Afghan Primary Education Programme

Highlights from Evaluation studies 2003-2005
The radio-based teacher training (RTT) component of the USAID funded Afghan Primary Education Programme (APEP) was aimed at raising the abilities of some 70,000 primary school teachers at a time of unprecedented demand for education in Afghanistan. The end of 23 years of war resulted in schools being swamped with those who had missed out on education as well as those enrolling for the first time, many of whom were returning refugees. Between 2001 and 2004 there was a five-fold increase in school students. Pre-service teacher training was in a moribund state, and radio was the only means of reaching teachers, some 70% of whom were estimated by the Ministry of Education to be untrained, and many of them educated only to Grade 6 themselves.

From 2003, radio programmes aimed at teachers were broadcast, at first three times weekly and then daily, for 12 minutes in Dari and in Pashto. They combined child-centred teaching methodologies with subject content based on the primary school curriculum.  By 2005, the programme “Its Great to Learn” were broadcast by 35 local radio stations, Radio Afghanistan and Radio Free Afghanistan, although the latter ceased broadcasting them in July 2005.

What radio-based teacher training tried was something that has rarely been attempted in the past – to see if radio standing alone, unsupported by reinforcement face-to-face activities or by print material, can improve teaching practice. BBC and other research over the previous 20 years had clearly shown that Afghan were dedicated radio listeners, and that they often remembered what they heard (BBC Audience Research reports). Monitoring of 12 years of the BBC soap opera New Home New Life provided much anecdotal and more limited quantitative survey evidence that Afghans learn from listening to the radio. But for RTT to succeed, it needed to show that teachers learned systematically and put into practice what they learned.

After three years, it is possible to come to some tentative conclusions despite the logistical and methodological difficulties of measuring “improved” teaching in present day Afghanistan. There are two sources:

· a series of monitoring and evaluation reports from Media Support Solutions, which implemented RTT

· two reports from Aguierre, the M&E contractor for APEP, into RTT support – an activity which involved pre and post testing up to 10,000 teachers in three x 3 month modules of RTT programming. 


Summary of Impact   

The Aguierre surveys [RTT Support Activity Module B/ Module C Phase 2: Final Reports March 2006] involved detailed analysis of written multiple-choice tests. Results showed: 

· on Active Learning, Group Work, and Local Resources….teachers with only RTT for training [ ie lacking any other teacher training] earned the highest mean score (Module B, 9,500 teachers tested)

· among teachers who scored low on the pretest, 12% had a low change score, 23% had a medium  change score, and nearly two-thirds (65%) had a high change score. These teachers had the most to gain, and they did.  In the beginning they grasped maybe half of the concepts covered in Module B; by the end they grasped two-thirds of the concepts.

· the fact that 24% of the teachers with an 8th grade education fell into the top tercile of RTT post-test scores is very heartening and shows the value of the basic concept of training designs targeted to address the core concepts and skills needed to teach adequately (Module B)

· Module C: 65% listened three times a week, 27% listened twice a week, 8% listened once a week or less (survey of 6,300 participating teachers)  

· The mean  post-test scores of those who listen 3 or more times per week is significantly higher than (1) those who listen once per week and (2) those who listen twice per week (p<.01 for both comparisons).34 This is an important finding in that it indicates that teachers’ scores on the post-test are associated with listening to the radio programming and, thus, that we can attribute the positive outcomes, at least in part, to the intervention, i.e. RTT’s Module C programming.  

The evaluators made the following conclusions from the analysis of Modules B and C of RTT Support:

· “The post-test results …..indicate that, on every sub-scale except Practical Learning and Pedagogy, teachers whose training consisted of RTT only earned the highest mean scores. RTT’s contribution to improvement of teachers’ knowledge of student-centered instructional techniques and attitudes about the best ways to interact with students was a tangible, practical, and genuine contribution to their professional development.  Moreover, the analysis of teachers’ post-test scores in relation to their reported listening to It’s Great to Learn! indicates that their improved scores can be associated with their listening to the radio programs, rather than to extraneous factors.”

·  “RTT participation appears to have positive impacts for teachers with prior formal training and for teachers with little or no prior training, as well as for teachers with quite low levels of educational attainment as well as teachers with a high school or college education.  Female and male teachers’ scores also benefited similarly from RTT participation.”

· “The fact that, even the college-educated teachers’ scores improved substantially in connection with RTT participation indicates both the need for this type of training and the value of its’ contributions to building system wide instructional capacity.”

Amongst the constraints identified by Aguierre was the decision of Radio Free Afghanistan (RFA), the US funded Radio Liberty for Afghanistan, to stop broadcasting It’s Great to Learn. This loss of the single most popular broadcaster had a direct impact on teachers:

“RFA… is a reliable broadcaster that can be heard throughout most of the country, reaching less populated areas that are as yet unserved or underserved by other radio stations. Because of its reach and reliability, RFA was had been one of the main ways in which teachers enrolled in RTT Support in Samangan, Logar, and Farah heard the program.  RTT Support and MSS were unable to verify in quantitative terms the impact this had on the course. However, many of the teachers from these provinces complained that they could no longer easily hear the program. The provinces of Samanagan, Logar, and Farah had local stations that also carried the program, but the reach of the signal was less and many teachers could no longer hear the program.” 

This finding, and many others from the Aguierre analysis, were confirmed by Media Support Solution’s own regular monitoring surveys in seven provinces. Its Final Impact Assessment Survey showed that, despite the decision of Radio Free Afghanistan to stop broadcasting RTT, 55% of the 924 teachers interviewed [in 231 schools in seven provinces] were still regular listeners. This compared with over 80% of teachers listening in December 2004, of whom 42% listened twice a week or more to the programme.  During the final impact survey, teachers were observed in the classroom. The key observed differences between regular listeners and non-listeners to the RTT programs were as follows: 


Non- Listeners
Listeners 

Corporal punishment more than twice per lesson
10 in 295 classes  
1 in 504 classes

Some students observed asking teacher questions
13%
29%

Students’ work on the classroom wall
2%
5%

Sticks/ stones available as teaching materials 
3%
20%

Locally available teaching materials in use
10%
26%

Student pair-work observed for part of the lesson
8%
21%

The survey concluded:

“This impact indicates that in the seven provinces evaluated, teaching practice was being influenced by RTT in less than two years. If these results are extrapolated throughout Afghanistan – and we know that radio is accessed by 89% of men and 77% of women in Afghanistan (Altai research, 2005) and that rural teachers are particularly loyal listeners – RTT may well have had a similar impact on about 40,000 primary school teachers in government schools (assuming a total of 70,000 primary school teachers). It is also likely that the benefits will have extended to the many teachers of community-based schools outside the government education system.” (Seibold, MSS 2005).

