness and capacity they had actually to engage in process of CFS or other reform-oriented change was less clear. It was at this level that the CFS intervention had been working and will need to continue to focus.  


� Fullan et al, 2001


� Save the Children/Norway referred to such people as “champions”, those who come forward to guide school technical teams in introducing the concepts of child-friendly learning environments and its implications into the school.  


� See Annex 4 for an example of one such person.


� Communication from EPO


� Communication from EPO 


� Richard Geeves, feedback on first evaluation draft. June 2005 


� CFS should, for example, contribute to the recommendation of the SWAp ESSP review that action be taken to “go to lower levels…to make sense of and see patterns in the wealth of data” available potentially at school level (“Sector-wide, How Deep?” pg 2). The dimensions are, in effect, a pattern framework.  


� If/as UNESCO moves forward with finding funding to open a Masters of Education programme, this would be a key association for the CFS framework, giving it potential for nation-wide and long-term reach.


� Such a change that should also make any expectations about the speed and degree of expansion at the level of consolidation, more realistic.


� This reflects comments by several senior MOEYS officers that much of CFS can be applied without new or special resources, but rather a change of attitude and behaviour and using available resources in more child-friendly ways.


� This does not suggest all grades in all schools having access to the basic CFS package, but that all school directors, teachers and TGL are provided a basic overview of what CFS means and an invitation to learn from the experiences of their 1st grade colleagues


� A major risk for the next phase is stakeholders continuing to view CFS as “just one more transient idea”, helpful because of the extra resources, but not fundamentally different from their current responsibilities or behaviour.


� These are the middle level agents responsible as gatekeepers and interlocutors within the system, in principle the bridge, but often the barrier, between national policy perspectives and initiatives on the one hand, and the local interpretation and application of these on the other. As such, they can risk most in engaging with any systemic change, like CFS.


� The introduction to “Involvement with Families…” (4.5) comes closest to this idea. 


� Differences in amount of detail of each reflect extent/nature of experience during the current project


� Life skills can also come under effectiveness and community participation, making learning more relevant to children’s ability to manage things like risk for the first, and to their family/community lives for the second. Activities can be slotted under all three dimensions, but differentiated in terms of the outputs expected, monitored and assessed.


� It is not clear why in the 2005-6 KAPE proposal, Gender Outreach is a separate category from the 4th dimension, and why the dimensions per se have been dropped from the 2006-7/2007-8 agenda.  


� This is currently listed under the 1st dimension, giving it a too narrow perspective/role. 


� Indirect quotes, through an interpreter


� He noted the $35/month from UNICEF was not enough; PAP could help, but came too late and irregularly.    
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