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H EVALUATION ABSTRACT (bo n d  a x c u d  dw apwm povib.d) 

The university-based IEES consortium has been assisting eight countries 
to improve the quality and efficiency of their schooling systems. AID'S 
Office of Education funds the project (from within the Bureau for 
Science and Technology) [I]. 

The Office of Education recently commissioned an independent evaluation 
of the IEES project. The evaluation team visited each participating 
country and reviewed written outputs. Here we briefl:~ summarize key 
findings of the evaluation exercise. .. 
Over the first four years of this (ten-year) project, IEES staff have 
been involved in the following activities: 

(1) Conducting sector reviews that identify macro policies and budget 
choices that could be implemented to improve the quality and efficiency 
of basic education; 

(2) Developing management information systems to improve descriptive 
data and to pinpoint policy changes that boost efficiency; 

(3) Analyzing teacher training and curricular strategies that could 
raise school effectiveness at the classroom level; 

(4) Engaging in R&D activities on topics of interest to host 
governments,,, including research on teacher motivation and incentives,.as 
well as how to better mobilize local resources for education; 

(5) Facilitating the exchange of information among the eight 
participating countries through international seminars and training; and 

(6) Providing assistance to local AID missions in designing and 
implementing projects related to improving school quality and efficiency. 

1. The IEES consortium is headed by Florida State University and 
includes the State University of New York, Howard University, and 
Institute for International Research. Activities are currently 
supported in Somalia, Botswana, Zimbabwe, Liberia, Nepal, Indones 
(north) Yemen, and Haiti. 
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ti. EVALUATION ABS?RACT (do no( m a d  h & 

The independent eva lua t ion  o f f e r s  a f a i r  and candid c r i t i q u e  of  
IEES, focusing on four  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s .  F i r s t ,  t h e  eva lua t ion  
team examined the,  p r o j e c t ' s  o v e r a l l  s t r a t e g y  and t h e  b a s i c  
assumptions upon which it is b u i l t .  Second, p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  
and on-going problems wi th  s p e c i f i c  in-country a c t i v i t i e s  were 
descr ibed .  Thi rd ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r s  r epor ted  on t h e  q u a l i t y  of 
products  and a n a l y t i c  t o o l s  produced thus  f a r  by t h e  p r o j e c t .  
Fourth,  they asked how t h e  i n t e r n a l  management of IEES might b e  
improved. 

Overa l l  t h e  eva lua t ion  r e p o r t s  s e v e r a l  p o s i t i v e  and s t rong  
e f f e c t s  stemming from IEES a c t i v i t i e s .  The p r o j e c t  h a s  
con t r ibu ted  s i g i d f i c a n t l y  i n  conducting educat ion  s e c t o r  
assessments ,  o f t e n  providing t h e  b a s i s  f o r  p o l i c y  and budget 
choices  made by governments and donors a l i k e .  The eva lua t ion  
team notes  a  c l e a r  p r o j e c t  impact on improving t h e  u t i l i t y  of 
management information systems i n  s e v e r a l  c o u n t r i e s .  I n  some 
i n s t a n c e s ,  p o l i c y  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s  a l s o  are y i e l d i n g  i n f o r -  
mation t h a t  h e l p s  inform policymekers. The i n d i v i d u a l  country 
r e p o r t s ,  contained i n  t h e  f u l l  eva lua t ion  document, provide 
more d e t a i l e d  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of  t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  important e f f e c t s .  

This summary of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t  h i g h l i g h t s  t h e  problems 
and c o n s t r a i n t s  fac ing  t h e  IEES p r o j e c t ,  a s  r epor ted  by t h e  
eva lua t ion  team. Indeed t h i s  is t h e  purpose of a hard-headed 
assessment:  t o  i d e n t i f y  ways i n  which a p r o j e c t  can be improved. 
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A.I.B. EVA~LUATION SUMMARY PART I I  
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1~~ .,,,, hu F,," murh b+ External Evaluation of IEES, A p r i l  28, 1988 

P r o j e c t  Background / Basic S t ra tegy  

The eva lua t ion  r e p o r t  u s e f u l l y  reviews t h e  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t  of  
IEES as conce'ived .by t h e  Of f i ce  of  Education i n  1982-83. From 
t h e  beginning,  t h e  p r o j e c t  hoped t o  (a)  improve t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  
and pcrformance of  educat ion  systems, and (b) s t r eng then  
m i n i s t r i e s '  capac i ty  t o  i d e n t i f y  po l i cy  and budget i s s u e s  t h a t  
could boos t  e f f i c i e n c y  (moving sca rce  r e sources  t o  those  school  

i n p u t s ,  people,  s k i l l s ,  and educat ional  processes  t h a t  y i e l d  
t h e  h i g h e s t  e f f e c t s  on l ea rn ing  a t  an a f f o r d a b l e  c o s t ) .  

To accomplish t h e s e  broad goa l s  t h e  IEES p r o j e c t  suppor ts  long 
term t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  engage i n  those  a c t i v i t i e s  ou t -  
l i n e d  i n  t h e  eva lua t ion  a b s t r a c t .  

Fron i t s  incep t ion ,  t h e  IEES p r o j e c t  suggested t h a t  c e n t r a l  
(SbrT) Of f i ce  of  Education funding, s e t  a t  $10 m i l l i o n ,  would be 
matched wi th  support  from in-country AID missions.  Moving i n t o  
t h e  f i f t h  year  of  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  AID missions have committed 
$19.5 m i l l i o n  t o  t h e  IEES consortium f o r  p r o j e c t s  r e l a t e d  t o  
school  q u a l i t y  and e f f i c i e n c y .  This  h igh  l e v e l  of mission 
buy-ins v a l i d a t e s  t h e  perceived v a l P d i t y  of  t h e  IEES s t r a t e g y .  
On t h e  o t h e r  hand, demand f o r  IEES s t a f f  on a v a r i e t y  of t a s k s  
appears  t o  s t r e t c h  t h e  consortium's l i m i t e d  s t a f f  r e sources .  

P r o j e c t  Assumptions 

The eva lua t ion  reviews t h e  b a s i c  assumptions upon which t h e  
IEES p r o j e c t  was founded: 

(1) Access t o  b a s i c  educat ion  i s  l i m i t e d  i n  many Third World 
c o u n t r i e s ,  e s p e c h l l y  i n  Afr ica  and sou th  A s i a .  Primary school  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i s  cons t ra ined  by h igh  dropout rates and h igh  
r a t e s  of grade r e p e t i t i o n .  Access i s  e s p e c i a l l y  low f o r  
c e r t a i n  groups, p a r t i c u l a r l y  g i r l s  and r u r a l  ch i ld ren .  

(2) Popular demand f o r  school ing i s  growing a t  t h e  same time 
t h a t  educat ion budgets are s t a t i c  o r  d e c l i n i n g ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  
d e c l i n i n g  school q u a l i t y  and eroding impact on b a s i c  l i t e r a c y .  
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(3)*More careful use of scarce resources, by central govern? 
ments, could yield cost-savings and more rational spending on 
school inputs that. most effectively boost learning. . (.!'I . . . - 

. . s  

(4) Historically, many development projects 'simply insert' 
novel materials or training, failing to improve the 
government's long run manegement of its much larger recurrent 
budget. Nor does the sprinkling of new project resources move 
government to address macro policy and fiscal choices that 
could boost the educational system's overall efficiency. 

(5) Long term ,technical assistance is necessary to build 
the information,*skills, and trust (between donors and govern- 
ments) required to face policy and budget issues. This 
assistance should help education and planning ministries 
improve basic information about the supply and effectiveness of 
their schools. 

(6) Donors rarely encourage governments to talk with each 
other about similar problems. 

From its inception, IEES has worked from these assumptio~and 
aimed its technical assistance resources at the central 
government level. This assistance has been long term in 
nature. IEES' heavy investment in sector assessments operates 
under the additional assumption that ministry staff must be 
intimately involved in identifying problems and policies 
related to school quality and efficiency. 

The evaluation team poses two questions about the role and 
actual impact of management information. First, is the 
information collected from schools by central ministries 
reliable and useful? That is, are we collecting the right data 
on indicators that have utility to central policymakers and 
local school,staff? Second, even if appropriate data were 
collected, would it be utilized when policy and budget 
decisions are being made? 

The evaluators question whether IEES activity within central 
ministries simply builds on unrealistic expectations about 
educational planning. Education plans may serve a variety of 
purposes, independent of their possible contribution to day to 
day decisions and spending choices. 

The flexible and broad-based character of IEES receives comment 
from the evaluation team. They see a tension between the 
rather clear purpose of the project versus a centrifugal 
pressure manifest in the various needs and priorities of the 



articipating countries. Indeed IEES consortium staff 
are eight pu ! led into a variety of activities.; some of these tasks 
may be only peripherally related to central government action 
on educational quality and ,efficiency . 
The evaluate;; query whether IEES haselived up to its promise 
of cross-country dialog. Discussions among IEES staff working 
in different countries are frequent. But to what extent do 
ministry officials from different IEES countries get together 
to discuss similar concerns? 

The long term character of IEES assistance is applauded in the 
evaluation. However, its impact is constrained by high 
turnover of staa-within education ministries, as well as 
within AID missions. This limits the intended transfer of 
skills to in-country staff. The IEES consortium also Caces a 
dilemma between use of its regular stateside staff who have 
on-going relationships with ministry officials, versus 
attracting other consultants who may be more highly skilled in 
certain speciality areas. 

The evaluation team questions the efficacy of focusing efforts 
on ministry planning departments (as is the case in the 
majority of IEES countries). More work within the line 
departments..or $t local provincial levels may be warranted, 
according to the evaluation report. 

, ' 

Project Impact and Accomplishments 

The evaluation identifies three major areas of success. First, 
those interviewed by the evaluation team believed that the 
sector assessment process had a strong impact in identifying 
efficiency-related issues ahd mapping-out next steps. Second, 
IEES staff are helping governments and AID missions in the 
design of new education projects. Third, the development of 
management information systems, employing appropriate PC 
technology, receives a good deal of support from participating 
countries. 

The evaluation team argues that IEES has not yet lived up to 
earlier expectations in the following areas: building 
in-country research capacity, synthesis and dissemination of 
IEES analysis and training tools, and encouraging coordination 
of donor activities, 

The report sharply raises the question: Will IEES leave behind 
a stronger analytic capacity within education or planning 
ministries? Long term institutional development is a central 
goal of the project. But are the skills and analytic tools 
held by ministry staff really being up-graded on a sustainable 



b a s i s ?  In-country coun te rpa r t s ,  i n  some c o u n t r i e s ,  provide 
conceptual and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  l eader sh ip .  I n  o t h e r  s e t t i n g s ,  
m i n i s t r y  s t a f f  work a longs ide  IEES s t a f f  on t e c h n i c a l  t a s k s .  
More e f f o r t  needs t o  be focused o n ' e n s u r i n g  t h a t  durable  s k i l l s  
and conceptual  approaches a r e  being t r a n s f e r e d  t o  m i n i s t r y  
s t a f f .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  eva lua t ion  team argues  t h a t  s k i l l -  
t r a n s f e r  i n  t h e  MIS and microcomputer a r e a  i s  c l e a r l y  occur r ing  
between IEES s t a f f  and min i s t ry  o f f i c i a l s .  The e v a l u a t i o n  
r e p o r t  recommends expanding and improving t h i s  a c t i v i t y .  

IEES ~anagehen t f  'and Products  

While acknowledging t h e  s i z e  and complexity of the  p r o j e c t ,  t h e  
eva lua t ion  team argues  t h a t  t h e  consortium should be a t t e n d i n g  
t o  more c a r e f u l  i n t e r n a l  assessment of  i t s  own a c t i v i t i e s .  
This  inc ludes  more c a r e f u l  s tudy  of t h e  q u a l i t y ,  audiences ,  and 
u t i l i t y  of w r i t t e n  products ,  t o b l s ,  and p u b l i c a t i o n s .  

Wri t ten  documentation of IEES a c t i v i t i e s  is  voluminous. 
Product ion of t h e s e  progress  r e p o r t s  t a k e s  an  enormous amount 
o f  s t a f f  time. The e v a l u a t i o n  team argues  t h a t  much of  t h i s  
r epor t ing  is e i t h e r  no t  necessary o r  f a i l s  t o  address  a c t u a l  
p r o j e c t  e f f e c t s ,  l e s sons  l ea rned ,  o r  implementation problems. 
The eva lua t ion  encourages f u r t h e r  s t ream1 in ing  of  r e p o r t i n g  
requirement which began i n  l a t e  1987. 

The e v a l u a t i o n  team a l s o  encourages product ion of  more 
s u b s t a n t i v e  papers ,  a n a l y t i c  t o o l s ,  and t r a i n i n g  m a t e r i a l s  t o  
s t r eng then  d isseminat ion  a c t i v i t i e s .  The audience of  IEES 
r e p o r t s  is  o f t e n  q u i t e  narrow. P u b l i c a t i o n s  and t r a i n i n g  
m a t e r i a l s  could b e t t e r  se rve  a broader  audience: in-count ry  
policymakers, donors ,  and scho la r s .  

The e v a l u a t i o n  team noted the  l a c k  o f  documention rega rd ing  
a c t u a l  p r o j e c t  e f f e c t s .  Over t h e  f i r s t  four  y e a r s ,  t h e  IEES 
consortium focused on i n i t i a t i n g  count ry  opera t ions  and 
f i e l d i n g  r e s i d e n t  s t a f f .  Thus f a r  t h e  consortium h a s  s p e n t  
l i t t l e  energy r e f l e c t i n g  on and documenting t h e i r  c o l l e c t i v e  
e f f e c t s  wi th in  t h e  e i g h t  c o u n t r i e s .  Note t h a t  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  
team's i n d i v i d u a l  country b r i e f s ,  b u i l t  from in te rv iews  wi th  
m i n i s t r y  s t a f f ,  in-country IEES s t a f f ,  and AID mission 
personnel ,  t ake  an  i n i t i a l  s t a b  a t  r e p o r t i n g  perceived e f f e c t s  
of IEES a c t i v i t y .  These country b r i e f s  a r e  contained i n  t h e  
complete e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t .  

The AID Off ice  of  Education rece ived  c r i t i c i s m  f o r  de lays  i n  
approving i n i t i a t i v e s  proposed by l o c a l  A I D  missions,  as w e l l  - - 
akade lays  i n  reviewing b a s i c  dochments and a u t h o r i z a t i o n s .  The 
eva lua t ion  team a l s o  r e p o r t  a pe rcep t ion  by some f i e l d  s t a f f  
t h a t  S&T personnel  r a r e l y  v i s i t e d  in-count ry  p r o j e c t s .  



The eva lua t ion  team r e p o r t s  t h a t  some r e s i d e n t  s t a f f  f e e l  t h a t  
t h e i r  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  was inadequate  p r i o r  t o  being . 
f i e l d e d .  I n  some i n s t a n c e s ,  r e s i d e n t  s t a f f  i n  the  same country 
a r e  on c o n t r a c , t ' w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  con'sortium i n s t i t u t i o n s  and 
r e c e i v e  d i f f e r e n c  b e n e f i t s .  This can c u t  i n t o  morale, 
according t o  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  team. D e l a y s ' i n  s a l a r y  and 
allowance Fayments t o  f i e l d  s t a f f  a r e  a l s o  ind ica ted  by IEES 
f i e l d  s t a f f .  The e v a l u a t i o n  team urges  consortium member- 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  become more responsive t o  t h e i r  r e s i d e n t  s t a f f  
members . 
Vhere i s  t h e  Knowledge Building Agenda? - w 

The R&D t h r u s t  of IEES i n  contained l a r g e l y  wi th in  i t s  p o l i c y  
r e s e a r c h  i n i t i a t i v e  . These a n a l y t i c  and survey a c t i v i t i e s  have 
focused on t h r e e  t o p i c s  : t eacher  mot iva t ion  and i n c e n t i v e s ,  
s t r eng then ing  l o c a l  sources  of school  f inance ,  and development 
o f  management informat ion  systems. The e v a l u a t i o n  team n o t e s  
t h a t  r e sea rch  r e p o r t s  have been very  slow i n  coming, i n  p a r t  
due ' t o  an emphasis on developing r e s e a r c h  s k i l l s  of  m i n i s t r y  
s t a f f .  

The e v a l u a t i o n  team a l s o  ques t ions  whether t h e  p r o j e c t  is 
d e l i v e r i n  ' o n  i t s  promise t o  b u i l d  in-country "knowledge 
p: tworks ,' l i n k i n g  l o c a l  policymakers , a n a l y s t s ,  and donors. 

More broadly ,  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t  a sks  whether IEES has  a 
cohesive knowledge-building agenda. P o l i c y  resea rch  a c t i v i t i e s  
do  c e n t e r  on t h r e e  d i s c r e t e  t o p i c s .  But o t h e r  a n a l y t i c  
a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  occurr ing  based on coun t ry - spec i f i c  i n t e r e s t s .  
This  may be a p p r o p r i a t e  i n  some cases .  But how do they f i t  
i n t o  a consortium-wide concern wi th  bu i ld ing  knowledge on a 
LLmited and focused number of  t o p i c s .  

Knowledge-building o b j e c t i v e s  may be b e t t e r  met by ( a )  s p e c i -  
fy ing  t h a t  more w r i t i n g  should be aimed a t  policymakers and 
academic audiences,  and/or  (b) p u l l i n g - i n  c o n s u l t a n t s  who can 
d e l i v e r  more c o n s i s t e n t l y  i n  t h i s  a r e a .  

Dissemination a c t i v i t i e s  might b e n e f i t  from p u b l i c a t i o n s  i n  
coun t ry - spec i f i c  languages.  To d a t e ,  most IEES products  a r e  
w r i t t e n  i n  English.  

The Buy-in Dilemma 

The O f f i c e  of Education (within t h e  SbrT Bureau) hopes t o  
c o n t r i b u t e  e x p e r t i s e  and t o o l s  f o r  l o c a l  AID missions and h o s t  
c o u n t r i e s .  The IEES p r o j e c t  i s  one means f o r  providing 
t e c h n i c a l  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  t h e  a r e a  of school  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and 
e f f i c i e n c y .  The O f f i c e  of  Education via t h e  p r o j e c t  d e f i n e s  a 



core s e t  of  a c t i v i t i e s  aimed a t  improving c e n t r a l  gove:nments1 
capac i ty  t o  address  t h i s  t o p i c .  Local AID missions then add on 
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  , r e l a t e  t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  agenda. The f i e l d  
missions are i n  a b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  g rasp  and respond t o  
cr,untry-specl'fic i n t e r e s t s .  And t h e  . f i n a n c i a l  suppor t  of  f i e l d  
missions has  con t r ibu ted  g r e a t l y  t o  IEES. ' 

However, according t o  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  team, t h e s e  edd-on 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n  some c a s e s ,  s t r a i n  consortium resources  and 
d i l : ~ t e  t h e  b a s i c  focus of  t h e  p r o j e c t .  For ins t ance ,  where t h e  
l o c a l  AID mission and h o s t  country seek support  f o r  redes ignink  
t h e  school  curr iculum o r  s tudying  a r a d i o  i n s t r u c t i o n  program, 
t h e  IEES consortium may be turned  t o .  Whether t h e  consortium ' 

has  e x p e r t i s e  am t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  se rve  these  d i v e r s e  demands 
is a ques t ion  r a i s e d  by t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  team. 


