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Chapter One 

Study Framework

Introduction: 

Yemeni legislations stipulate that education is a basic right for every male or female citizen in the Republic of Yemen. Yemen also considers education as a human right ensured by the state and should be accessible for every Yemeni national. Education is also seen as a long-term development and human investment. The country is working to achieve “ social justice and equal opportunity in education besides considering other social and economic conditions which stand as roadblock to enable poor households send their children to school”. (Education Law No. 45 for the year 1992, article 9).

As a result of the rapid increase in population growth rates and increased social demand for education with its links to social and economic situations, the state has been unable to meet these increasing education demands like buildings, teachers ) male & female( and other basic requirements needed by the process which led to notable dropout rates, increased illiteracy, low girls’ enrolment rates especially in rural areas.   This, of course, worsened the case and added extra burdens on the government eradicate illiteracy and freeze dropouts. But this issue remains a challenge due to the lack of clear vision, how to provide population communities education requirements, which would serve as a methodic basis taking into account all topographic, demographic, economic and social factors. (Al Hawthi, 2000). 

To limit the impact, the Government of Yemen has addressed key areas including social equity, equal education opportunity and other social and economic factors through a set of laws and strategies with the objective of developing education and eradicating illiteracy.  And despite the strenuous efforts in the last decade to gear up enrolment rates but the rapid growth in the number of children in the school age with so many out of school consumed all such efforts. (Al Sharqi & others, 2005). 

Besides, there is gender disparity in one hand and rural / urban imbalance on the other which forms another dimension for the educational problem in Yemen. To achieve the education right secured by the Constitution, a lot of activities, official and popular (LCs and citizens), were exerted to develop the education system in collaboration of a number of international donors like UNICEF in terms of the specific projects oriented towards education problems in Yemen. Key basic education problems as stated by (The National Strategy on Basic Education, 2003) are: 

1- Low income and poor economic conditions 

2- High population growth rate 

3- Increased illiteracy rate among females in rural areas which involves  a lot of actions and outreach policies. 

4- The negative social norms towards girl’s’ education

5- Scattered communities nationwide, which had a really negative impact on education process  

6- Insufficient education   

7- Distance between the school and residences plus lack of transportation facilities.  

8- Drop in girl’s enrolment rates especially at higher grades (Education Indicators 2005). 

And despite issuance of School Fees Abolition Decree for students in grades (1-6) basic education to attract more students into the education system but girls' enrolment rates remain below expectations particularly in rural areas. 

Building on that outcome, UNICEF has launched the activity to distribute school kits for poor girls in grades (1-6) basic education to increase enrolment rates among them starting 2002 and for boys in 2005. The program covers (32) districts in 9 governorates throughout the republic.  

Study Objectives: 

The study aims at identifying how fit and efficient is the distribution of school kits in one hand, and its impact in terms increased rates of enrolment and retention among students in grades (1-6) on the other, during the period 2003-2006 in Yemen by answering the following questions: 

Q1: How appropriate is the distribution mechanism of school kits for students in grades (1-6) basic education, in the targeted districts for the years (2002-206) in terms of: 

A- Distributing agency? 

B- Range of outreach? 

C- Receipt of school kits by students? 

D- Willingness to pay transportation fees to deliver school kits? 

Q2: What is the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates in grades (1-6) basic education from students and schools’ heads views related to: 

A- Timing of the distribution?

B- Contents of the school kit?

Q3: What is the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates in grades (1-6) basic education from sampled students point of view in terms of:  

A. Adequacy of the school kit? 

B. Problems accompanying the distribution process?

C. Problems related to use of materials in the school kits?

D. Satisfaction with the contents? 

E. Enrolment rates? 

F. Retention? 

Q4: What is the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment and retention rates in grades (1-6) basic education in experimental areas compared to control areas? 

Study Limitations  

* Place Limitation: 

The study is limited to basic education schools, which receive school kits for students in grades (1-6) in (32) targeted districts in the governorates of; Sana’a, Abyan, Lahj, Hajja, Al Mahara, Ebb, Amran and Hodeidah) in the Republic of Yemen.  

Time Limitation:  

The study was conducted during the period 1/11/2006 till end of March 2007. 

Scope of the Study: 

Measurement and Evaluation 

Study Title:

Measuring the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates for students in grades (1-6) basic education. 

Study Methodology:  

 The study adopted the semi-experimental approach based on the results of school kits distribution in experimental schools compared to control groups. 

Study Variations: 

Variations, which can influence students/parents/schools heads’ responses, are two: 

First: Independent Variations: 

A. Independent variations related to students and schools heads are: 

- Gender 


(male/female)

- Type of school        (girls, boys, Mixed)

- Region


(rural / urban) 

B- Independent variations related to parents, limited to urban and rural areas:   

Variations are restricted to one single variation that is enrolment and retention.  

Study terminology: 

Terms used in the study indicates the following meanings: 

School Kit: means, from the procedural side, the school kit and its contents (4 notebooks, ruler, sharpener, two pencils, two blue pens and eraser) 

Evaluation Study: means, from the procedural side, the study of school kits distribution impact on enrolment and retention rates. 

Basic Education: The general education law no (45) for the year 1992, article (180 defines basic education as: “a 9-year unified education for all students in the Republic of Yemen starring from the age of 6 and during which trends and orientations by students are to be assessed and developed (Education Law, 1992). 

Education Enrolment Rate:  means the percentage of enrolled students to the total population at the school age.  

Average Social Demand of Education: means, from the procedural side, increase or drop in the number of students in basic education. 

Chapter Two

The Theoretical Framework

Introduction: this chapter deals with the legal and legislative frames for education and also crucial challenges faced by Yemen toped by the level of educational outreach and its link to rapid population growth in one hand and at the level of urban/rural and male /female on the other. It also highlights education-related key factors affecting enrolment and retention for boys and girls in the school age. To address this situation, the republic of Yemen has enacted the necessary legalisations to secure the proper treatment like: 

* Legal and Legislative Frameworks Governing Basic Education:   

The Republic of Yemen Constitution stipulates in Article (24) that the state shall secure and enact the relative laws regarding political, economic, social and cultural equal opportunity for all citizens and to enact the relevant laws. Article (54) in the meantime stipulates that education; health and social services are considered a corner stone for the build-up and development of the country and community shall contribute to achieving this end.  Article (54) stipulates that education is a basic right for every citizen and that the state should provide the necessary infrastructure like schools and other educational premises as well. Basic education is mandatory and the state is seeking to eradicate illiteracy and to expand technical and vocational education. The country also pays greater attention to protect youth through providing religious, physical and mental education in order to develop their different skills. Then came education laws that regulate the process on top of which is the General Law for Education No. 45/1992 which confirms in article (6) that:  

A- Education, besides being a human investment on the long-term, is a human right for every citizen and that the state should make it accessible for all people. Moreover, article (9) stipulates, “The state shall ensure social justice, equal education opportunity and to address social and economic conditions hindering the educational process for some families to send their children to school”. 

Article (18), on the other hand, confirms that basic education is a nine-year unified education and mandatory for all students in the Republic at the age of six due to its important impact on the lives of individuals and nations. 

This move followed by the Basic Education National Strategy in the Republic of Yemen (2003-2015) to translate legislations into practice through a set of strategic objectives to develop the basic education system and other supplementary goals, programs and activities including; 

 Strategic Sub-Goals  

1) Providing basic education to 95% of children who fall within the age cohort (6-14) and to reduce gender gap, urban and rural gap by 2015. To achieve this goal, certain gradual moves were adopted as follows:  

1-1 Raising enrolment rate by 95% for the age cohort (6-14) by 2015 by implementing the following activities:  

- Increasing the general enrolment rate by 95% 

- Provision of teachers

- Provision of adequate classrooms 

- Provision of school textbooks 

- Provision of teacher’s manuals 

- Provision of school management 

- Provision of chairs and desks 

- Provision of inspectors 

- Continuous maintenance for school buildings 

2) Achieving equal opportunity in education and other educational services for boys / girls, urban / rural areas and marginalized categories as follows: 

2-1 Minimize gender gap in basic education through: 

2-1-1 To change public negative perception towards girl’s education by: 

- Identify cultural, social and educational reasons ahead of girl’s education.  

- Conduct a wide-scale awareness-raising campaign at the central and local levels to change this trend. 

2-1-2 Provide support for female teachers in general and rural teachers in particular through: 

- Attract and recruit girl graduates from secondary school to work as rural teachers after training. 

-  Set up a policy and a plan to recruit and retain 63263 rural female teachers. 

- Set up a plan to open and establish five female teachers institutes in remote areas.  

- Set up programs and policies to attract females in urban areas to move to rural areas. 

2-1-3 Provide school buildings fit for girls and implementing these activities:  

- Set up a long-term plan to increase girls’ schools and to expand the existing ones. 

- Set up double-shift plans, one for girls. 

- Construct other girl-attractive school annexes

2-1-4 Alignment of school curricula with local context requirements to become lucrative form the economic and social perspectives by the following activities:  

- Re-designing of school curricula to become skill- oriented and providing knowledge and that is fit for the local context to improve local income. 

- Constructing premises related to women activities according to needs assessment. 

- Preparing additional brochures appropriate for the local context to acquire girls with extra skills and knowledge. 

All these moves reflect the great attention Yemen’s paid to education to achieve economic and social development objectives being the key element to accelerate the overall development. For this reason, Yemen has submitted all education-related components to a general review leading to strategic planning approach to qualitatively and quantitatively tackle shortcomings and imbalances. 

Basic Education:

Yemen pays great attention to education in general and basic education in particular being the only way to achieve its economic and social development objectives. The government of Yemen sees also that expanding education geographical coverage to cover urban and rural areas is the key for skilled human resources and the exposure to others. It also helps to catch up with development, knowledge and technology explosion and provides the vision for future development.  For this purpose, huge amount of money were allocated to develop the educational system in accordance with a set of strategic plans that can ensure treatment for all imbalances and shortcomings. Besides, it seeks to fill the financing gap to implement these strategies. 

Basic Education Indicators: 

1- Admission:

Admission is considered one of the key factors to measure trends towards education and the scope of social awareness. Is also helps to know the total of children in the school age who are in the school and those outside. Admission means newly registered students in grade one basic education with the age of 6.  

From the statistics we find that the number of newly registered students in basic education are (751,576) boys and girls in 2004/2005 compared to  (633,766) in 2001/2002. Still this number is below expectations since nearly (106,552) children at the age of 6 are out of school.  

Table 1: shows the number of students who joined schooling in the school year 2004/2005 gender-based: 

	Stage 
	Basic Education 

	Sex 
	Students of all ages
	Students at the age of 6
	Total population at the age of 6 
	 Net admission rate
	Gross admission rate 

	Male
	416893
	199924
	306476
	% 65.23
	% 136.03

	Female
	334683
	157222
	286969
	% 54.79
	% 116.63

	Total
	751576
	357148
	593445
	% 60
	% 126.65


Source: Education Indicators, 2005, p 21. 

From the above table we conclude the following: 

* Gross admission rate in basic education was (126.65%) while net admission rate is only (60%) reflecting variation in the ages of enrolled students especially gross admission rate. Some children might delay admission to school due to distance between the school location and homes, especially in rural areas, or due to economic conditions and lack of awareness among households. 

* Data also show that net admission rate among boys is higher than girls and this gap gets wider when it comes to higher grades due to lack of girls-only schools or distance between the school and communities. Besides social norms which see that woman job is meaningless. 

2- Enrolment:  

Data show that the number of enrolled students in basic education increased to (3,572,265) boys and girls in 2001/2001 and to (4,072,294) in 2004/2005 despite the fact that the total population who fall within the age cohort(6-14) was (5,276,608) which means that (978,8850) people are still out of the system. 

Tables 2: gender-based enrolment rates for the year 2004/2005 

	Stage 
	Basic Education 

	Sex 
	Enrolled Students of all ages
	Enrolled students at the age of 6
	Total population at the age of 6-14
	 Net enrolment rate
	Gross enrolment rate 

	Male
	2.450.272
	2.226.041
	2,748,403
	% 80.99
	% 89.15

	Female
	1.622.022
	1.518.509
	2,528,205
	% 60.06
	% 64.16

	Total
	4.072.294
	3.744.550
	5,276,608
	% 70.97
	% 77.18


Source: Education Indicators, 2005, p 23. 

From the above table we conclude the following: 

* Gross enrolment rate in basic education was (77.18%) while net enrolment rate was (70.97%) showing a slight variation between the two rates and that the majority of dropouts joined grade 1 whose ages were above legal age. In addition, gross and net enrolment rates among girls are less than boys. 

* Gender gap is wide and in favor of males due to certain reasons: 

- Social norms that give boys priority over girl. 

- Correlation between girls, farms and house chores (woodcutting and shepherdess).

- High women illiteracy rate and lack of awareness regarding girl’s education. 

- Poverty and inability to bear school requirements. 

- Inadequate girls-only schools in rural areas and rareness in remote areas. 

- Lack of educational and social studies to address the problem of completely and partially closed schools.  

- Most secondary schools are originally basic education schools. 

- Increased number of basic and secondary schools, but in practice, this number includes the existing ones (school buildings- separate residence - building- apartment) temporary ones (hut or tent) or without buildings (mosque, in the open, cave).  

- Parents are not willing to send their girls to co-education schools. 

- Insufficient financial allocations to construct new schools within annual budgets, which delay the expansion process and stumble projects. Let alone lack of qualitative programs that can ensure smooth recruitment for outputs especially for girls. 

Table 3: shows gross and net enrolment rates in basic education for 2005 

	Description
	Male
	Female
	Total
	Female rate per 100 male 
	Gap 

	Population within age cohort        6-14 
	2748403
	2528205
	52766008
	
	

	Students in basic education (6-14) years 
	2.226.041
	1.518.509
	3744550
	% 68.22
	31.78

	Students in basic education of all age groups 
	2.450.272
	1.622.022
	4072294
	% 66.20
	33.80

	Net enrolment rate 
	%80.99
	% 60.06
	% 70.97
	
	

	Gross enrolment rate 
	% 89.15
	% 64.16
	% 77.18
	
	


From the table above we find: 

-Net enrolment rate among basic education students from both sexes who fall within the age cohort (6-14) (70.79%) , with (80.99%) for boys and (60.06%0 for girls.) 

- Gross enrollment rate in basic education for students from all ages was (77.18%), with (89.15%) for boys and (64.16%) for girls.  

-Gross enrolment rate remain higher than net enrolment with (6.21) points difference in 2005 compared to (66.47) points in terms of gross and net enrolment rates in grade one basic education which indicates that the majority of dropouts are from students whose ages above the legal age. 

-Girls form (66:100 boys) in terms of  basic education students who fall within the age cohort(6-14)  with girls gap of (32:100 boys) from the same age cohort. While total girls in basic education  form (66:100 boys)  from all age cohort in 2005. 

-Gap between gross enrolment rates and net rates for both males and females was (20.93) points in favor of boys and this gap gets wider to reach (24.99) points in favor of boys in terms of gross enrollment rates for 2005. 

- Gender gap regarding net enrolment rate increased from, (10.44%) to (20.93%)  with an increase of (10.49%) while gender gap  in terms of gross enrolment rates increased from (19.4%) to (24.99%) with an increase of (5.59%) in 2005. This indicates that gender gap gets wider  in case of gross enrolment rate than in net rates by (4.9) points. This proves that the majority of dropouts is among students who joined school at a later age, especially girls, and that the more people delay enrolment in school the more likely to dropout. 

*From these data we find that enrolment in rural areas is (3,280,227) students higher that those in urban areas.   Raw data from 2004  population census show a drop in population growth from (3.5%) to (3.02%)  higher than the rate the strategy targets. This also provides us with an indication of possible higher enrolment rates due to the relatively low number of population who fall within the age cohort (6-14) according to 2004 census than the numbers projected by the 1994 census with a growth rate of (3.5%).  

Table 4 shows change in basic education gross enrolment rates  for the years 2000/01 – 2004/05

	Sex

       Year
	Male % 
	Female %
	Sum %

	2000-2001
	80.6
	45.5
	63.2

	2001-2002
	79.4
	46.8
	63.2

	2002-2003
	79.4
	49.1
	64.4

	2003-2004
	79.7
	50.9
	65.4

	2004-2005
	89.15
	64.16
	77.18


Source: Annual Review 2006, p 7

From the table above we conclude: 

-Gross enrolment rate increased from (63.2%0 in 2000/2001 to (77.08%) in 2004/2005 with an increase of (13.98) points. 

-Gross girl enrolment between 2000/2001 &2004/2005 increased by (18.66) points compared to (8.55) points among boys. 

-Gap  in gross enrolment rate among boys between girls dropped from (35.1) points in 2000/2001 to (24.99) points in 2004/2005 that is (10.11) points less. 

Many studies show that education indicators in Yemen have improved but they are still very low as illiteracy rate remains high among adults (15 years or above)  with 51% among males and 71% among females the highest in MENA region. Enrolment rate in basic education is  (77.18%0 and gender gap is still high (72%). 

3- Growth 

A- General Growth: 

The following table (No. 5) shows change in education indicators for 2005/2006 & 2006/2007 

	Category 
	Item
	2006/2007
	2005/2006
	%Growth rate

	pupils
	Sum
	75.657
	67.194
	12.6

	
	Boys
	43.455
	41.075
	5.8

	
	Girls
	32.202
	26.119
	23.3

	Boys in grades 1-3
	Grade 1
	6.932
	5.507
	25.9

	
	Grade 2
	5.494
	4.961
	10.7

	
	Grade 3
	5.522
	5.238
	5.4

	Girls in grades 1-6 
	Grade 1
	6.153
	4.701
	30.9

	
	Grade 2
	4.582
	4.019
	14.0

	
	Grade 3
	4.498
	3.995
	12.6

	
	Grade 4
	4230
	3.614
	17.0

	
	Grade 5
	3.619
	3.044
	18.9

	
	Grade 6
	3.074
	2.768
	11.1


Source: Household and School Survey 2007, p 8

From the above table we find: 

-Generally there is a positive increase in each category .

-Growth rate among boys and girls in grade 1 is the highest.

Therefore, girl enrollment rates are higher than boys and girls enrolment rate in general and in grade I in particular is a proof of the positive impact of SFA but girls remain less than boys.  

Accordingly, pupils'  growth enrolment rate  in grades 1- 6 basic education is (3.6%)  of which (1.6) for boys and (6.6) for girls during the school year 2003/2004 c compared to 2004/2005 which is higher than in previous years. 

B- Urban/Rural Growth  

Table 6 below shows changes in key education indicators for the period 2005/06 & 2006/07 

	Classification 
	Sex 
	Urban 
	Rural 

	
	
	% Growth Rate
	% Growth Rate

	Pupils 
	sum
	12.6
	12.6

	
	boys
	4.5
	6.5

	
	girls
	26.6
	21.7

	 Boys in grades 1-3 
	Grade 1
	22.0
	27.4

	
	Grade 2
	3.8
	14.0

	
	Grade 3
	0.1
	8.0

	Girls in grades 1-6 
	Grade 1
	23.1
	34.0

	
	Grade 2
	15.3
	13.5

	
	Grade 3
	4.3
	16.1

	
	Grade 4
	2.2
	24.9

	
	Grade 5
	15.5
	20.8

	
	Grade 6
	1.7
	16.2


Source: Household and School Survey 2007, p 10

From the table above we find: 

1) Enrolment:

-Enrolment rate growth for pupils in urban areas is higher than in rural areas.

-Boys enrolment rate in rural areas is higher than in urban. 

-Girls enrollment rate in urban areas is higher than in rural. 

2) Enrolment per grade

-Enrolment rate among boys and girls in grade 1 is higher than in other  grades since growth rate in grade 1 is higher in rural areas. 

-Growth rate grades 1-3 boys is higher in rural areas than urban.  

-Girls in grade 2 in rural areas is the only exception and higher than girls in urban.   

4- Outputs:

The total number of basic education outputs for the school year 2004/2005 was (193,340) boys and girls of which (128,724) boys and (64,706) girls which means (66.55%) and (33.5%) respectively.  Graduates formed (79%) out of the total number attended exams estimated at (244,411) from both sexes. Those failed were (49,866) and dropouts were (19,825) which means that waste (failure and dropout) at the end of basic education stage reaches (26.4%) out of the total students attended the exams (263,606) students. Besides, low success rates reflects the poor educational system for basic education. 

5- Internal efficiency of basic education: 

Basic education which forms (83.8%) of the total education system suffers low internal efficiency expressed in the high failure and dropout rates. Follow up studies show that (8%0 in averages dropout from basic education every years and join children out of school or illiterates. Studies also show that failure  and repetition average is (11%) and therefore instead of nine years students have to spend in basic education, they  spend 15 years in average and more in case of girls which represents a really serious human and financial loss. ( Poverty Reduction Strategy 2005) . 

Indicators of failure and dropout in basic education  

Failure and dropout phenomenon is an education waste and these two phenomena negatively impact the internal efficiency of the educational system. MoE data show that high failure and dropout rates among the two sexes lead to low basic education efficiency as gross dropout rate in basic education is (9.66%) ,  gross repetition rate is (5.2%) and the highest dropout rate among the two sexes was in grade 1 basic education for many reasons of which: 

-Non-abidance by a fixed admission age

-Overcrowded classrooms 

-Poorly qualified  teachers 

-Non-educational punishments used by some teachers 

-Repellant school building especially for girls.  

- Involvement of basic education students with s=high school ones.  

Crucial challenges for Yemen: 

A number of studies and researches have indicated that Yemen faces crucial challenges on top are: 

1- Economic challenges: 

Like other developing countries, Yemen has passed through hard times and endeavored to set up solutions to these many problems especially high population growth rate which the highest in the world. 

And despite the financial and administrative reforms being undertaken by the government with the assistance of the World Bank and other donors but economic challenges remain huge and need more efforts. The Household Budget Survey  conducted in 1998 has shown that households lack food were (17.6%) while the total households below poverty line reached (41.7%)  which includes besides sustenance , clothing, education, health with variation in the direness of poverty between urban and rural areas, governorates and distracts ( Poverty Reduction Strategy 2005) 

Table 7 below shows GDP per capita

	Year
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005

	Average USD
	520
	544
	574
	649
	760


Source: Annual Statistical Book, 2005. 

The nation poverty survey for 1999 has also shown that  food poverty equals a purchase power of 2310 YR. per month. This is the least money to get 2,306 calories /day and the highest rate at the poverty scale is 2795 YR/month per capita (Al Sharqi and others, 2005, Al Mansoub & Al A'awg ,2004).  

2- Educational Challenges

-Illiteracy:

The government of Yemen has paid a great attention to illiteracy whether in the National Strategy to Eliminate illiteracy and Adult Learning , the Poverty Reduction National Strategy or Sector plans for the MoE. But illiteracy remain the key obstacle facing development as total illiterates who fall in the age cohort(15 years and above) is (5,484,114) of which is (3,678,516) females that is (67%) and from urban perspective the total rural population is (4,474,351) of which (3,018,548) females or (67.5%).  

Besides, the poor educational system makes it further worse as it is unable to cover all people in the school age from the age cohort (6-14) let alone high dropouts rates from basic education. This, of course, worsens the situation as most dropouts resort to literacy classes of the poor quality  education they had in addition to lack of awareness among parents. 

The following table (8) shows the distribution of students in literacy and adult learning classes. 

	description
	         2001/2002
	           2004/2005

	
	male
	female
	total
	male
	female
	total

	Number of centers 
	-
	-
	1094
	-
	-
	2007

	Number of classrooms
	-
	-
	1848
	-
	-
	6022

	number of teachers 
	654
	1957
	2611
	860
	4967
	5827

	Number of  literacy classes students
	5720
	38306
	44026
	10174
	114701
	124875

	Number of students in women  training centers 
	1218
	5734
	6952
	971
	7593
	8564

	Number of classrooms in women  training centers 
	71
	271
	342
	65
	388
	453


It seems that illiteracy rate has dropped which improved reading and writing skills among males and females. We can also trace the progress made through the number of students in literacy classes and women training centers  as follows: (education indicators, 2005)

-Literacy centers increased by (913) centers between 2001/2002 and 2004/2005, with percentage of (83.5%) . 

-Literacy classrooms increased by (4,174) than in 2001/2002 with percentage of (225.5%). 

-  Teachers, males and females, increased by (3,216) than in 2001/2002 , with percentage of  (123.2%) and also female teachers are 5.8 times more than males. 

-Students number increased by (80,849) , males and females, than in 2001/2002, percentage (183.6%) and gap is in favor of females. 

- Despite increasing number of students in literacy classes but this number if still far below the total number of illiterates. Besides illiteracy gap remains higher in rural areas and more among girls. 

For basic women training centers affiliates to literacy centers and adult learning, but their number remains limited. Women training centers cover (180) governorates while literacy and life skills training centers where females  receive  relating to (sewing, handicrafts, husbandry….etc) and men are trained on (car maintenance, electrical engineering, turnery, carpentry, blacksmithing, farming…etc)  exist only in 7 governorates. 

*Students in basic and women training centers increased to (1,612). This increase exclusive males whose number dropped (20.3%) than in 2001/2002. male to female percentage in 2004/2005 reached (12.8%). 

*Basic and women training classrooms increased by (111) classrooms in favor of girls. 

*Male /female student gap gets wider in basic stage (91.5%) in favor of females against (8.5%) from males. While in the follow-up stage , female percentage was (93.7%) with (6.3%) for male which reflects the huge abandonment in this kind of education because males have to find jobs to look after their families since skills available do no meet their needs. 

*MoE data show that dropout among males in basic training centers increased from (17.6%) in 2001/2002 to (72.8%) in 2004/2005 while girl dropouts increased from (17%0 to (25%) during the same period. This means that women get rid of illiteracy more than men especially in grade 2 and that dropouts among the two sexes fall in case of follow-up and it is more less among girls. 

The following table shows the relative distribution of population within the age cohort(10 or above) according to the educational status ,gender and region: 

	Educational status 
	Urban
	Rural
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	Total 
	%
	Male
	Female
	Total 
	%
	Male
	Female
	Total 
	%

	Illiterate 
	379.013
	697.117
	1.076.130
	25.66
	1.680.445
	3.438.464
	5.118.909
	53.96
	2.059.458
	4.135.581
	6.195.039
	45.28

	Reading & writing 
	793.015
	648.356
	1.441.371
	34.37
	1.804.508
	1.058.153
	2.862.661
	30.18
	2.597.523
	1.706.509
	4.304.032
	31.46

	Preliminary 
	133.856
	73.101
	206.957
	4.94
	170.974
	47.669
	218.643
	2.30
	304.830
	120.770
	425.600
	3.11

	Unified Basic / preparatory 
	338.780
	202.261
	541.041
	12.90
	496.452
	125.414
	621.866
	6.56
	835.232
	327.675
	1.162.907
	8.50

	Pre-secondary diploma 
	21.878
	6.276
	28.154
	0.67
	21.232
	2.343
	23.575
	0.25
	43.110
	8.619
	51.729
	0.38

	Secondary or equivalent 
	383.125
	195.875
	579.000
	13.81
	340.417
	68618
	409.035
	4.31
	723.542
	264.493
	988.035
	7.22

	Post-secondary diploma 
	49.400
	21.170
	70.570
	1.68
	59.560
	6.842
	66.402
	0.70
	108.960
	28.012
	136.972
	1.00

	Bachelor 
	142.363
	59.919
	202.282
	4.82
	84.775
	5.251
	90.026
	0.95
	227.138
	65.170
	292.308
	2.14

	Post-university diploma 
	1.875
	662
	2.537
	0.06
	591
	237
	828
	0.01
	2.466
	899
	3.365
	0.02

	Master
	9.573
	1.562
	11.135
	0.27
	1.225
	44
	1.269
	0.01
	10.798
	1.606
	12.404
	0.09

	PhD 
	4.618
	682
	5.300
	0.13
	310
	31
	341
	0.00
	4.928
	713
	5.641
	0.04

	Un-indentified 
	13.752
	15.234
	28.986
	0.69
	29.412
	43.767
	73.179
	0.77
	43.164
	59.001
	102.165
	0.75

	Sum 
	2.271.242
	1.922.215
	4.193.463
	100
	4.689.901
	4.796.833
	9.486.734
	100
	6.961.149
	6.719.048
	13.680.197
	100


Source: General Census 2004, p 16 

The table above shows there is a general increase in illiteracy rate to reach (45.28%) out of the total population (10 years or above) especially among girls. It also shows women illiteracy in rural areas is (53,96%) compared to (20.96%) in urban areas which proves that the educational status in urban is better than rural areas.  Males are also more than girls in terms of enrolment and retention as graduated males from basic school form (71.6%) of the total population (10 years or above)  while it is (28.4%) among girls. Therefore, variation is  clear between urban and rural areas and in favor of both sexes in urban areas.

The table also indicates that preparatory school graduates in urban are more than in rural areas,  and higher among males than females in rural areas. 

Based on these indicators, all sources have agreed that poverty and hard economic conditions are the key factors behind low enrolment rates in basic education especially among girls and more specifically in rural areas.  This situation forced a lot of local and international organizations to suggest solutions to poverty phenomenon which negatively affects educational achievement and retention including UNICEF which adopted a set of qualitative  programs  to help poor families to send their girls to school through the distribution of school kits to students in grades (1-6) basic education covering a number of  poor districts with the objective to strengthen  the educational process especially among girls. 

Chapter Three

Study Procedures

This chapter describes the study community, experimental and control samples, tools and others related to building regulation of these tools as well as procedures and applications to process its data statistically as follows: 

Study Community: 

The study community consist of the following categories: 

· All students, male and female, in grades (1-6) in (1330) schools providing basic education within the targeted (32) districts in the governorates of ( Sana'a, Abyan, Lahj, Hajja, Dhalea'a, Mahara Ebb. Amran and Hodeidah).  The table below shows the reality in the study community according to the governorate and the number of districts as well as schools that received school kits for grades (1-6) basic education: 

	Governorate
	No. of districts 
	Type and number of Schools 
	Total 

	
	Targeted 
	WFP 
	Boys
	Girls 
	mixed
	

	Sana'a
	5
	1
	-
	58
	289
	347

	Abyan
	4
	2
	-
	-
	18
	18

	Lahj
	3
	2
	10
	10
	86
	106

	Hajja
	3
	1
	16
	10
	103
	129

	Dhalea'a
	3
	2
	-
	95
	45
	140

	Mahara
	2
	-
	5
	3
	42
	32

	Ebb
	3
	1
	-
	62
	-
	62

	Amran
	4
	1
	-
	46
	210
	256

	Hodeidah
	5
	2
	97
	66
	77
	240

	Total 
	32
	12
	128
	350
	852
	1330

	Type of some schools is not clear and therefore considered mixed schools


  UNICEF Statements ,2006. 

· Parents of students in the targeted schools  

· Heads of the targeted schools 

Study Sample: 

To really represent the study community with all its facts, dimensions and categories on the targeted governorates and  districts, the study sample based on gradual random selection of the experimental group and the two control groups ( one covered by WFP, and the other is neither covered by WFP nor School Kits Program) using applicable statistical basics in such case as shown in table (10) below according to the type of school , number of students (with 6 students average) for each school , parents (4-5) in each school  to draw upon their opinions and to asses the level of satisfaction over the distribution of school kits.  

And to avoid wrong measurement we excluded (12) districts which fall within WFP and focused on only (20) ones forming 62.5% out of total targeted districts covered by the program. 

Table 11 shows categories of the study sample according to the group and types of school: 

	Group
	No. of Districts 
	No. of Schools 
	Type of school 

	
	
	
	Boys 
	Girls 
	mixed

	Experimental 


	20
	143
	6
	36
	101

	
	No. of students 
	833
	180
	653
	833

	
	No. of districts 
	143
	122 headmasters
	21 headmistress 
	143

Headmasters/ headmistresses 

	First Control 
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Second control 
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-


And by calculating the ability of contribution by each district in the study community representation, we indentified the size of each  district's sample ( annex 1) according to the number of operating schools for the year 2004/2005 as shown in table (12) below. 

	Region 
	Category 

       School Type 
	Pupils 
	Schools' Heads
	Parents 

	
	
	Boys 
	
Girls 
	Boys 
	
Girls 
	

	Urban 
	Boys
	18
	-
	3
	-
	16

	
	Girls 
	-
	36
	2
	4
	38

	
	Mixed 
	11
	7
	3
	-
	18

	Rural 
	Boys
	18
	-
	3
	-
	14

	
	Girls 
	-
	178
	18
	12
	162

	
	Mixed 
	133
	432
	93
	5
	500

	Total 
	180
	653
	122
	21
	748

	
	833
	143
	


Study tools: 

The collected data and other required information the study used five tools: 

1- Interview form with students in grades (1-6) basic education for the year 2006/2007 to get data and information regarding: 

· Reception of continuation of the school kit. 

· Availability of all materials in the kit .

·  Problems along with the use of kits. 

· Durability of the school kit throughout the year.

· Distribution volume and outreach

· The body responsible to meet shortages.  

· Timely distribution process. 

· Kits contents 

· Distribution problems 

· Adequacy of the contents 

· Satisfaction with the contents 

· Impact of school kits distributions on enrolment and retention. 

2- Interview form with heads of basic education schools to collect the information about these agencies: 

· Distribution agency 

· Community participation to pay transportation fees for school kits. 

· Timely distribution process.  

· Distribution problems 

· Adequacy of the contents 

· Satisfaction with contents 

· Impact of school kits distributions on enrolment and retention. 

3- FGDs with parents and girls in grades (1-6)  basic education to collect information about:  

· Distribution problems 

· Adequacy of the contents 

· Satisfaction with the contents 

· Impact of school kits distributions on enrolment and retention. 

· Willingness to provide shortages. 

4- List of distributed kits in the targeted districts during the period 2002-2006 based on the approved documents by UNICEF (Head Office, Sana'a)  and also to collect information about distributed kits as per grade and gender.

5- List of male and female students in grades (1-6) basic education in the targeted districts during the years (2002-2006) according to the DEOs' records based on grade and gender to collect information about the volume of enrolment in these schools. 

Building and regulation of the study steps: 

 To achieve the study objectives, many steps were taken on top of which: 

1- To inspect all the project's literatures including objectives, areas of concern, categories characteristics, and targeted areas on one hand and suggested TORs  to measure the impact of school kits distributions on enrolment and retention of students in grade (1-6) basic education on the other. 

2- To inspect some experiences close to the scope of this study and concerned with reducing education costs and to support development countries to achieve educational outreach, increasing enrolment and retention rates and to improve the quality of education. 

3- Organizing FGDs with specialists and researchers at (ERDC)  concerned with education economies, sociology, psychology, evaluation and measurement and statistics to discuss the projects' literatures and suggested TORs and to exchange ideas  and opinions over the necessary data and information. Besides, to identify data and other available sources, the appropriate tool to collect data towards the study objectives. 

4- Preparing initial study tools. 

5- Governance of study tools by a group of experts at ERDC , Sana'a University, officials in MoE and the Higher Council for Childhood and Motherhood ( annex 2) to express their opinions and remarks over: 

· Type, classification, comprehensiveness and aspects of the study.  

· Drafting, genuineness  and scientific accuracy.  

· Completion, reality and applicability  and appropriateness to the targeted groups. 

On that basis, the necessary amendments were made to the study tools and in accordance with governance  to come with a revised form. 

6- To assure  ability of measurement tools, a special training workshop was held for this purpose (At ERDC) on 18/12/2006 to train (32) researchers and educational inspectors on how to handle interviews and FGDs.. then came the experimental of the proposed tools which targeted a trial sample of (6) students, males and females, school heads and (6) parents who were randomly selected in Hamdan district, Sana'a governorate which is one of the targeted districts by school kits distribution program implemented by UNICEF. 

7- Having finished training the field researchers and tools testing,  responses by the interviewed students, school head and parents were discussed and analyzed by the trainees and performance durability coefficient was calculated using Good for Fit Coefficient for the two interviews performance. The result was (0.93) and with self- trueness of (0.96). accordingly the necessary amendments were made to have this study in its final form (annexes 3,4,5,6,7). 

Study implementation: 

Having finished codification of the study tools and producing it in its final form , a set of organization, technical and administrative  procedures  were adopted  to ensure avoidance of wrong measurement and implementation like: 

1- Evaluation of trainees after the workshop to make sure they have fully-understood their assignments on how to handle interviews and record data. 

2- Providing the field work team instructions and warnings guide relating to each separate tool.  

3- Providing trainees with instructions and warnings guide on how to apply these tools and how to ensure legal procedures at the central and local levels as well as ethics of the mission. (annex 8).

4- Indentifying the trainees names each one's' part of the process as per the governorate and districts, time frame and contact with the field work team. This idea led to the classification of the targeted governorates into three groups: 

Group 1: (Hodeidah -Mahara)

Groups 2: (Sana'a – Amran – Hajja)

Groups 3: Ebb – Dhalea'a – Lahj)  

5- The team was provided with letters directed to DGs of education offices in the targeted districts to facilitate the team's mission to collect the required data (annex 9). 

6- Strict supervision of the team's activities to ensure abidance by instructions and warnings and the genuineness of procedures followed to implement the study and to resolve problems facing the field work.   

Difficulties:

Having examined the statistical data concerning the number of students during the years 2002-2005 and students during the school year 2005 as per records prepared by DEOs in the targeted districts (32) and other statistical records regarding the distribution of school kits we found: 

1- Some records prepared by DEOs did not show up the type or sex of the school (boys, girls, mixed) .  

2- Students have no idea about how many school kits were distributed in Luhaya district in Hodeidah and in Mikhlaf district in Hajja for the years 2002-2005. 

3- No statistical data were available about the students and school kits distribution in Toor Al Baha, Al Malah, Jabal Yazeed, Hamdan, Al Dhuha, Bani Bahlool, Eyal Suraih  districts for the years 2002 -2005.

4- Study planning depended on the field study to cover (32) districts fall within UNICEF competence area with (12) were excluded because they were covered by WFP. But even in the (20) districts covered by UNICEF program, there have been some conflicts with these classification (kits only – kits + Nutrition) of which: 

· Students in Luhaya district did not receive school kits until 2005 though WFP beneficiary. 

· There are two districts in Mahara (Al Ghiadha + Haswain), beneficiaries from UNICEF and Al Saleh Foundation school kits distribution programs. 

·  Some districts did not receive school kits being WFP beneficiaries. 

· There are some district beneficiaries from WFP and UNICEF school kits program out of the (20). 

· Some districts within the (12) excluded are neither WFP beneficiaries nor UNICEF. 

· In some districts kits were distributed even for students in grades (7-9).
· Boys in the two districts did not receive 2005 kits. 

· Distribution of full school kits covered these districts once only and later only part of the materials were distributed.

· Some districts did receive kits on regular basis. 

· Some UNICEF branches do not maintain statistical data regarding the distribution of school kits.  

· DEOs do not maintain statistical data about beneficiaries for the years 2002-2005 whether in experimental or control districts.  

· No complete statistical data bout the number of students or school kits distributed.

· Some school heads were absent for many days. 

· Some schools stopped study to prepare for mid-term exams. 

Above problems and difficulties the field team faced represented force the team to extend the stay period in Toor Al Baha, Eyal Suraih, Al Dhuha  and delay of the mission in Hamdan till after mid-term exams, transfer of the team from Luhaya to Al Dhuha which meets the requirements regarding classification (experimental – control) and to re-classification of districts into: 

· Experimental districts ( receiving kits) 

· Control districts consist of two groups: 

1- ( Neither WFP nor UNICEF) like Al Makhader / Ebb. 

2- (only WFP beneficiary) like Al Qafr /Ebb.

Besides, data from the year 2003-2006 were used due to the lack or incomplete statistical data for some districts for the year 2002/2003. 

Processing Statistical Data: 

The descriptive statistical technique was adopted to answer the study first three questions as it fits to describe the quantitative outcome due to percentages of frequencies from one hand and the manner to express the most common cases on the other. In addition, calculation of social demand for education in all experimental schools and the two control groups using geometric mean to answer question 4. 

Chapter Four

Study outcome and recommendations:

This chapter deals with the outcome the study concluded after description, discussion and analysis. To achieve the study objectives and answer questions, measurement tools were prepared and final data were collected as follows: 

1- Students interview form: a (Yes or No) dual classification measurement for the following cases: 

· Reception of continuation of the school kit. 

· Availability of all materials in the kit.

· Problems accompanying the use of kits. 

· Durability of the school kit throughout the year.

· Distribution volume and outreach

· The body responsible to meet shortages.  

· Timeliness of the distribution process. 

· Kits contents 

· Distribution problems 

· Adequacy of the contents 

· Satisfaction with the contents 

· Impact of school kits distributions on enrolment and retention. 

This measurement applied on a (833)  boys and girl students as sample.  

2- Parents interview form:  (yes/no) form deals with: 

· Distribution problems 

· Adequacy  of the contents 

· Satisfaction with the contents 

· Impact of school kits distributions on enrolment and retention. 

· Willingness to provide shortages. 

· Absenteeism after receipt of school kits  

This form applied on  a (748)  parents as sample.

3- Basic Education Schools Heads Interview Form: deals with 

· Distribution agency 

· Community participation to pay transportation fees for school kits. 

· Timely distribution process.  

· Distribution problems 

· Adequacy of the contents 

· Satisfaction with the contents 

· Impact of school kits distributions on enrolment and retention. 

This measurement applied on a (143)  sampled heads  of schools 

4- Two statistical tables one for students and other for school kits distribution based on gender, types and school year. This was applied on (22) districts two of which approved as control groups.

To express sampled respondents and frequencies quantitatively, we express the sign (one) by (1) to indicate the measured point whether to prove or deny it. Standardization of frequencies fit sampled respondents based on the percentage for each level. 

Estimation levels for sampled respondents frequencies according to the percentage for each level: 

	Estimation Level 
	High 
	Medium 
	Low 

	Percentage  
	80% or more 
	50-79 
	Less than 50%


On that basis,  study outcome were discussed and recommendations arranged according to the following classification:  

First: Presentation and Discussion of the study outcome: 

Results related to Q1:

 How fit is the distribution mechanism of school kits for students in grades (1-6) basic education, in the targeted districts for the years (2002-206) in terms of: 
E- Distributing agency 

F- Range of outreach 

G- Receipt of school kits by students

H- Willingness to pay transportation fees to deliver school kits

To answer these questions, frequencies percentage for school heads' answers regarding the distributing agency were calculated and are shown in table (13)  while results pertaining to the coverage  and outreach are shown in table (14). Results regarding the receipt are shown in table (15) from the students point of view, while responses over willingness of parents to pay transportation fees to deliver kits are in table (16). 

A- Results related to the distributing agency:  

Table 13 shows the percentage of school heads response over the distributing agency gender/area-based: 

	S
	Distributing Agency 
	Region 
	Urban 
	Rural 
	% Reponses 

	
	
	Gender

          Response
	M
	F
	M
	F
	

	1
	Local Councils 
	Yes
	-
	50
	14.04
	-
	12.59

	
	
	No
	100
	50
	85.96
	100
	

	2
	DEOs 
	Yes
	12.5
	75
	29.82
	17.64
	28.76

	
	
	No
	87.50
	25
	70.18
	82.36
	

	3
	School Management 
	Yes
	100
	25
	87.71
	76.47
	85.31

	
	
	No
	-
	75
	12.29
	23.53
	

	4
	UNICEF Rep.
	Yes
	-
	25
	6.14
	5.88
	6.29

	
	
	No
	100
	75
	93.86
	94.12
	

	5
	Other Agencies 
	37.5
	25
	9.65
	-
	10.49


From the table we find: 

1- Frequencies regarding schools heads response in  urban areas regarding the involvement of DEOs in the distribution process was medium (75%) , involvement of LCs (50%) and  regarding involvement of the school management and UNICEF staff was only (25%) compared to (76.47%) among schools headmistresses in rural areas. But estimations were   generally low (18%) or less. 

2- Frequencies regarding schools heads' response in urban areas over the contribution of the school management in the distribution process  were very high  (100%) with less contribution on the part of DEOs (12.5%) and with no contribution for other agencies. This indicates that the school management contribution comes on top (87.71%) with low contribution by other agencies (29%) as per respondents by heads of  rural schools.

B- Results related to distribution coverage and outreach: 

Table 14 shows percentage  of coverage for grades (1-6) basic education for the years (2003-2006) based on the district, number of students and kits distributed: 

	Year

       District 
	2003/2004
	2004/2005
	2005/2006

	
	Pupils No
	Kits No. 
	% Coverage 
	Pupils No
	Kits No. 
	% Coverage 
	Pupils No
	Kits No. 
	% Coverage 

	Bani Matar
	14254
	1800
	12
	159.3
	1800
	11.3
	17651
	2600
	14.7

	Al Haima 
	16179
	680
	4.1
	15773
	680
	4.3
	11887
	1000
	8.4

	Toor Al Baha
	8145
	4720
	58
	8657
	4720
	54.5
	8727
	5360
	61.4

	Al Malah 
	4388
	2000
	45.6
	4339
	2000
	46.1
	4440
	2440
	55

	Bani Suraim 
	6000
	4400
	73.3
	5813
	4400
	75.7
	7072
	4280
	60.5

	Jabal Yazid 
	12863
	4320
	33.6
	14607
	4320
	29.6
	16988
	6240
	36.7

	Qa’atabah
	16493
	5080
	30.8
	17277
	5080
	29.4
	17687
	8000
	44.5

	Bakil Al Mir
	1154
	400
	35
	1185
	400
	33.7
	1245
	320
	25.7

	Haswain 
	2030
	800
	39.4
	2161
	888
	41.1
	2267
	1120
	49.5

	Aslam 
	51020
	800
	15.7
	6353
	800
	12.6
	6009
	2880
	48

	Al Hazm 
	14127
	1080
	7.6
	15226
	1080
	7.1
	14978
	1880
	12.6

	Hamdan 
	18650
	5240
	28
	21700
	5240
	24
	24536
	10640
	43.4

	Al Zydeya
	12187
	4000
	36.8
	12667
	4000
	31.6
	12308
	5200
	42.2

	Al Qanawis
	10859
	4000
	36.8
	10590
	4000
	37.8
	11041
	4400
	39.9

	Al Ghaidha
	8977
	800
	8.9
	4585
	888
	19.4
	4568
	1120
	24.5


From the table above we notice: 

School kits distribution coverage in Bani Suraim district reacted medium-level (73.33%) for the year 2003/2004 and dropped to reach (60.50%) in 2004/2005. While in Toor Al Bahah coverage in 2003/2004 was (58%) and dropped to (54.50%) in 2004/2005 and again increases in 2005/2006  to (61.4%). And as for students in Al Malah District, coverage rate was medium for the year 2005/2006 while the rest proved low coverage rates according to the percentage scope(4.1 – 49.5 %) for the years 2003-2006).

C- Results related to receipt of school kits 

Table 15 shows the percentage of students response regarding  receipt anddurability of school kits based on the school type, region and gender: 

	School Type 
	Area 
	Q
	Did you receive this Year?
	Did you receive since you enrolled?
	Are the kit materials sufficient? 
	Does the kit serve the whole year? 
	Are all students received kits? 

	
	
	Resp 

  gendr
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Boys 
	Urban 
	33.33
	66.67
	16.66
	83.34
	5.55
	94.45
	33.33
	66.67
	83.33
	16.67

	
	Rural 
	-
	100
	-
	100
	33.33
	66.67
	11.11
	88.89
	16.66
	83.34

	Girls 
	Urban 
	33.33
	66.67
	50
	50
	30.55
	69.45
	58.33
	41.67
	41.66
	58.34

	
	Rural 
	21.91
	78.09
	80.33
	19.67
	59.55
	40.45
	71.91
	28.09
	93.25
	6.75

	Mixed 
	Urban
	D
	-
	100
	11.11
	88.89
	-
	100
	5.55
	94.95
	22.22
	77.78

	
	
	E
	2.77
	97.23
	13.88
	16.12
	-
	100
	2.77
	97.23
	11.11
	88.89

	
	Rural
	D
	15.03
	84.97
	26.31
	73.69
	20.30
	79.70
	31.57
	68.43
	47.36
	52.64

	
	
	E
	26.85
	73.15
	62.73
	37.27
	38.65
	61.35
	37.5
	62.50
	61.34
	38.66

	Total
	Urban
	D
	20.68
	79.32
	17.24
	82.76
	3.44
	96.56
	24.13
	75.87
	65.51
	34.49

	
	
	E
	30.23
	69.77
	53.48
	46.52
	25.58
	74.42
	51.16
	48.84
	44.8
	55.82

	
	Rural
	D
	13.24
	86.76
	23.17
	76.83
	21.85
	78.15
	29.13
	70.87
	43.70
	56.03

	
	
	E
	25.40
	74.60
	67.86
	32.17
	44.75
	55.25
	47.54
	52.46
	70.65
	29.35


From the table above we notice: 

1- Frequencies responses over the receipt of school kits for the year 2006/2007 were low and fall within the percentage (2.77 -33.33)  among boys in urban schools, girls in both rural and urban schools and in mixed schools and among boys in mixed rural schools. To the contrary, boys in rural schools had no response because, as some of them stated, the school management distribute only part of the kits' materials and not the kit itself, some schools expand the coverage area to include student in grades (7-9) and teachers of grades (1-3) and for girls without boys in some mixed schools. 

2- Frequencies of rural schools girl students were very high to reach (80.33%) compared to  (62.73%) for girls in mixed schools in rural areas. While coverage rate among girls in urban areas was only (50%). 

3- Responses by girls in rural areas about the durability of school kits have revealed medium level percentage reaching (71.91%)  compared to (58.33%)  among girls in urban areas because parents in rural areas gave the skits to boys instead due to the bad quality of kits  forcing girls to keep these kits at home.  

4- Response frequencies by girls in rural areas with regard to the coverage of all students were high and reaching (93.25%) in girls-only school compared to (61.34%)  in mixed schools. In addition, responses by boys in urban schools over the receipt of kits by all students were (83.33%) while responses by girls in rural arras about the adequacy  kit materials were (59.55%). 

5- Other cases like receipt of kit at the beginning of the school year, adequacy  of all needed materials, durability throughout the year and inclusion of all students got low response which indicates that girls in both rural and urban schools are more lucky in terms of coverage, receipt of kits followed by boys in urban schools in terms of coverage compared to other cases.

D- Results related to willingness to pay for the transportation of kits:

The following table  (16) shows percentage of willingness to pay among students parents based on gender, urban status and school type: 

	S
	Gender 


	Region 
	Urban 
	Rural 
	% Responses

	
	
	Sch. type

             Response
	Boys 
	Girls
	Mixed 
	Boys 
	Girls
	Mixed 
	

	1
	Male
	Yes
	-
	33.33
	-
	-
	13.33
	7.14
	6.75

	
	
	No
	100
	66.66
	100
	100
	86.67
	92.86
	

	2
	Female
	Yes
	-
	16.66
	-
	-
	3.33
	-
	5.08

	
	
	No
	-
	83.34
	-
	-
	96.67
	100
	

	3
	GR
	Yes
	-
	22.22
	-
	-
	9.33
	7.14
	2.75

	
	
	No
	100
	77.78
	100
	100
	90.67
	92.85
	


From the above table we conclude: 

** Frequencies regarding response by school head , urban or rural, were low and less than (34%) about parents' willingness to pay transportation fees to deliver kits to girls in urban and rural areas, less than (8%) for mixed schools in rural areas and far less percentage in terms of urban boys and mixed school and boys schools in rural areas. This confirms that the parents contribution is very low and less than (7%) which in turn proves that only few schools heads receive contribution by locals.  

Results related to Q2: 

Q2: What is the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates in grades (1-6) basic education from students and schools’ heads views related to: 

A..  Timing of the distribution      B- Contents of the school kit

To answer these questions frequencies of schools heads and students' responses were calculated  and appear in table (17) regarding delivery and in table (18) regarding contents of the school kit. 

Table (17) shows percentage of responses regarding the timing of distribution, gender/urban status –based: 

	S
	Timing of Distribution 
	Region/  Categ.
	Urban 
	Rural 

	
	
	
	Pupils 
	School Heads
	Pupils 
	School Heads

	
	
	
	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F

	1
	Beginning of the year 
	Yes
	-
	23.80
	-
	-
	23.84
	30.81
	18.42
	29.41

	
	
	No
	100
	76.2
	100
	100
	76.66
	69.19
	81.58
	70.59

	2
	Sometime after the beginning 
	Yes
	17.24
	69.04
	62.50
	75
	28.47
	50.98
	59.02
	70.58

	
	
	No
	82.76
	30.96
	37.50
	25
	71.53
	49.02
	40.98
	29.42

	3
	Other timing 
	-
	34.48
	11.90
	37.50
	25
	-
	1.31
	2.63
	-


From table 17 we notice the following: 

1- Response rate  among pupils in urban schools, boys , girls and heads in rural areas is low and less than (30%) regarding the timing of distribution at the beginning of the year. Meanwhile, response rate is higher (69.04%) among girls in urban areas who confirmed that distribution takes place sometime after the beginning of the year  and this rate gets lower among headmasters of urban schools to reach (62.50%)  but in case of headmistresses in urban schools the rate is higher and reaches (75%) . This rate, on the other hand, is low among headmasters of rural schools (59.02%) and more less among girls (50.98%) while it is high in case of rural schools headmistresses (70.58%). 

2- Response rate among pupils, schools heads in urban areas were low and less than (38%) regarding the timing of school kits distribution. This rate drops to (3%) among girls and heads of schools in rural areas while response rate among boys and head of urban schools is of no percentage.  

Accordingly, students and heads of schools responses regarding timing of school kits distribution confirm inappropriate timing making it difficult for some school heads to distribute them among children outside the school. 

B. Results related to contents of the school kit: 

Table (18) shows percentage of school heads, parents and pupils regarding contents of the school kits based on gender, urban status and school type:  

	S
	Category 
	Response
	No
	Yes

	
	
	Sch type

        Region
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 

	1
	Schools heads 
	Urban
	100
	100
	100
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	Rural
	100
	93.34
	92.86
	-
	6.66
	7.14

	2
	Parents 
	Urban
	100
	97.37
	100
	-
	2.63
	-

	
	
	Rural
	100
	92.60
	93.60
	-
	7.40
	6.4

	3
	Pupils 
	Urban
	66.67
	69.45
	100
	33.33
	30.55
	-

	
	
	Rural
	72.23
	83.15
	88.85
	27.77
	16.85
	11.15


From the table above we notice: 

** Frequencies of study sample responses percentage are low and fall between (2.63 -20.55) regarding adequacy of kit materials  to meet pupils requirements. From the point of view of boys in boys-only schools. Girls in girls-only schools in urban and rural areas, boys in rural mixed schools, parents in girls-only urban and rural schools and mixed schools in rural areas, headmistresses of girls schools and headmasters of mixed schools in rural areas and with no percentage for other cases. This confirms inadequacy  of the school kits to meet students' requirements for more than two or three months maximum. 

Results regarding Q 3: 

Q3: What is the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates in grades (1-6) basic education from sampled students point of view in terms of:  

A. Adequacy of the school kit     B- Problems accompanying the distribution process

C- Problems related to use of materials in the school kits   

D- Satisfaction with the contents E- Enrolment rates                                       F - Retention

To answer above questions we have calculated frequencies of response by the study sample  in table (19) and adequacy  of school kits materials frequencies are shown in table (19). While table (21) indicates distribution problems, problems relating to use of kits materials, in table (22) we can see the level of satisfaction with the contents of the kit. Tables (23) , (24) show students enrolment rate and retention respectively as follows:    

A . Results related to adequacy  of school kit's materials 

Table 19 below shows percentage of  responses by pupils and heads of schools regarding adequacy  of the school kit's materials:  

	S
	Kit contents
	Region
	Urban 
	Rural 
	% of yes response

	
	
	Categ.
	pupils
	School Heads
	Pupils
	School Heads
	

	
	
	   gender

response  
	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F
	M
	F
	

	1
	School kit 
	Yes
	24.34
	79.07
	37.50
	50
	61.58
	55.57
	58.77
	88.24
	57.36

	
	
	No
	75.86
	20.93
	62.50
	50
	38.42
	44.43
	41.23
	11.76
	

	2
	4 notebooks
	Yes
	89.65
	95.34
	100
	100
	96.02
	95.40
	100
	100
	97

	
	
	No
	10.35
	4.66
	-
	-
	3.98
	4.60
	-
	-
	

	3
	Ruler 
	Yes
	86.20
	93.02
	100
	100
	77.48
	93.11
	96.49
	100
	91.08

	
	
	No
	13.80
	6.98
	-
	-
	22.52
	6.89
	3.51
	-
	

	4
	2 sharpeners 
	Yes
	82.75
	95.34
	100
	100
	94.03
	91.63
	100
	100
	93.13

	
	
	No
	17.25
	4.66
	-
	-
	5.97
	8.37
	-
	-
	

	5
	Two pencils 
	Yes
	93.10
	95.34
	100
	100
	92.71
	94.75
	95.61
	94.11
	94.56

	
	
	No
	6.90
	4.66
	-
	-
	7.29
	5.25
	4.39
	5.89
	

	6
	Two  blue pens 
	Yes
	62.06
	76.74
	87.5
	100
	75.49
	89.18
	96.49
	94.11
	86.69

	
	
	No
	37.94
	23.26
	12.5
	-
	24.51
	10.8
	3.51
	5.89
	

	7
	Eraser 
	Yes
	72.24
	97.76
	100
	100
	90.06
	92.78
	92.10
	88.23
	91.89

	
	
	No
	27.76
	2.24
	-
	-
	9.94
	7.22
	7.9
	11.77
	


Looking at the table above we find: 

1- Availability  of the  4 notebooks came first with high rate within the percentage (89.65 – 100) with  GR of (97%) out of the total respondents in rural and urban areas, availability  of pencils (92.71 – 100) with GR of (94.56%) , for sharpeners ( 82.23 – 100) and GR (93.13), for erasers (88.33 – 100) among all pupils except in  urban areas whose  responses reach (72.24%) making an overall percentage of (91.89%)  among all categories. Percentage of  the ruler fall within (86.20 -100) among all categories except boys in rural schools  whose responses show medium level of (77.84%)  with GR of (91.08%) compared to the availability of erasers..

2- Results of the study sample's response have revealed that there are two response levels for (the 2 blue pens) one fall within the percentage (87.50 – 100) including responses by all urban schools headmistresses  and the other (62.06 – 76.74) girls  in urban schools and boys in both urban and rural schools. Therefore, GR in this case is (86.69%). 

3- As for the availability of school kits, responses by headmistresses in rural schools reached (88.24%)  and (24.34 – 37.50%0 among boys and headmasters of urban schools. Other categories responses fall within the percentage ( 7.50 – 79%)  making the availability of school kits to come the last with GR of (57.36%)  among the majority of students and heads of urban and rural schools. Thus, we conclude that the distribution of shool kits was not on annual regular basis and that boys received only part of the kit's contents in boys-only and mixed schools.  

B- Results related to problems accompanying the distribution process

Table (20) below shows percentage of responses by the study sample regarding problems accompanying the distribution of school kits based on category, gender, urban status and school type: 

	S
	Category 
	Response 
	No
	Yes
	% Responses

	
	
	Sch. type

       region
	Boys 
	Girls
	Mixed 
	Boys 
	Girls
	Mixed 
	

	1
	Schools heads 
	Urban
	33.33
	16.66
	33.33
	66.66
	83.33
	66.66
	75

	
	
	Rural
	100
	73.34
	43.87
	-
	26.66
	56.12
	48.09

	2
	Parents 
	Urban
	75
	52.63
	77.77
	25
	47.36
	22.22
	36.10

	
	
	Rural
	85.72
	77.78
	47.80
	14.28
	22.22
	51.4
	46.63

	3
	Pupils 
	Urban
	61.11
	77.77
	4.23
	38.89
	22.22
	95.77
	44.44

	
	
	Rural
	100
	73.59
	55.92
	-
	28.41
	44.08
	40.33


We notice from the table above : 

** Frequencies percentage for headmasters of urban schools comes first in terms of the (existence) of problems accompanying the distribution process with a percentage of (83.33%) in girls schools while it is (95.77%) among boys in urban mixed schools, (66.66%) among headmasters of  mixed urban schools less than the percentage among headmasters of mixed rural schools (56.12%). This percentage gets lower among parents  of students in mixed schools in rural areas (51.40%) while it is (47.36%) among parents in urban areas regarding girls schools. This proves that the case in mixed schools in both rural and urban areas is more problematic compared to other schools for many reasons as shown by the study sample which reported that kits are distributed to girls only in mixed schools, absent and suspended students do not receive school kits and lack of selection criteria for needy children. 

C- Results related to problems regarding the use of school kit's materials: 

Table 22 below shows percentage of responses among students regarding problems to use the school kits and contents based on  gender, urban status and school type: 

	S
	Sample + contents 
	Region
	Urban 
	Rural 
	% Responses 

	
	
	Sch.type
response
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 
	

	1
	School kit
	Yes
	27.77
	22.22
	22.22
	-
	25.84
	21.23
	21.96

	
	
	No
	72.23
	77.78
	77.78
	100
	74.16
	78.77
	

	2
	Notebooks
	Yes
	44.44
	8.33
	22.22
	22.22
	6.17
	64.77
	47.53

	
	
	No
	55.56
	91.67
	77.78
	77.78
	93.83
	35.3
	

	3
	Ruler
	Yes
	44.44
	13.88
	22.22
	22.22
	11.23
	12.38
	13.31

	
	
	No
	55.56
	86.12
	77.78
	77.78
	88.77
	87.62
	

	4
	Sharpeners 
	Yes
	44.44
	13.88
	16.66
	22.22
	2.83
	10.97
	10.44

	
	
	No
	55.56
	86.12
	83.34
	77.78
	97.17
	89.03
	

	5
	Pencils 
	Yes
	66.66
	19.44
	11.11
	22.22
	8.42
	21.76
	19.51

	
	
	No
	33.34
	80.56
	88.89
	77.78
	91.58
	78.24
	

	6
	Pens 
	Yes
	44.44
	19.44
	50
	22.22
	7.86
	15.22
	15.36

	
	
	No
	55.56
	80.56
	50
	77.78
	92.14
	84.78
	

	7
	Eraser 
	Yes
	44.44
	8.33
	27.77
	22.22
	10.67
	8.49
	10.43

	
	
	No
	55.56
	91.67
	72.23
	77.78
	89.33
	91.51
	

	GR 
	45.23
	15.07
	24.6
	19.04
	10.43
	22.11
	


From the table above we notice: 

1- Relative response frequencies for students regarding problem to use the school kits and contents were (66.66%) regarding use of pencils among urban schools students , (64.77%) regarding use of notebooks among students in mixed rural schools, (50%) regarding the use of pens among boys or mixed urban schools due to reasons like the said breakdown of sharpeners , break of pencils and removal of books staplers. 

2- Study results show that  boys and girls' responses in both urban and rural areas  show  low percentage in terms of problem they face to use the school kit and its contents (45%)  and with no percentage regarding the use of school kits among students in rural areas.  

D- Results related to satisfaction with the kit's contents: 

Table (22) below shows responses by the study sample over their satisfaction with the kit's contents based on category, gender, urban status and school type: 

	S
	Category 
	Response
	No 
	Yes 

	
	
	Sch. type

              Region
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 

	1
	School heads 
	Urban
	33.33
	50
	100
	66.66
	50
	-

	
	
	Rural 
	100
	56.66
	58.16
	-
	40
	41.83

	2
	Parents 
	Urban
	56.25
	60.52
	66.66
	43.75
	39.47
	27.77

	
	
	Rural 
	35.71
	51.15
	41.4
	64.28
	48.14
	58

	3
	Pupils 
	Urban
	44.45
	30.65
	77.78
	55.55
	69.44
	22.22

	
	
	Rural 
	33.34
	16.86
	47.62
	66.66
	83.14
	52.38


From the table above we notice: 

1- Respondents satisfaction with the school kit's contents is high (83.14%) among girls in rural areas followed by  (44.50 – 69%) among girls in urban schools, and with equal percentage among heads of urban schools, boys in rural schools, parents in rural areas, boys in boys-only urban schools and mixed schools in rural areas respectively. This is attributed according to the study  sample to  the free –of- charge distribution of the school kits. 

2- Results regarding the study sample respondents have proved that overall satisfaction with the kit's contents is low and within the percentage ( 22.22 – 48.14) among parents, girls-only schools , boys in urban areas, heads of mixed and girls-only schools in rural areas, parents of girls in girls-only and mixed schools and boys in mixed urban schools and with no percentage among boys schools head masters in rural areas and mixed schools in urban areas due to inadequacy of the kits' contents and lack of painting books and drawing kit. This leads to the conclusion that the study sample is not fully satisfied with the school kit's contents due to inadequacy of materials. 

E- Results related to enrolment:  

Table 23 below shows percentage of respondents regarding enrolment based on category, gender, urban status and school type: 

	S
	category 
	Response 
	No
	Yes

	
	
	Sch. type

      region
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 

	1
	School heads 
	Urban
	-
	16.66
	100
	100
	83.33
	-

	
	
	Rural
	-
	10
	24.49
	100
	90
	75.51

	2
	Parents 
	Urban
	62.5
	28.94
	66.66
	37.5
	71.05
	33.33

	
	
	Rural
	-
	23.46
	17.6
	100
	76.54
	82.4

	3
	Pupils 
	Urban
	55.56
	69.45
	100
	44.44
	30.55
	-

	
	
	Rural
	55.56
	49.44
	65.85
	44.44
	50.56
	34.15


From table 23 we notice: 

1- Relative frequencies regarding respondents answers about the impact of school kits' distribution to encourage parents sending their girls to school were very high (100%) among headmasters of boys schools in urban and rural areas and parents in rural areas, (90%) among headmistresses of girls schools in rural areas, (83.33%) in urban areas and relatively less among parents of boys in rural areas (82.4%) . 

2- Frequencies  of answers  by the study  respondents over the impact of kits distribution to encourage parents sending their girls to school fall within the percentage of (50.56 – 75.51) among parents of girls in girls-only schools , heads of mixed school in rural areas, parents of girls in urban girls schools, girls in girls-only urban schools and mixed schools in rural areas, students in rural girls schools. Meanwhile, percentage get lower (45%) among boys in rural and urban schools, students in urban girls schools and rural mixed schools, parents of students in boys and mixed rural schools with no percentage among headmasters of mixed urban schools. This reflects the positive impact of school kits distribution which encouraged parents to send their girls to school  and that enrolment in girls-only schools is higher than mixed. This also indicates that the type of school might also impact the enrolment process.   

F- Results related to retention:

The following table (24) shows percentage of responses regarding retention based on category, gender and urban status:  

	N
	Category 
	Response 
	No
	Yes

	
	
	Sch. type

     Region 
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 
	Boys 
	Girls 
	Mixed 

	1
	School heads 
	Urban 
	100
	50
	100
	-
	50
	-

	
	
	Rural 
	100
	80
	93.88
	-
	20
	6.12

	2
	Parents 
	Urban 
	87.5
	71.06
	94.45
	12.5
	28.94
	5.55

	
	
	Rural 
	100
	90.75
	88
	-
	9.25
	12

	3
	Pupils 
	Urban 
	55.56
	30.56
	100
	44.44
	69.44
	-

	
	
	Rural 
	77.78
	79.78
	87.44
	22.22
	20.22
	12.56


From this table we notice: 

** Relative frequencies of respondents' answers regarding dropout after receiving the school kits were (69.44%) among students in girls schools in urban areas, (50%) among headmistresses of girls schools due to inadequacy of the kit's materials to serve the whole year and  dire need among poor girls for school uniform. Other cases fall within the percentage ( 6.12 – 44.44) and with no percentage  in terms of heads of boys schools in urban and rural areas , heads and students in mixed with no percentage for heads of boys schools in urban and rural areas, head and students in mixed schools in urban areas.

Results related to Q 4:

What is the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates and retention in grades (1-6) basic education in experimental areas compared to control areas? 

To answer these two questions, we calculated the geometric mean for growth rates(flow)  among students in grade 1 for the years (2002- 2006) as shown in the table below based on the group and students gender: 

Table 25 shows  group/gender growth rates in grade 1 (2002-2006) 

	               Gender 

Group 
	Males
	Females 
	GR 

	Experimental / kit 
	1.014
	1.166
	1.085

	Control (No nutrition nor kit)
	1.028
	1.037
	1.032

	Control / nutrition 
	1.024
	1.184
	1.095


From the above table we notice: 

1- Growth rates regarding demand for education among girls in the control group which falls within the competence area of WFP come first with GR (1.184) followed by girls in the experimental schools which are included in the school kits distribution program with GR of (1.166) while control groups where neither nutrition nor shool kits came last. 

2- Growth rates regarding demand for education among boys within the control group (no nutrition no kits) came first with GR of (1.028)  followed by boys within the WFP control group with GR of (1.024) while demand within experimental schools came third and last. 

3-  Demand for education in general comes first in terms of the WFP control group with (1.095) followed by experimental schools (1.085) and lastly the control group where nutrition or kits with (1.032). this outcome reflects the positive impact of WFP and school kits distribution on  basic education enrolment rates among girls.  This indicates that nutrition and school kits attract more girls into the education system but on the other hand social demand for education among boys drops because the distribution is limited to girls only during the period 2002-2004 except 2004/2005 where kits distributed for both and therefore resulted an increase in enrolment rates to (1.15) among boys in the experimental schools compared to those in the control groups which registered less enrolment rates (1.04) and (1.06) respectively.   

References: 

1- MoE (2007) :  JAR for the Implementation of the National Strategy to Develop Basic Education ( The Education Meeting), The Household and School Survey on the Impact of SFA , Sana'a. 

2- Morale Guidance Department (2006) : Future Start Offs , documents of the National Conference on Youth & Childhood, Sana'a, Yemen.

3- MoE (2006) :  JAR for the Implementation of the National Strategy to Develop Basic Education ( The Education Meeting), General Progress Review for Implementation of the National Strategy to Develop Basic Education, Sana'a.

4- The Higher Council for Education Planning (2005), Education Indicators in the Republic of Yemen, Sana'a. 

5- Al Sharqi, Ra'aofa  & Al Mikhlafi, Tawfiq, Naji, Hamoud& Al Ba'adani, Aman (2005), The Situation of Girl's Education in Yemen, a study presented to UNICEF and ADRA, Sana'a. 

6- MoPIC (2005) The Annual Statistical Book, COCA (2005) , Sana'a. 

7- MoPIC (2005), The Poverty Reduction Strategy, Sana'a. 

8- Al Mansoub,  Mohammed &Al A'awg, Abdul Kareem (2004): Conditions of Children and Women in Yemen , a study presented to UNICEF, Sana'a. 

9-  The Higher Council for Education Planning (2004), Education Indicators in the Republic of Yemen, Sana'a. 

10- MoPIC (2004), The Yemeni Household Health Survey, COCA, Main Report, The Arab Project for Household Health, Arab League. 

11- MoPIC (2004), The  General Census for Population and Buildings, COCA, Sana'a. 

12- MoE (2007): The National Strategy to Develop Basic Education in Yemen. 

13- Al Hawthi, Ebrahim Mohammed (2000), Girl's Education at the End of the Second Millennium, a working paper presented to the status of education and Development Prospects, Sana'a. 

14- Ministry of Legal Affairs (2001), Constitution of the Republic of Yemen, Sana'a.

15- Ministry of Legal Affairs (1992), the General Education Law, the Official Gazette, Annex to issue (24) December 31, Sana'a , Yemen.  

Recommendations: 

1- Re-consider the mechanisms adopted to distribute school kits and involve DEOs and FMCs in the target schools under the direct supervision of UNICEF representatives in the governorates in order to scrutinize the beneficiary lists , ensure delivery of school kits to target people, reduce distribution-related problems, avoid waste accompanied the old mechanism depending only on the schools' heads. 

2- Reconsider the quantity and quality of kits and its contents, distributing kits  before or at the beginning of a school year in order to encourage parents to send their children to school on time.  

3- Expanding the range of school kits distribution and nutrition to include boys and girls alike to bridge the gap between social demand for basic education and retention among boys and girls resulted from the exclusion of boys leading to increased girl enrolment and also boys dropout. Besides, parents indifference might be attributed to socio-economic factors forcing  poor families to send girls to school only to benefit from  school kits and nutrition.   
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Annex  1 
Study Sample list at the level of the district( Evaluation of the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates  and retention in the target schools in grade (1-6) basic education. 

	Governorate 
	District 
	No. of schools 
	No. of interview tools + enumeration tool received by field teams 

	
	
	
	Schools head tools 
	Pupils tools
	Parents tools 
	School kit enumeration tool 
	Pupils enumeration tool 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	UNICEF
	District
	School
	In the district 
	In the school 

	Sana’a
	Inner Al Haima 
	7
	8
	43
	8
	-
	1
	7
	1
	7

	
	
	7
	8
	43
	8
	1
	1
	7
	1
	7

	
	Bani Bahlool
	3
	4
	19
	4
	-
	1
	3
	1
	3

	
	Hamdan 
	9
	10
	55
	10
	-
	1
	9
	1
	9

	
	Bani Matar 
	6
	7
	43
	7
	-
	1
	6
	1
	6

	
	
	6
	7
	37
	7
	-
	1
	6
	1
	6

	
	
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	6

	Hodeidah 
	Al Zaydeya 
	6
	7
	37
	7
	1
	1
	6
	1
	6

	
	
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	Al Qanawis 
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	Luhaya 
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	
	4
	5
	25
	5
	-
	1
	4
	1
	4

	Hajja 
	Mustaba
	4
	5
	25
	5
	-
	1
	4
	1
	4


	Governorate 
	District 
	No. of schools
	No. of interview tools + enumeration tool received by field teams 

	
	
	
	Schools head tools 
	Pupils tools
	Parents tools 
	School kit enumeration tool 
	Pupils enumeration tool 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	UNICEF
	UNICEF
	UNICEF
	In the district 
	In the school 

	Amran 
	Al Mikhlaf 
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	Bakil Al Mir 
	4
	5
	25
	5
	-
	1
	4
	1
	4

	
	Eyal Suraih
	7
	8
	43
	8
	-
	1
	7
	1
	7

	
	Bani Suraim 
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	Eyal Yazeed 
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	Dhalea’a 
	Qa’atabah 
	5
	6
	31
	6
	-
	1
	5
	1
	5

	
	
	4
	5
	25
	5
	-
	1
	4
	1
	4

	Ebb 
	Al Odain 
	3
	4
	19
	4
	-
	1
	3
	1
	3

	
	Al Hazm 
	3
	4
	19
	4
	-
	1
	3
	1
	3

	Lahj 
	Toor Al Baha
	4
	5
	25
	5
	-
	1
	4
	1
	4

	
	
	4
	5
	25
	5
	-
	1
	4
	1
	4

	
	Al Madhareba
	4
	5
	25
	5
	-
	1
	4
	1
	4

	Mahara 
	Al Ghaidha 
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Haswain 
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Control 1
	Al Qafr 
	20
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Control 2
	Al Makhader 
	20
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 2

List of study tools arbiters (Evaluation of the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates and retention in the targeted schools in grade (1-6) basic education: 

	S
	Name 
	Title 

	1
	Mrs. Fouzia Numan 
	Deputy Minister of Girl's Education Sector 

	2
	Dr. Nafisa Al Jaefi 
	The Secretary General of the Higher Council for Motherhood and Childhood 

	3
	Prof. Abdul Jabbar Al Waeli 
	DG of Training 

	4
	Prof. Abdul Baset Aqeel 
	Head of Human Sciences and languages Department 

	5 
	Prof. Tawfiq Al Mikhlafi 
	Head of Evaluation and Measurement Center 


Annex 3

Tool No (1) Interview form with boys and girls students to evaluate the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates  and retention in the targeted schools in grade (1-6) basic education:

First: General Information: 

Governorate: 





         District: 

School Name:




         Location: 

Type of school: 
Boys                      Girls 


Mixed 


Region:         

            Urban                       Rural 


Second: Personal Information: 

Name 





Sex: 


Grade: 




Age: 

	S 
	Questions 
	Yes
	No
	If No, Why ( State) 

	1
	Did you receive the school kit for this year? 
	
	
	

	2
	Have you received a  school kit since you joined the school 
	
	
	

	3
	When did you receive the kit? 
	

	
	-Beginning of the year 
	
	
	

	
	-sometime after the beginning 
	
	
	

	
	-other (state)
	

	4
	Did you like the kit?
	
	
	

	5
	Did you face any problem getting the kit?
	
	
	

	6
	Does kit have all materials you need? 
	
	
	

	7


	What did you receive?

I've received the following:  
	

	
	* * a school kit
	
	
	

	
	** 4 notebooks 
	
	
	

	
	** a ruler 
	
	
	

	
	** 2 sharpeners 
	
	
	

	
	** two pencils 
	
	
	

	
	** two blue pens 
	
	
	

	
	** 1 eraser 
	
	
	

	8
	Did you face any problem using: 
	If No, Why ( State)

	
	** the school kit?
	
	
	

	
	** notebooks? 
	
	
	

	
	** ruler ?
	
	
	

	
	**Sharpener? 
	
	
	

	
	**Pencils? 
	
	
	

	
	** Pens?
	
	
	

	
	** Eraser?
	
	
	

	9
	Are the kit's contents adequate for the whole year? 
	
	
	

	
	-Who supplies the shortages? (state)
	

	10
	Does the kit remain till the year end ? 
	
	
	

	11
	Do all students in your class receive kits? 
	
	
	

	12
	Do you know anyone joined the school due to school kits distribution? 
	
	
	

	13
	Did anyone leave the school after receiving the kit? 
	
	
	


Interviewer: 







Tel: (                  ) 

Interview date:                /            / 2006.

Signature: 

Annex 4

Tool no (2) interview form with heads of schools to evaluate the impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates  and retention in the targeted schools in grade (1-6) basic education: 

First: General Information: 

Governorate: 





         District: 

School Name:




         Location: 

Type of school: 
* Boys                      * Girls 

*Mixed 


Region:         

            *Urban                       *Rural 


Second: Personal Information:- 

Name 





Sex: 


Qualification:   *  Master Degree     * university    * Post  high school  Diploma 

Type of Qualification: 
* Educational 

* Non-educational 

1- Who did distribute the school kits in your school? 

** local council




* Yes 


*No 

** Director of DEO




 * Yes 

* No

** School Management



 * Yes 

 * No 

** UNICEF Representative



* Yes 


 * No 

** Other agency (state)…………………………………………………….. 

2- Contents of the school kit are: 

** School Kit  



* Yes 


*No

** 4 notebooks 



* Yes 


*No

** 1 Ruler




* Yes 


*No

** 2 sharpeners  



* Yes 


*No

** 2 pencils 




* Yes 


*No

** 2 blue pens 



* Yes 


*No

** 1 eraser 




* Yes 


*No

3- Do the kit's contents meet the students requirements throughout the year? * Yes 


*No,   if No why? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

4- Are you satisfied with the kit's contents? * Yes 


*No

If No, Why? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

5- Has the distribution of school kits been of positive impact for parents to send their girls to school? 
* Yes 


*No

If No, Why? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

6- Did some students suspend school after receiving school kits? 

* Yes 


*No

If  yes,  (state): 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

7- When did students , boys and girls, receive school kits ?

** Beginning of the year 



* Yes 


*No

** sometime after the begging of the year 
* Yes 


*No

** Other (state)……………………………………………………………

8- Did you face any problem during the distribution process?                            * Yes 


*No, if yes (state): 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

9- Do fathers/mothers contribute to pay for the transportation fees to deliver kits to schools?     * Yes 


*No

Interviewer :……………………………………….. Tel (                      ) 

Interview date:      /     / 2006. 

Signature:  

Annex  5 

Tool  No. (3) FGDs impact of school kits distribution on enrolment rates  and retention in the targeted schools in grade (1-6) basic education: 

First: General Information: 

Governorate: 





         District: 

School Name:




         Location: 

Type of school: 
* Boys                      * Girls 

*Mixed 


Region:         
           *Urban                       *Rural 

1- Are you satisfied with the contents of the school kit in terms of: 

** Contents?  * Yes         Number (       )                *No     Number   (        ) 

	If No, Why? 

	

	

	

	

	


** Contents? * Yes         Number (        )
         *No      Number (         ) 

	If No, Why? 

	

	

	

	

	


2-  Were there any problems during the distribution process?*                                  * Yes     Number (       )                             * No   Number (       )    

	If Yes, (state)?  

	

	

	

	

	


3- Do the kits' contents meet the student requirements for the whole Year? 

 * Yes   Number (           )                           * No       Number (          )    

	If No, Why? 

	

	

	

	

	


** Remark for the interviewer: 

   Focus on the problem should  touch on: 

- Some student receive the kits and some do not 

- Some (boys & girls) receive the kits and some do not
* Those who said (Yes) and those who said (No)  

4- Did the distribution of school kits encourage parents to send their children to school? 

           * Yes   Number (           )                           * No       Number (          )

	If No, Why? 

	

	

	

	

	


5- In case of shortage in the school kit, are parents willing to provide this shortage? 

       * Yes   Number (           )                           * No       Number (          )

	If No, Why? 

	

	

	

	

	


6- Have some student left  school after receiving school kits? 

       * Yes   Number (           )                           * No       Number (          )

	If Yes, Why? 

	

	

	

	

	


Interviewer:   …………………………………………….   Tel (                   ) 

Interview date:       /        /2006. 

Signature:  

Annex 6 :

Tool No. (4) distribution of school kits to targeted districts during the years 2000 -2006 as follows: 

Governorate:






District: 

School:






Researcher: 

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 4
	Grade 5
	Grade 6

	
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total

	2000/2001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2001/2002
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2002/2003
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2003/2004
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004/2005
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2005/2006
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	









             Study Team 

Annex 7: 

Tool No. (5) distribution of students in schools during the years 2000/2001 – 2005/2006 as follows: 

Governorate:






District: 

School:






Researcher: 

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 4
	Grade 5
	Grade 6

	
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total

	2000/2001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2001/2002
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2002/2003
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2003/2004
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004/2005
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2005/2006
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	











Study Team 

Annex 8

List Of General Instructions And Guidelines On The Application Of Tools

Dear Researcher, 

We wish you all success in your good mission; and in order to achieve the mission properly, you are required to observe the following: 

First: 

· Check on the number of questionnaires for each cohort (headmaster, student, parent) and student distribution sheet. 

· Interview the GEO director and hand over to him the Center’ memo, explaining purpose of the research mission, and for and easy work, prepare memos for the sample schools. 

· Write down Student Counting Form (1-6) derived from school records

· Ensure that all data are put on every questionnaire

· One form should be stamped upon application in every school. 

· Make sure that all tools are applied to the three cohorts in all sample schools.  

· Turn in all field data made by the study team on the next day following the researcher’s back.  

· A selection should be made for 6 male and 6 female students or 6 male and female students when girls’ schools have grades (1-6) or when they are mixed. If a school has grades (1-6), two students from each grade are selected. 

Second: While interviewing male/female student

· Read comprehensively all questionnaires’ items 

· Spread familiarity when interviewing with students. 

· Interview should be made individually with students. 

· Drafting questions should be in the language of male/female students, not yours

· Avoid showing that an answer is accepted or otherwise. 

· Use a simulation language with male/female student (slang)

· Ensure gender representation to whom school kits were distributed on the time of interview

·  Make sure that the question to be understood by students
· Focus should be made on girls’ schools, as target ones and then on mixed ones. 

Third: While interviewing parents

· Identify the rules of discussion such as: 

· Avoid frequency in answers 

· Manage discussions in an organized and calm manner

· Write down the group's answer

· If there is an enquiry from parents, such enquiry should be clarified without hinting the answer 

· Give attention to all answers, never be bored with any one, and be attentive to who’s speaking

· Show being interested and admired of parents’ answers 

· Elicit information in tactful and easy way and focus on main points, and avoid being drifted away from the themes of questionnaire. 

· Use a language that can be understood by interviewees, not losing the meaning of a question. 

· Record significant points regularly. 

· When recording answers (Yes), you have to understand their connotation, and whether it needs explanation or clarification. Similarly, the answers (No). 

· Run interviews away from others for the sake of quietness. 

· At the end of an interview, express your warm thanks to interviewees for their interaction and to the management’s as well, and tell them that what was reported would not be published and the information will be carefully dealt with for the sake of the research only. 
Fourth: While interviewing headmaster/headmistress 

· Hand over the official memo addressed to the school headmaster or his deputy, and brief him on the nature of the mission. 

· Have a good discussion with him and let him go further in answering, but within the question’s scope. 

· In case of unavailability of data, try to find out the reasons, and ask whether it  is possible to obtain them from the GEO. 

· Be tactful in talking with him and give him more attention

· Most important discussions 

· Never miss some important detailed or explanatory points 

· Focus on the indications of (Yes) and (No) and get their explanations 

· Write the summary of interviews for each separate school as per the three levels of topics. 

· Write down a general report on the school in which the tools were applied

· School headmaster/headmistress 

· Male/Female Students

· Parents

Mention the encountered difficulties you 

Annex 9

To: GEO,                         Governorate………………………………….

Dear Sir, 

Please be advised that the Center is presently conducting a study entitled “Impact of School Kits Distribution on Enrollment and Retention in Basic Education Grades (1-6)

Selection was made for the School ………………………..district…………….  in order to examine the study tools before being finally applied 

Therefore, you are kindly requested to issue your instructions to facilitate the research mission

Thanking in advance

Pro. Dr. Saleh Nasser Al Soufi

ERDC Chairman  

