Project Evaluation Report

Report title: Kenya Equity in Education Project, Phase |
Midline Report — Final

Evaluator: C.A.C. International with support from LCPI Kenya and FOVET
Kenya and input from World University Service Canada (WUSC)

Kenya Equity in Education Project
GEC Project:

Country Kenya

GEC window GEC-Transition

Evaluation point: Midline

Report date: February 2020
Notes:

Some annexes listed in the contents page of this document have not been included because
of challenges with capturing them as an A4 PDF document or because they are documents
intended for programme purposes only. If you would like access to any of these annexes,
please enquire about their availability by emailing uk_girls_education_challenge@pwc.com

Girls’ N [

Education = k\a
Challenge YKald


mailto:uk_girls_education_challenge@pwc.com




. | Jj P>
Girls’ e

Education ;/f( aT\a
C h al Ie nge from the British peaple

Kenya Equity in Education Project,
Phase Il

Midline Report — Final

Volume |

Submitted to GEC-T

Prepared by: C.A.C. International
with support from LCPI Kenya and FOVET Kenya,
and input from World University Service Canada (WUSC)

February 2020

KEEP Il Midline Report - February 2020 |1



Table of Contents

1  Background t0 Project ... ————— 1
1.1 Project Theory of Change and benefiCiaries. ... 1
1.2 [ (o] T=To A eTo] ] (=) | S PR RPR S 2
1.3 Key evaluation questions & role of the midline ............ccoooiiiiiiiii e 4

2 Context, Educational Marginalisation and Intersection between Barriers and Characteristics ..5

3 Key OUutcome FINAINGS ....ccoiiiiiriiiiiiiiiesss s ssss s s s s s s s s sans s s s ams s s ssanes 13
3.1 [Ty o 1o Yo T O 10 (oo 1 L= SRS 13
3.2 Analysis of Aggregate Learning Scores by Grade and Sub-Task ...........cccccovvieiiiiiiiiiiinenenn, 14
3.3 Analysis of Foundational SKills Gaps ........c.coouiiiiiiiii e 16
3.4 Analysis of Learning Outcomes by SUD-Group.........ccoouieiiiiiiiiii e 19
3.5 Learning Outcome Analysis by Characteristics and Barriers...........ccccooccveeeeiciiieeeniee e 21
3.6 Analysis of the Effects of Project Inputs on Learning Outcomes..........cccccoevviiiviieeeeiecciiieeeeenn, 23
3.7 Analysis of High and Low Learning Achievement.............cooiiiiiiiiiii e 23

L R I = 1 T3 1T g T 10 e 1 =N 26
4.1 Transition Pathways and Limitations ..o 26
4.2 Analysis of Transition Outcomes Against Midline TargetS..........ccccvvieieieeiiicciiieee e, 28
4.3 Analysis of Midline Transition by SUD-GroUP ...........eoiiiiiiiii e 31

5 Sustainability OUtCOMES.......cccceiiiiiri i ———————— 35

6 Key Intermediate Outcome FiNdiNgs .........cccociriicemirincsier s e s s e smr e s e s e s s e enanes 44
6.1 Intermediate Outcome 1 - Teaching and Learning Quality ...........cccccveiiiiii i 44
6.2 Intermediate Outcome 2 — AHENAANCE ........oueeiiiiiii e 53
6.3 Intermediate Outcome 3 - Life SKills/Self-EffiCacy ... 60
6.4 Intermediate Outcome 4 — Community Attitudes and Perceptions..........ccccooccvveiiine e, 67
6.5 Intermediate Outcome 5 - School Governance and Management ..........cccccoeovecviieeeee e, 72

7 Conclusion & RecommeNdations ...........ccccciimiiiiiiiscscerrr s ssnne e s s s samnn e e e e s snsssnnmnnns 79
71 {707 o1 113 o] o 1< SRS 79
7.2 RECOMMENAALIONS ...t e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e annbeeeeeaeeeaaannes 82

KEEP Il Midline Report - February 2020 i



List of Tables

Table 1: Beneficiaries’ grades and @ges.........ccccciriiniiriiniin s 2
Table 2a: Household Survey - barriers to education by characteristic............cccceivviiiiiiiciiicniniaens 7
Table 2b: School Survey - barriers to education by characteristic ..........ccccovreecirircecerrccec s 8
Table 3a: Literacy (EGRA/SEGRA) ........eeiriiiiiiicciseiersssssssssssssse s s ssssssssssssssesssssssssssmssesssessssssnnnssesssssasssnn 15
Table 3b: Literacy scores from Baseline to Midline by Grade .........cccccoiriiiiiniinnninee e, 15
Table 4a: Numeracy (EGMA/SEGMA) .......ooiiiiiiiiiiiirinssie s sss s s sss s s s s sssssss s nasas 15
Table 4b: Numeracy scores from baseline to midline...........cccooeoiiiececirreccc s 16
Table 5: Mapping Learning Tests to Grades in Kenya.........cccccciriiiccccecemeeninssscssscssess s sssssssssesssssssssssns 18
Table 6: Foundational literacy skKills gaps........ccccccciiiiiiiini s 18
Table 7: Foundational numeracy sKills gaps .........ccciummmmnim s, 19
Table 8: Effects of Characteristics & Barriers on LIteracy .........cccccvveecerrresserrrssseessseeee s seeesesseeeeenes 22
Table 9: Effects of Characteristics and Barriers on NUMeracy.........ccccccccmriiicccseceress s ssssssscesesssssssnnns 22
Table 10: Effects of Project Inputs on Literacy and NUmMeracy..........ccccccvciemrinniemninnssns s sssssesennns 23
Table 11: Explanatory Factors for High and Low Learning Achievement ...........cccccccnnniernnnninnnnnnns 24
Table 12: KEEP Il Transition Pathways............oooiiirr e 26
Table 13: Performance against Midline Transition Outcome Target............cccovimrmmrrnscccccecenenennscnnns 28
Table 14: In-school Transition — Comparison Baseline to Midline .........cccconiiviinniinccsincceeenns 30
Table 15: Out of School (OOS) Transition Pathways ...........ccccouviiiminniii s, 31
Table 16: Logistic Regression Analysis of Transitions for Lowest Quintile Learners....................... 32
LI L] (=00 A =T e 1= A-T=1 4 T SN 34
Table 18: Baseline Sustainability Indicators............cccociiiiiiiiinn s 35
Table 19: Midline Sustainability Indicators ............cccccviiinnii e ———— 35
Table 20: Primary and Secondary GER/NER for 2017-2019.........ccccueerrrrrreserresseeeressseesssssseesssssssesees 36
Table 21: Changes needed for sustainability.........cccccciiiiicciismiriiicc e 41
Table 22: |0 1 — Teaching and Learning Quality ...........ccccuriimiinnieiiinnii s 44
Table 23: Girls’ performance on school and national exams by grade, region, community type....45
Table 24: Stakeholder perceptions on improvement in quality of teaching for girls at school........ 46
Table 25: Teaching qQUALILY .......ccccceiiiiiiciccrrer s ssemr e s e e s s s sms e e s e e s s s mmen e e e eesa s snnnmenenennsnnnsen 47
Table 27: 10 2 — AHeNdANCE .......coociiiiir e 53
Table 28: Girls’ attendance rate per grade ... ————— 55
Table 29: Household Survey Data on Domestic Chore Burden............cccocociirirecrerrscseereseseeessssneenenes 59
Table 30: 10 3 - Life SKills/Self-EffiCaCY .....c.ccccuviieiirmmriiriiiiisssseres s sssssssssse e s ssssssssssssse s s ssssssssssssssssssssssses 61
Table 31: Life Skills Index score among targeted girls..........cccceiiiiniiiinnnie s 63
Table 32: 10 4 - Community Attitudes and Perceptions..........ccccccriiinimmmmnnmmss s 67
Table 33: 10 5 - School Governance and Management...........ccccccerrreeerrrssmrrrssssneesessseessssssessssssneseasas 73
Table 34: SChOOI GOVEINANCE .....cccuiiiiiicciecerrreiisssssssme e e s s ssssssssssse s e e s ssssssssmsn e e s eesassssssmsneseeesassssnnnenensnssnnnsnn 77

KEEP II Midline Report - February 2020 | ii



Acronyms

ALP Alternative Learning Program

BoM Board of Management

CM Community Mobiliser

DEO District education officer

EE External evaluator

EGRA/MA Early grade reading assessment/math assessment
EM Evaluation Manager

FGD Focus group discussion

FM Fund Manager

GEC Girls Education Challenge

GER Gross enrolment rate

GESI Gender Equality Social Inclusion

GRP Gender responsive pedagogy

GWD Girls with disability

HH household

HHS Household survey

HoH Head of household

10 Intermediate outcome

I1ISG In-school girl survey

KCPE Kenya Certificate of Primary Education
KCSE Kenya Certificate of Secondary Education
KEEP Kenya Equity in Education Project

Kill Key informant interview

Lol Language of instruction

MEL Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning
MoEST Ministry of Education, Science and Technology
NER Net enrolment rate

OoLS Ordinary Least Squares

KEEP Il Midline Report - February 2020 | iii



00s

PA

PCG

PTA

SeGRA/MA

SIP

TAC

TSC

TVET

WIK

WUSC

Out of school

Parents’ Association

primary caregiver

Parents and Teachers Association

Secondary grade reading assessment/math assessment
School Improvement Plan

Teacher Advisory Centre

Teacher Service Commission

Technical and vocational education and training

Windle International Kenya

World University Service of Canada

KEEP Il Midline Report - February 2020

| iv


http://www.windle.org/

Executive Summary

Project Background: KEEP Il is a five-year project which began in April 2017 and will end in March 2022. The
vision of KEEP Il is to create conditions for learning that will allow approximately 20,673 marginalised girls from
Kakuma and Dadaab refugee camps and the surrounding host communities to improve learning and transition
outcomes. All of the targeted beneficiaries of KEEP Il meet GEC’s definition of highly marginalised, Level 3
beneficiaries, facing significant barriers to education including poverty, negative socio-cultural attitudes, early
marriageand early pregnancy, as well as a significant household chore burden and lack of parental support.

The KEEP Il Theory of Change is centred on the premise that the ideal conditions for learning are created by
mutually supportive relationships amongst and between the learner, the school and the home. When the
learner is empowered, she is better able to advocate for herself. When parents are engaged in the educational
process, schools are pressured to deliver better quality education. When teaching quality improves, a more
supportive environment for girls’ learning is created in the classroom and school. Lastly, when school Boards
of Management (BoM), parents’ associations, local and national education authorities are involved in each of
these processes, gains are likely to be institutionalised and outlast the project itself.

The purpose of the midline evaluation is to document progress against midline outcome and intermediate
outcome targets, to compare baseline to midline outcome values, as well as to identify factors that support or
hinder project progress and ongoing performance improvement. Midline evaluation provides a good
opportunity to revisit the theory of change and project delivery strategy to ensure that key assumptions hold
true, and that planned inputs and outputs remain relevant to achieve outcome results.

Midline Learning Outcomes: There is an overall increase in learning outcomes at midline over baseline with
aggregate scores for all cohorts showing an increase of 10.6 points for literacy and 4.3 points for numeracy
from baseline aggregate scores. The midline literacy target has been surpassed and the weighted evaluation
point 2 performance for literacy is +114.3%. The difference between BL and ML scores is 7.36 (target 6.44) for
WUSC girls over and above the comparison. This literacy aggregate score is based on SeGRA 1 and 2 values.
The midline numeracy target has not been met and there is no improvement over and above the comparison
between BL and ML. This numeracy aggregate is based on SeGMA 1 values only; SeGMA 2 values were removed
due to a perceived floor effect at midline. The conclusion on foundational skills gaps remains similar at midline
to baseline: At least half of the girls in the KEEP Il cohort are performing at or below a grade 4/5 level of
proficiency as mapped against the Kenya education system. The proportion of non and emergent learners is
much higher for numeracy than for literacy.

Learning Outcomes by Characteristics/Barriers: For literacy outcomes, there is some evidence that speaking
a language other than English or Swahili at home reduces literacy scores. Most of the explanatory value of the
regression model appears to come from the effects of the region where the girl lives and whether the girl is in
a host community or a refugee camp. Region (Garissa) and community type (refugee camp) are already known
factors limiting learning outcomes. For numeracy outcomes, the use of physical punishment is seen to have a
negative effect on learning scores. Counterintuitively, reporting strong life skills and a lack of support within
the school appear to have slight positive effects on scores.

Midline Transition Outcomes: The in-school transition rate remains unchanged at midline. The transition rate
of 89% at baseline was already high, so the midline target of +5% increase is necessarily challenging to
demonstrate within 15 months of project implementation. Qualitative data confirms that, as girls are more
confident and perform better academically, their families are more supportive of ensuring in-school
progression.

Sustainability Outcomes: The overall sustainability score for the KEEP Il project at midline is rated as emerging
(2). Since baseline, the project has taken positive steps —at community, school and system levels — to improve
potential sustainability. At each level, the sustainability score has improved by a point at midline. That said,
sustainability gains are very fragile. This fragility is related to many structural and contextual factors largely
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beyond the project’s control, but relates also to the project implementation strategy, over which the project
has control. Improvements could be made to: the relative balance in the allocation of project inputs which
have neglected community level change to date; the need to move away from awareness-raising and towards
support for community-led initiatives aimed at addressing the drivers of behaviour related to girls’ education;
and the need to revisit the project’s capacity-building strategy to include a greater emphasis on
accompaniment, coaching and ongoing support for institutional strengthening over individual training.

Project delivery of transformational change in GESI: All project activities are designed to promote gender
equality and improved learning and transition outcomes of marginalised girls.The EE agrees with the project’s
most recent assessment of its gender equality ratings, with the exception of Output 6 related to BoM training,
where there is very limited data at midline to support the claim that BoM training focuses on gender-
responsiveness and related revisions to school plans. It must be noted that the number of individuals directly
reached by KEEP Il inputs, relative to the size of the total population, is very small so expectations with regard
to gender transformation must be understood in that context. At midline (May 2019), the project’s social
inclusion ratings remain unchanged. The evaluator feels that KEEP II’s rating on social inclusion at midline is
more realistically pegged as non-responsive, if it is understood to include a focus on disability. Beyond
improving accessibility through school infrastructure, there is limited evidence disability has been integrated
into other activities.

Intermediate Outcomes (10)

The midline targets for 10 1 — Teaching and learning quality indicators were not met. Average KCPE/KCSE
scores in 2018 decreased for KEEP intervention schools, while a very small percentage fewer of girls at midline
believe their teachers treat boys and girls differently. Project efforts to improve the quality of teaching and
learning remain relevant and appreciated; it is too early for significant changes in attitudes and practices to be
visible in the classroom.

The midline target for 10 2 - Attendance has been achieved and exceeded. However, attendance data from
other sources (spot checks) is quite different from the midline school register data, and could put into question
the reliability of the school register attendance data at midline. Specifically for girls receiving CCT, the available
data suggests a positive effect on girls' school attendance rates. It should be noted that there may be other
factors beyond CCTs that have contributed to an increase in girls' attendance in class.

The midline target for the quantitative indicator for 10 3 — The Life skills/Self Efficacy target was met with
regard to the proportion of girls reporting that they have enough support at school to make good decisions
about their future. The midline target for the second indicator for this IO was not met; a smaller proportion of
girls at midline reported that they cannot choose whether to attend or stay in school. Child protection issues
(related to GEC requirements) dominated the focus and content of the project’s Life Skills component up to
midline, sometimes at the expense of promoting girls’ life skills.

The midline target for the first indicator for 10 4 — Community Attitudes and Perceptions the percentage of
households reporting a reduced domestic chore burden for girls to support their studies — has not been met,
there has been a significant improvement in Turkana and a decline in Kakuma. There is no change since baseline
in the proportion of girls reporting that they receive the support they need from their family to stay in school
and perform well.

The midline target for the first 10 5 — School Governance indicator (quantitative) was achieved and exceeded;
as 89.2% of BoM members are now capable and understand their roles according to project monitoring data.
There is a noted reducation at midline, however, in the proportion of primary caregivers surveyed who feel
that actions or initiatives taken by the BoM in the last 12 months were useful for improving the quality of girls’
schooling. Where data is available, a small number of BoMs appear to be taking action in favour of the specific
needs of girls in school.
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1 Background to project

1.1 Project Theory of Change and beneficiaries’

The KEEP Il Theory of Change is centred on the premise that the ideal conditions for learning are created
by mutually supportive relationships amongst and between the learner, the school, and the home. The
degree of learner engagement is influenced by the strength of these relationships and girls perform better
in school when they are motivated to learn and taking an active role in their own education.

KEEP II will deliver targeted support to the learner, home, and school, and will also leverage the power of
community mobilisers to strengthen the collaboration between all three actors. When the learner is
empowered and motivated, she is better able to advocate for herself. When parents are knowledgeable
and engaged in the educational process, schools will deliver better quality education. When teaching quality
improves and classrooms are well equipped, schools can address learners’ needs and encourage parents
to support girls’ education. Lastly, when key education stakeholders such as Boards of Management
(BoMs), parents’ associations, district education officers (DEOs) and the Ministry of Education, Science
and Technology (MoEST) are involved in each of these processes, gains are likely to be institutionalised
and outlast the project itself.

Some of the most critical barriers, as identified in KEEP I, include challenging school environments, gaps
in schooling, economic barriers, low levels of self-confidence, societal expectations, negative socio-cultural
attitudes, and weak school administration and governance.

Some of the critical assumptions guiding the development of KEEP include:
e Teachers effectively embed new skills and competencies.

e The conditionality on cash transfers and scholarships will be sufficient to encourage families to
keep their girls in school and use the resources on the girls’ needs.

o As girls’ self-esteem and confidence improves, they will advocate to continue their own
educational journeys.

¢ Given new information, people will be open to positive behavioural change in support of girls’
education, and, relatedly, entrenched conservative views towards girls’ education are in the
minority.

o Key stakeholders, including Teacher Advisory Centres (TACs) and BoMs, are receptive to
organisational change.

The Baseline Evaluation of KEEP Il found that overall the KEEP Il Theory of Change was sound and did
not require significant adjustment. The External Evaluator commented that the “theory of change and log
frame appear sound in terms of remedial classes and improved teacher quality contributing to improved
learning and transition outcomes for girls” (Baseline, pp 63). However, the External Evaluators also
highlighted the following observations with regard to the Theory of Change:

e Generally speaking, the KEEP Il counting methodology is as reliable as possible given the
constraints and challenges of the context, such as a high degree of mobility of beneficiaries;

e The assumptions identified as underlying the Theory of Change seem to be accurate and valid,
but need to be complemented with more robust mitigation strategies, especially the assumption
that improvements in learning outcomes will not be significantly affected by teacher turnover;

" This section was prepared by the KEEP |l project.
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e The Theory of Change should be accompanied by additional information on Transition Pathways
for our target population beyond formal schooling

e The KEEP Il Team has taken additional steps to ensure that these comments from the External
Evaluator have been addressed. For example, KEEP Il has introduced new activities including
improved classroom observation and coaching of teachers, as well as pilot projects focused on
promoting transition into other pathways (i.e. a pilot programme to promote enrolment of out-of-
school girls in vocational training). Core assumptions, outputs, and outcomes have not been
altered from Baseline to Midline.

Table 1: Beneficiaries’ grades and ages?

Beneficiary grades & ages

Standard 6 to Form 4 Standard 7 to Form 4

11-20 years 12-21 years

1.2 Project context?

KEEP Il implementation zones lie in Kenya’s arid and semi-arid lands (ASAL), areas historically neglected
in Kenyan national development with political and economic isolation. Political marginalisation and
underinvestment in these largely pastoralist areas left communities without the means to improve their lot,
but highly vulnerable to environmental and economic threats. The benefits of Kenya’s economic growth and
social progress since independence did not to trickle down to households in the region, leaving their
incomes lagging far behind those of other areas with better education, economic activities, infrastructure
and healthcare services. In addition to dealing with a harsh geographic context, extreme poverty and strong
cultural resistance to educating girls, there have been considerable changes in the legislative, policy and
regulatory context of the education sector since KEEP Il was designed. The Education reforms to
Competence Based Curriculum (CBC) are important changes to the education sector in our context. Other
political and security issues have also had an impact on KEEP Il which required adjustments to take into
account emerging realities. Furthermore, as the project progresses it becomes clear that while girls in both
refugee and host communities face many similar barriers to education there are also major differences that
have to be addressed as the impact of being a refugee has its own set of challenges. KEEP Il has a
comprehensive intervention designed to contribute to the GEC T-identified impact of improving transition
and learning of marginalised girls. KEEP’s focus therefore is on girls living in refugee camps and their host
communities in remote and seriously geographically and politically disadvantaged areas in northern Kenya.
Direct beneficiaries at the baseline included 19,252marginalised girls in 89 schools, 75 primary and 14
secondary in Dadaab and Kakuma refugee camps and their surrounding host communities. Due to
repatriation in Dadaab, the number of schools have decreased to 84 (Dadaab Primary 42, Secondary 8;
Kakuma Primary 28, Secondary 6).

The context in which KEEP operates is a fluid environment, particularly given the refugee setting, which
has seen significant changes in most cases. In Kakuma, UNHCR reports an increase in refugees from
172,504 as at May 2017 beginning of KEEP II, to 185,399 refugees and asylum seekers registered in
Kakuma camp and Kalobeyei settlement as of 28 February 2019. About 12,895 new arrivals refugees and
asylum seekers registered since the beginning of KEEP II, an increase of almost 7 per cent individuals in

2 The KEEP Il Project began in April 2017 and the intended beneficiaries includes girls from Standard 5 to Form 4.
Baseline data collection began in January 2018 when the girls would have progressed ahead one academic year in
school. Therefore, at baseline, the KEEP |l cohort of girls was deemed to be in Standard 6 to Form 4.

3 This section was prepared by the KEEP Il project.
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this phase of KEEP. This influx is due to the ongoing conflict in South Sudan which has led to hundreds of
thousands fleeing their homes to find safety at UN bases in South Sudan or ongoing repatriation from
Dadaab having some refugees transferred to Kakuma. The majority of refugees arriving in Kakuma are of
school going age, which is having a major impact on the capacity of Kakuma refugee schools. While
UNHCR is housing these recent arrivals in Kalobeyei (a new settlement created since the beginning of
2016), many children from Dadaab repatriation are attending KEEP schools in Kakuma 1 and 2 and residing
with families/relatives/friends. Impacts are being seen at KEEP schools with significantly larger numbers of
students than previously reported, many of whom are not on class lists collected in 2017 or early 2018. This
has serious impacts on KEEP for implementation, monitoring and reporting and will impact the KEEP
project.

In contrast, Dadaab refugee camps are seeing decreasing numbers given recent developments. As
reported in KEEP annual reports, in 2017 the Government of Kenya announced its call for UNHCR to fast
track repatriation of Somali refugees in Kenya. While no accurate voluntary repatriation figures are
available, the UNHCR reports the largely Somali population in Dadaab decreased from a high of 239,993
as at Oct 2017, to a low of 211,710 at the end of May 2019.% In March 2019, the Kenyan government once
again announced it was closing Dadaab, giving UNHCR a six-month deadline. Citing “national security
concerns”, the Kenyan government wrote to the United Nations refugee agency (UNHCR) on Feb. 12, 2019
about plans to close Dadaab within six months and asking the agency “to expedite relocation of the refugees
and asylum-seekers residing therein”.®

In 2015, UNHCR and the Government of Kenya agreed to pilot a new approach by developing a settlement
promoting the self-reliance of refugees and the host population by enhancing livelihood opportunities and
promoting inclusive service delivery. Subsequently, the County Government, UNHCR and partners
embarked on a 15-year comprehensive multi-sectoral and multi-stakeholder initiative, also known as
Kalobeyei Integrated Socio-Economic Development Programme (KISEDP) in Turkana West. The
implementation of KISEDP is co-led by the County Government of Turkana and UNHCR in close
collaboration with all partners and with an initial financial support of the European Union complementing
other multilateral and bilateral assistance in Turkana West. It follows a three-phase approach with a
preparatory stage in 2016-2017 followed by Phase | (2018-2022), Phase Il (2023-2027) and Phase |l
(2028-2030). The overall objective of this initiative is to re-orient the refugee assistance programme to
contribute to the improvement of the socio-economic conditions of the more than 36,000 refugees and
surrounding host communities in Kalobeyei. WUSC will be expanding its operations into Kalobeyei
sometime in 2020 to replicate and expand some of the components of KEEP.®

In June/July 2019, UNHCR together with the county government of Garissa organised a two-day learning
mission to Kakuma to tour the KISEDP. The mission, which was facilitated by Garissa County Government,
was to learn more about KISEDP for consideration to be replicated in Garissa. Being the host county of
Dadaab refugees, local authorities in Garissa will seek to engage the national government in how the
KISEDP is promoting long term socio-economic integration of the refugees and the host communities.
Given that the plan has been repatriation for Dadaab refugees, this will pave the way for negotiations with
national government and UNHCR as an alternative to some refugees.

At the start of the project, 155 girls out of a total of 20,673, or 0.0075%, direct beneficiaries were identified
as having a disability (see Volume II, Annex 9, Table 25). These figures were validated in a data
collection exercise undertaken by the project in 2019. Based on a medical examination of girls in KEEP
schools within the targeted age cohort, the project identified 155 learners who are eligible to be supported
under disability, including 105 with visual impairment and 50 with hearing impairment.

4 UNHCR operational updates Oct 2017 and May 2019
5 Thomson Reuters Foundation, March 29, 2019. https://af.reuters.com/article/kenyaNews/idAFL3N21F4R1
6 This project expansion is the result of a new partnership with a different donor. This project will pursue slightly different

objectives, although there will be some overlap with KEEP Il current interventions.
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1.3 Key evaluation questions & role of the midline

The key questions that the evaluation is designed to address are summarised in the exhibit below. The
questions and related sub-questions are also presented in the KEEP Il Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning
(MEL) Framework (see Volume I, Annex 10). The KEEP Il baseline report was submitted in May 2018. The
midline evaluation took place between February (when data collection began) and October 2019, with this
draft midline report submitted to GEC on October 31, 2019.

The purpose of the midline evaluation is to document progress against midline outcome and intermediate
outcome targets, compare baseline to midline outcome values, as well as to identify factors that support or
hinder project progress and ongoing performance improvement. Midline evaluation provides a good
opportunity to revisit the theory of change and project delivery strategy to ensure that key assumptions hold
true, and that planned inputs and outputs remain relevant to achieve outcome results. The midline report
should provide direction (through conclusions and recommendations) on how project strategy could be
adapted and modified to ensure expected (intermediate) outcomes are achieve for the intended target
population of marginalised girls.

A mixed method approach to evaluation was applied at midline, as it was at baseline. The respective roles
of quantitative and qualitative data collection remained at both evaluation points. Quantitative data from the
household and in-school girl survey was used to establish learning and transition outcome values as well
as intermediate outcome values, and to compare these to baseline values and midline targets in order to
assess overall progress. Qualitative methods were used to analyse the project context, to identify factors
positively or negatively affecting project progress with a view to explaining changes since baseline with
regard to KEEP Il outcomes and intermediate outcomes.

Key Evaluation Questions

Design and delivery: To what extent was the project successfully designed and implemented? This refers to the
project’s Theory of Change, internal coherence, logic and ongoing relevance to context. In terms of design, to
what extent are initial assumptions proving valid, are risks analysed and mitigated effectively, do project inputs and
outputs remain relevant to the most marginalised girls in the project population and are gender and inclusion
considerations sufficiently mainstreamed in project delivery? In terms of implementation, was context and were
risks analysed and effectively managed? Was project strategy reviewed and revised as required to ensure
ongoing relevance and coherence with lessons learned and evolutions in the context?

Effectiveness: To what extent are project inputs and outputs delivered on time to contribute to immediate
outcomes? Were midline targets met with regard to intermediate outcomes? What contextual factors influenced
effectiveness either positively or negatively? Were there any unexpected project effects (positive or negative)?
How well was the Gender Equity and Social Inclusion (GESI) strategy implemented and adapted over time by the
project in order to ensure immediate outcome achievement?

Impact: To what extent did the project improve transition and learning outcomes for targeted girls? Were midline
outcome targets met? What was the cause-effect relationship between the project’s immediate and intermediate

outcomes? Which outputs were most effective, appreciated by different stakeholders in terms of their contribution
to intermediate outcome and outcome achievement?

Sustainability: To what extent are project intermediate outcomes (potentially) sustainable beyond the completion
of the project, at school, community and system levels? What are the contextual factors influencing sustainability
and how well has the project analysed and managed risks, adapted project strategies to enhance results
sustainability? To what extent has the project been successful in leveraging additional resources, documenting
and disseminating learning and/or promoting replication of promising initiatives?
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2 Context, Educational Marginalisation and Intersection between
Barriers and Characteristics

This section aims to validate the Theory of Change (TOC). Generally, the evaluation at midline aims to
determine whether anything in the project context has changed with regard to girls’ marginalisation (key
characteristics and barriers to education) in order to assess the extent to which the project TOC remains
relevant and, subsequently, whether the project's implementation continues to address the most
marginalised girls and the key barriers they are facing.

Within the proposal for KEEP Il (February 2017), the following definition of marginalised girls was
provided: “All of the targeted beneficiaries of KEEP Il meet GEC’s definition of highly marginalised, Level
3 beneficiaries, facing significant barriers including transience, poverty, remoteness, negative socio-cultural
attitudes, early marriage, forced marriage, and early pregnancy, a significant household chore burden, and
low levels of parental support. In the broader context of GEC’s portfolio, these girls can be understood as
‘hardest to reach because of a complex combination of context, social and economic factors, and may
require bespoke interventions tailored to an individual’. A significant number of KEEP Il beneficiaries will
drop out of school in upper primary or during the transition to secondary school and, as a result, will face
further challenges in ensuring that they have functional literacy and numeracy skills that will allow them to
potentially transition to technical and vocational education and training (TVET), Alternative Learning
Program (ALP), employment, or other options that are beyond the scope of KEEP | or Il. Within this Level
3 grouping, there are girls who are further marginalised, including those who are disabled (1 in 10 surveyed
KEEP beneficiaries’), living in households where one or both parents is not present (approximately 35.7%
of KEEP'’s beneficiaries®), have suffered trauma or abuse, or are young mothers or victims of forced
marriage.”

Have the barriers identified for key subgroups changed since baseline?

This definition of marginalised girls in KEEP Il remains relevant at midline. It does not appear that the
characteristics and barriers of marginalisation have changed significantly for the KEEP Il cohort of girls
since baseline.

If one compares baseline to midline values related to key characteristics of marginalisation (see tables in
Volume I, Annex 4), there is limited change between the two evaluation points. Well over half the girls
surveyed come from a household with a female head and the majority of household heads have no
education. A third or more of families surveyed at baseline and midline report that it is difficult to afford to
send their girl to school and that they have gone to sleep hungry many days in the last year. Finally, the
vast majority of girls at both evaluation points (over 85%) speak a language at home that is different from
the language of instruction at school.

At baseline, the key barriers to girls’ education (across all characteristics of girls’ marginalisation) were
identified as the cost of education (linked to poverty),® a high domestic chore burden/insufficient time to
study and early marriage, which are all demand-side factors. Supply-side factors at baseline, including
school infrastructure, the quality of teaching and counselling, and school governance, appeared less
significant in terms of barriers to girls’ education than the demand-side factors.°

7 KEEP | Endline Evaluation draft, February 2017
8 KEEP | Endline Evaluation draft, February 2017

9 Poverty should really be considered both a characteristic of marginalisation and a barrier to girls’ education. It is
discussed as both throughout this report.

10 KEEP Il Baseline Evaluation report, July 2018. p.37.
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The key barriers to education identified at midline are similar to those at baseline (see tables in Volume II,
Annex 4), including a high chore burden, household poverty and teaching quality (teachers treating boys
differently from girls, using physical punishment). While the barriers are similar, the proportion of
households/girls responding that the chore burden is high or that teachers treat girls and boys differently at
midline are different and have decreased since baseline.! This is a positive trend in the data at midline.
While a decrease in the frequency with which these barriers are reported at midline can be attributed, at
least in part, to the effects of KEEP Il inputs, reliability of the data and attribution of results at this stage
require some caution given the breadth of project inputs and the short timeframe of 15 months since project
baseline. KEEP Il inputs have largely focused on awareness-raising at the community level through film
projections to date. While community members are expressing more awareness of this barrier (high chore
burden), translating raised awareness into changed attitudes and behaviours, which are then widely
practiced and sustainable, is normally a much longer-term process. It will be important at endline to confirm
whether this trend in quantitative data continues and to pursue deeper understanding, through qualitative
methods, of the extent to which behaviours have actually changed.

In terms of examining the intersect between key characteristics and barriers, two tables are provided below
which examine barriers to education by characteristic at midline and compare midline values with those
from baseline. Table 2a includes data collected through the household survey and explores demand-side
barriers to education. Table 2b includes data collected through the in-school girl survey and looks at supply-
side barriers to education. The tables were separated because each survey questionnaire included different
questions on barriers of marginalisation.

Using regression analysis and comparing baseline to midline values for Table 2a below (household survey
data only), variations in midline scores relative to baseline are not large. Most variation between baseline
and midline scores is under eight percentage points, except in the case of disabled girls, where fewer
disabled girls report a high chore burden (-36%) or say that they cannot choose to attend or stay in school
(-15%) at midline. For girls reporting that language of instruction is different than language spoken at home
(89% of the cohort at midline), the following barriers were found to be significant: girls agreeing they cannot
choose whether to attend or stay in school is significant at the .001 level, while not attending school most
days and a high chore burden were found to be barriers significant at the .01 level.

This analysis supports qualitative data collection where economic and social barriers present the biggest
challenges to girls’ attendance and retention in school. The KEEP Il Pilot Study undertaken by African
Voices Foundation'? found that poverty and economic considerations were more evident in Turkana, while
social and religious considerations were more evident in Garissa, when it came to family decision-making
around sending and keeping girls in school (see section 5 on Sustainability and section 6.4 on Community
Attitudes and Perceptions for further discussion of these issues).

" Responses related to the following barriers decreased significantly at midline: high chore burden/insufficient time to
study; it is acceptable for child not to attend school if education is too costly; teachers treat girls and boys differently;
saw teacher use physical punishment in last week.

12 Africa’s Voices: Findings from KEEP |l Pilot Study, December 2018, pp. 1-2.
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Table 2a: Household Survey - barriers to education by characteristic’’

Characteristics

Difficult to Female HH No Primary LOI Disability (seeing,
afford girl to HoH Education caregiver different hearing, walking)
go to school (PCG) No than
Education language
spoken at

home

PCG reports that
girl has a high
chore burden
(half day or more)
PCG reports that
girl has a high
chore burden 78 (~) 72 (-5) 70 (-4) 65 (-11) 70 (-7) 61 (-22)
(quarter day or
more)
Girl disagrees
that she gets
support she
needs from her 9 (+4) 5(~) 5(+1) 7 (+4) 6 (+1) 10 (+3)
family to stay in
school and
perform well
PCG reports girl
does not attend
school most
days’®
PCG agrees itis
acceptable for a
child to not attend
school if
education is too
costly
Girl agrees she
cannot choose
whether to attend
or stay in school; 54 (-7) 51 (+3) 49 (+7) 50 (+10) 49 (-9)*** 46 (-15)
she just has to
accept what
happens
*Significance: p<.001***, 01**, .05*; Agree/Strongly Agree and Disagree/Strongly Disagree collapsed into Agree

and Disagree for all 5-point scales.

48 (~) 43 (-3) 39 (-3) 39 (-8) 38 (-8)** 36 (-14)

5(+3) 4 (+1) 4 (+2)" S (+4)™ S (+3)™ 8 (+8)

49 (+3) 43 (+1) 41 (~) 40 (-5) 41 (-4) 25 (-18)

Using regression analysis and comparing baseline to midline values for Table 2b below (school survey data
only), variations in midline scores relative to baseline are not large; most variations are between one and
eight percentage points. The exception is that of disabled girls, where 16% fewer at midline reported their
teachers often being absent from class. For girls whose language of instruction is different than language

'3 This table includes only Household Survey data from baseline and midline with responses from both PCGs and girls
surveyed.

4 Household survey indicators (baseline and midline)

5 Numbers at baseline and midline are low; interpret with caution.
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spoken at home (89% of the cohort at midline), teachers often being absent from class was found to be a
significant barrier at the .001 level. For girls from female headed households, the same barrier was
significant at a .01 level. Teachers treating boys and girls differently in the classroom was also a significant
barrier for disabled girls at a .001 level. Qualitative data collected at midline neither confirmed nor
contradicted this analysis; there was little discussion by stakeholders on teacher absences. The project’s
classroom observation exercises as well as qualitative interviews with teachers, however, denote that while
teacher training has been effective in imparting new skills and knowledge to teachers, application in the
classroom is slower to emerge (see section 6.1 below for further discussion).

Table 2b: School Survey - barriers to education by characteristic’®

Characteristics

Living Female LOI different Disability Time to School
without both HOH than language (seeing,
parents spoken at hearing,
home walking)
e o> 2 | 2 (+2) 16 16 3(7) 2 ()
Girl agrees teachers treat
boys and girls differently in 174 177 174 14 (-8)*** 174
classroom”
i S W L e L e e T
Girl disagrees that she gets
support needed to stay in 7 (-4) 5(-1) 6 (+1) 10 (+3) 5 (+5)***
school
Girl agrees there are no seats 15n 147 15n 20 (+8) 18 (+7)"
for all students"
Girl doesn’t use toilet at ek
school 0(~) 0(~) 0(~) 1(-3) 0(-6)
Girl agrees in past week saw
teaqher use physical 317 361 35n 49 334
punishment on another
student or girl herself*
Girl agrees in past week
teacher used physical 197 237 237 197 21
punishment on girl herself

*Significance: p<.001***, 01**, .05*; Agree/Strongly Agree and Disagree/Strongly Disagree collapsed into Agree
and Disagree for all 5-point scales.

Girls with Disability (GWD) — including all types and levels of disabilitry -represented 10% of the overall
sample in the Household Survey and 30% of the overall sample in the School Survey at midline. The
percentage of girls in the transition and learning samples who reported a severe disability was relatively
conmstant at 4% and 5% respectively. This is higher than the percentage of girls reporting severe disability
in the transition outcome sample at baseline which was 1.6%. It is unclear why more girls in the KEEP Il
cohort reported severe disability at midline. The data collected at midline also represents a much higher

6 All data from this table comes from In-school Girl Survey only and represents responses made by girls only.

7 AIndicators on barriers relating to teaching quality were asked of learning sample at baseline; however, data on
characteristics was only asked of the joint sample (N= 157). When cross-tabulated by barriers, some numbers are too
low to report (e.g. 1 or 2 cases reported; percentages at or near 0), therefore comparisons are not presented.
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percentage of reported disability than that collected by the project on beneficiaries at the start of operations
in 2017, which was 0.0075%. This discrepancy could be related to the attention and support provided by
other agencies to issues of inclusion in education in the intervention zones.'® The increased response rate
could be attributed, at least in part to increased awareness or response bias, given this recent focus on
disability by donor agencies. Finally, given that the majority of respondents with severe disabilities are
refugees (see data in paragraph below), it could also relate to the country contexts from which they have
fled, which are often war zones or areas where government health services have broken down.

Sight and cognitive impairment were by far the most frequently reported disabilities at midline, for girls in
both the transition and outcome cohorts. In the transition cohort, over 79% of the girls who reported a
severe disability were from refugee communities, while over 65% of girls reporting a severe disability lived
in a female headed household and do not speak the language of instruction at home. On the transition and
learning samples, of girls reporting severe disability, around 35% also reported that chores prevent them
from attending school regularly (see midline data on GWD in Volume I, Annex 19).

Are the project activities still appropriate to the key barriers and characteristics?

The project’s Theory of Change remains relevant, given its intervention zones and the level and nature of
marginalisation experienced by targeted girls. The ToC emphasizes the importance of and inter-
dependence between family, community and school factors, in addressing the multi-faceted barriers facing
girls along their education and transition pathways. KEEP Il outcomes and activities address the most
important barriers to education facing girls in the project intervention zones. These include supply-side
barriers at school (addressed through training for teachers, BoM members, and school counsellors as well
as the provision of school infrastructure and remedial training for girls), as well as demand side barriers in
the community (addressed through community-awareness raising initiatives and dialogue with men and
boys) and in the family (addressing economic constraints through scholarships and conditional cash
transfers.

KEEP Il has adapted several of its activities since project start-up to ensure their ongoing relevance to the
target cohort of girls, and these adaptations were informed by international best practice, lessons learned
from project implementation to date and evolutions in the project context. Examples include:

e The gender responsive pedagogy (GRP) training provided in KEEP | was initially focused on
gender although elements of basic pedagogy and large class management were added over time
in response to perceived needs. In KEEP |, district education official were also engaged by the
project to provide follow-up support to trained teachers in the classroom after their training. In
KEEP I, the focus on basic pedagogy was expanded to become more practical. Teacher training
content was redesigned with direct input from district education officials, while KEEP Il has
recently started developing school communities of practice through the training of senior teachers
(begun in July 2019).

e Demand for and attendance in remedial classes has been uneven. KEEP Il has redesigned
remedial training to increase its relevance and quality. Class size has been reduced while
remedial teachers have received considerable training in basic pedagogy from the project since
2017.

e KEEP Il initially intended to provide community awareness campaigns through radio, film and
community dialogue. A pilot study conducted in 2018 found that radio was not an effective means
of social dialogue in many parts of the project intervention zone.'® The project strategy shifted to
organising listening circles at the community level in order to better understand how communities

8 UNICEF, UNHCR and Humanity and Inclusion are all active in these communities and address inclusion and disability
support to varying degrees.

9 KEEP Il Pilot Study, Africa Voices Foundation, December 2018.
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understand issues around girls’ education, what and how messaging to address key barriers
should be delivered. Based on the information from the pilot study, the project is redesigning its
interventions at the community level.

At the same time, the project’'s Theory of Change emphasizes the interdependence of factors at school,
family and community levels, which combine to either reinforce barriers to girls’ education or, potentially, to
unlock them. While project activities and inputs delivered at each level of intervention (school, community,
family) appear relevant in and of themselves in addressing specific barriers, the project’s implementation
strategy (and approach to capacity building) would benefit from greater inter-dependence between activities
and levels of intervention to achieve the project’'s Theory of Change. Synergy and complementarity between
the different project inputs and activities is not systematically promoted. There are some collaborative
initiatives involving school and community stakeholders — i.e. community verification committees for cash
transfers involving head teachers and community leaders, consultations between head teachers and
community mobilisers, as well as quarterly head teacher meetings, for example. At the same time, project
activities at the community level are designed and delivered by different consultants/teams than activities
at the school level. Trainings offered to teachers, BoM members and school counsellors are developed and
delivered separately, with no overlap or common training modules bringing school stakeholders together to
learn about and address common themes. Girls are not systematically involved in the different project
trainings and awareness-raising initiatives at school and in the community so opportunities are perhaps
missed to strengthen their agency and empowerment. The synergy that could contribute to the emergence
of joint or complementary strategies between the three pillars of the project to support girls’ education could
be more systematically strengthened.

The overall scope and reach of the project present potential limits and risks to the achievement of its Theory
of Change at midline. The project scope addresses all major barriers to girls’ education in the intervention
zones, while the reach of 84 schools, scattered across a very large geographic area, means that the close
accompaniment and follow-up necessary for institutional capacity building at the school level, is challenging
and limited by resource and time constraints. As a result, the project capacity building strategy is more
focused at the individual level for the moment — providing individual teachers, BoM members, girls with new
skills and knowledge — than bringing these stakeholders together to work collaboratively towards changing
the overall, institutional culture at school. While considerable training is offered in KEEP I, it appears
challenging for the project to provide the ongoing accompaniment and coaching that is normally necessary
to help individuals and institutions transform new skills into new practices or behaviours. For teacher
training, the new school communities of practice will only be put in place later this year to support teaching
practices in the classroom, two years after some teachers received their training. For BoM training, follow-
up visits are provided by the project to both trained and untrained members at the school level, in order to
support the application of new skills and to identify gaps in knowledge for further training. That said, the
qualitative data collection with BoM members at midline revealed an uneven translation, by BoM members,
of training content into changed practice at the school level.

In the remaining years of implementation, the Project will be providing seed money to BoMs to implement
initiatives at school for the improvement of girls’ learning environment and this will presumably require more
frequent coaching and accompaniment visits. At the family level, it appears that messaging around the
management and use of conditional cash transfers could be repeated, as qualitative data uncovered some
misunderstandings and information gaps. Finally, at the community level, the project provides awareness-
raising on barriers to girls’ education, but limited support is provided to communities for developing practical
strategies to address these barriers (all of the issues raised here are discussed in more detail in Chapter 6
under each section on the five Intermediate Outcomes).

The KEEP Theory of Change, as presented in its proposal to GEC, places the community mobiliser (CM)
at the centre of the three pillars of project intervention and identifies the CM as a key interlocutor, ensuring
coherence and dialogue between project stakeholders (including Parents’ Associations, BoMs, head
teachers, students, families, community leaders, etc.). It is the CM that organises many project activities,
as well as delivering project inputs and certain key messaging. The CMs are usually well-respected young
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people in the communities where KEEP Il works. While the CMs are an important liaison and support for
project delivery at the community level, given their age and position, they may not always command the
authority to change attitudes and behaviours, strengthen relationships or improve the effectiveness of
school or community systems.?° It appears school head teachers and community leaders could play a more
proactive role in bringing communities, schools and learners together to develop innovative strategies to
address key barriers to girls’ education. While strong school leadership is key to changing school culture,
head teachers appear under-utilised by the project to date, receiving relatively little training or ongoing
capacity development support in comparison to other school stakeholders (teachers, BoM members).
Community leaders were engaged more consistently in KEEP | than they have been to date on KEEP II.
While BoMs link schools with their communities in theory, their mandate is very short-term and members
demonstrate varyng levels of understanding and commitment to the role. Identifying and engaging
community champions for school quality and girls” education could be a useful complement.

KEEP II project activities remain relevant. It is the glue that binds them together into an effective theory of
change that appears to require strengthening from midline to endline. Greater synergy among activities and
key stakeholders in the community and at school, as well as more intensive accompaniment and coaching
for sustained capacity building, would help the project achieve its theory of change.

Are there any contextual factors or changes in barriers/characteristics that may impact
intermediate outcomes (I0s) and outcomes?

There is the ongoing uncertainty for refugee populations in Dadaab with regard to camp closure. In March
2019, the Government of Kenya renewed its request for the closure of all Dadaab camps, giving UNHCR
six months to act. The threat of camp closure and the uncertainty surrounding voluntary repatriation have
been ongoing in Kenya since 2016. In 2018, Dadaab camps and related schools were closed, reducing
KEEP Il intervention school numbers from 89 to the current 84. This situation could easily repeat itself. This
context, while not new, remains a significant risk for the project and the achievement of its outcome and 10
results for the intervention cohort of girls.

In 2017, the Government of Kenya introduced its 100 per cent transition policy, ensuring that any child
passing the Kenya Certificate of Primary Education (KCPE) exam must transition to secondary school. This
policy was enacted in the absence of related investments in new infrastructure, teachers, teaching and
learning materials. While it has increased secondary enrolment rates across the country, it has been
criticized as contributing to overcrowding and indiscipline in the classroom.?!

The new Competency Based Curriculum (CBC) is currently being rolled out in Kenya in grades 1-3 with
considerable investment in teacher training for those already in-service. The KEEP Il project is being
encouraged by district education officials to align its teacher training with CBC. It is unclear how the
mobilisation of teachers in host community schools for CBC training by government will affect KEEP I
teacher training. This is not a factor which would affect the training of teachers in the refugee camps.

Project’s contribution
The project responded to the External Evaluator's comments on the above questions as follows:
Whether activities are still appropriate for subgroups and barriers

As captured in the report, most of the activities are still appropriate and relevant. The project will
continuously make adaptations based on our monitoring findings and the contextual realities, as well as
taking into consideration the midline findings.

20 This analysis is based on qualitative data collection undertaken since KEEP | with parents, community leaders, head
teachers, community mobilizers and KEEP Il project staff.

21 The Star, 100% transition policy causing indiscipline — Principals. March 23, 2019.
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External Evaluator analysis of whether barriers have changed for key subgroups

We observe there are no major changes between the baseline and midline on the key barriers as indicated
in the midline report. KEEP will continue to focus on the main barriers as identified and continuously support
the beneficiaries and stakeholder engagement.

Whether contextual changes have an impact on barriers or subgroup: The EE has accurately captured the
contextual changes, and at the moment we do not expect the current situation to impact the project
negatively between now and the endline. We are cognizant of the fact that most of the changes are
externally influenced and we will continuously monitor the situation as it unfolds. KEEP has been proactive
to continuously align its activities to the contextual changes including CBC, transition policy, refugee policy
and closely monitoring repatriation. Although CBC is the highlight of government reform education agenda,
KEEP does not specifically work with the grades that are implementing CBC (currently graded 1-3). The
grades that WUSC targets are upper primary (S6-S8) and secondary (F1-F4).

Whether the project plans to review the Theory of Change in light of these findings at Midline: WUSC is
comfortable with the comments and the findings from the midline. There are no issues that we note from
this that warrant us changing the activities and theory of change. In addition, we remain confident with our
TOC and how it links with the activities KEEP is currently in engagement with multiple stakeholders to
improve synergies through quarterly meetings (meetings are held with head teachers, community
mobilizers and the BOMs, as well as community leaders, religious leaders and local gov't). The project is
committed to contining engagements with all of these stakeholders to see how best the collaboration can
be improved for the benefit of the learners. We have recognized the need to include the head teachers in
the instructional leadership trainings and senior teachers peer coaching activities. The first of this session
was done in 2019 where we included the head teachers in August training.

Head teachers have a much higher status than the CMs. However, we intentionally avoid relying on the
head teachers to play a role in community engagement being cognizant of their job descriptions and
expectations from their employers. The community mobilizers are hired to drive and maintain community
engagement agenda. In addition to the ongoing community engagement activities KEEP is working to
create community champions, through the white ribbon activities. The community drives and activities are
used to carry the discussions on girls education.
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3 Key Outcome Findings

3.1 Learning Outcome

This section analyses learning outcomes for midline, by grade, sub-group (region, community type), gap in
foundational skills as well as against key characteristics and barriers to education. Midline data is compared
to baseline and trends are analysed. The exhibit below explains how midline data has been treated and
how aggregate learning scores have been calculated to enable a comparison of the learning outcome data
at baseline and midline.

Aggregate Learning Score - approach used at midline

SeGRA/MA 1 is the only test administered across all grades at both baseline and midline. SeGRA/MA 2 was
administered to all grades at both time points, with the exception of S6 at baseline. Therefore, SeGRA-MA 1 and 2
should be able to reliably capture learning from one time point to the next for grades S7 to F4. The one exception to
this continuity is the S6 cohort at baseline that was administered EGRA- MA at both baseline and midline evaluation
points. SeGRA/MA 3 was administered at baseline, but a decision was made to discontinue its use at midline due
to the risk of floor effects.

The GEC guidance related calculating aggregate learning scores includes Option 2 which appears appropriate for
KEEP II. Option 2 states that, “The standard approach can be applied where all girls in the same cohort take the
same test, i.e. combination of subtasks, at each evaluation point.” In the case of KEEP II, this is true for all grades
with the exception of S6. After conferring with the EM, a decision was taken to use the standard approach (option 2)
for the calculation of aggregate learning scores for SeGRA-MA 1 as it is applicable all grades in the cohort (S7 to
F4). A separate approach was adopted, imputing the scores of SeGRA/MA 2 for baseline respondents that were not
administered this test at baseline (S6). With this dual approach we have scores for two tests (SeGRA-MA 1 and 2)
for all cohorts at both evaluation points, allowing for a straightforward interpretation of results across grades and
time points.

BL/ML Grade [Baseline Scores (Recalculation) Midline Scores
S6/S7 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2| 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2
imputed)

S7/S8 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2
S8/F1 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2
F1/F2 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2
F2/F3 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2
F3/F4 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2 50 % SeGRA/MA 1 + 50 % SeGRA/MA 2

The aggregate scores were used to estimate the project’s baseline value for learning and to set the learning target
for midline via the 0.25SD per year formula (see Outcome Spreadsheet in Volume Il, Annex 6). Please see Volume
II, Annexes 3 and 14 for further details on test scoring and determining a test score aggregate. For the aggregate
results presented in Tables 3-4, we used a composite score of SeGRA/MA 1 and SeGRA/MA 2 tests, weighted
equally for all grade cohorts.

The same methodology was applied to baseline scores to ensure comparability with midline. At midline, the
EGRA/MA score was removed for S6s and imputed instead to SeGRA/MA 2 scores using multiple imputation linear
regression. Imputation was calculated using scores on other learning assessments, by region and community type
(refugee-host). This allowed for a new set of comparable baseline scores with equal weighting for SeGRA-MA 1 and
2 scores for all cohorts. The recalculated SeGRA/MA 2 scores were very low for S6s at baseline. Where they were
imputed as negative scores (a consequence of low SeGRA/MA 1 scores used as input variables for the multiple
imputation), scores were recoded as 0. All analysis in the tables and narrative below — including subgroup analysis
and analysis by key barriers — includes the imputed and recalibrated values for baseline (see Annexes 3 and 14 in
Volume Il for further details on testing and methodology). Finally, midline aggregate numeracy scores were
calculated using only SeGMA 1 as the evaluation metric - SeGMA 2 values were removed due to a perceived floor
effect.

KEEP Il Midline Report - February 2020 |13



3.2 Analysis of Aggregate Learning Scores by Grade and Sub-Task

The following section presents data on aggregate learning scores by grade and sub-task in literacy and
numeracy, comparing outcome learning results from baseline to midline as well as determining the extent
to which midline learning targets have been met. The exhibit below presents the literacy and numeracy
tests administered at baseline and midline by grade. Tables 3 and 4 on subsequent pages present literacy
and numeracy mean scores and standard deviations by grade and then compare these to baseline scores.

Subtask 1 (EGRA)

| Midline

Letter Sound Identification

Subtask 2 (EGRA) Familiar Word

Subtask 3 (EGRA) Invented Word

Subtask 4 (EGRA) Oral Reading Fluency (WpM)

Subtask 5 (EGRA) Comprehension

Comprehension using simple

Subtask 6 (SeGRA 1) inferences

Comprehension using complex

Subtask 7 (SeGRA 2) inferences

Subtask 8 (SeGRA 3)

Relevant subtasks Numeracy Baseline Midline

Short Essay construction

Subtask 1 (EGMA)

Number Identification

Subtask 2 (EGMA)

Quantity Discrimination

Subtask 3 (EGMA)

Missing Numbers

Subtask 4 (EGMA)

Additions

Subtask 5 (EGMA)

Subtraction Il

Subtask 6 (EGMA)

Words Problem

Subtask 7 (SeGMA 1)

Advanced multi and division etc.

Subtask 8 (SeGMA
2)22

Algebra

22 Aggregate learning score values for numeracy are based on SeGMA 1 only as the evaluation metric - SeGMA 2
values were removed from aggregate learning scores for numeracy based on a decision by GEC in February 2020 due
to a perceived floor effect. The removal of SeGMA 2 values is reflected in Tab 1B.2 of the Outcome Spreadsheet
(Annex 6, Vol. II) and analysis of aggregate learning scores in Tables 4a and 4b only.
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Standard 8 through

Subtask 9 (SeGMA 3) Data Interpretation etc.
secondary 1-4

Findings on Midline Learning Outcomes Against Baseline Scores and Midline Targets

There is an overall increase in learning outcomes at midline over baseline results, for both literacy and
numeracy - aggregate scores for all cohorts show an increase of 10.6 points for literacy and 4.3 points
for numeracy over baseline aggregate scores.

The midline literacy target has been surpassed by 7.36 increase over and above the comparison. The
target was 6.44 and 114% of the target has been achieved. This aggregate score is based on SeGRA 1
and 2 values.

The midline numeracy target of 7.51 has not been met; actual midline scores are not showing any
improvement above the comparison. This aggregate is based on SeGMA 1 values only; SeGMA 2 values
were removed due to a perceived floor effect at midline.

Table 3a: Literacy (EGRA/SeGRA)

Intervention Group Standard Deviation in the

Grade Mean intervention group
Standard 7 34.9 22.6
Standard 8 38.9 23.0
Form 1 471 21.5
Form 2 46.5 24.8
Form 3 48 .4 22.8
Form 4 55.1 23.1
Overall 44.3 23.8

Table 3b: Literacy scores from Baseline to Midline by Grade

Baseline Literacy Midline Literacy Difference Baseline to

Treatment Treatment Midline
Standard 7 25.6 34.9 +9.3
Standard 8 24.7 38.9 +14.2
Form 1 34.5 47 1 +12.6
Form 2 35.3 46.5 +11.2
Form 3 38.0 48.4 +10.4
Form 4 44.7 55.1 +10.4

Table 4a: Numeracy (EGMA/SeGMA)

Intervention Group Standard Deviation in the
Mean intervention group
Standard 7 271 22.8
Standard 8 32.1 233
Form 1 36.8 24.8
Form 2 32.2 21.9
Form 3 35.9 20.0
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Table 4b: Numeracy scores from baseline to midline

Baseline Numeracy Midline Numeracy Difference Baseline to

Treatment Treatment Midline
Standard 7 17.0 271 +10.1
Standard 8 25.7 32.1 +6.4
Form 1 34.1 36.8 +2.7
Form 2 374 32.2 -5.2
Form 3 31.9 35.9 +4.0
Form 4 40.9 48.2 +7.3
Overall 30.3 34.7 4.3

Average learning scores by grade are low overall (below 50% in both literacy and numeracy). Only Form 4
in literacy achieved an aggregate mean score above 50%. The highest mean score achieved in numeracy
was 40% for F4, with the mean for all other grade cohorts under 30%. Standard deviations (SD) at midline
are higher than at baseline. Many of the SDs for literacy and numeracy are at half to the same level as the
mean scores, which suggest that learning scores range considerably, and mean scores are likely influenced
by outliers.

All literacy scores by grade show improvement at midline over baseline and these improvements range
from 9.3 points to 14.2 points. The most substantive increases are evident for S8 (+14.2 points) and F1
(+12.6 points).

At midline, there is no evidence of floor or ceiling effects on SeGRA/MA 1 or SeGRA 2, but there is a high
proportion of girls who scored 90% or above in EGRA and EGMA.?3 Conversely, SeGMA 2 appears to have
posed a challenge for learners across all grades, with a considerable proportion of the sample having very
low scores. There is a perceived floor effect for SeGMA 2 and aggregate learning scores were recalculated
with SeGMA 2 values removed. Using only SeGMA 1 as the evaluation metric, we observe numeracy
scores improve for all grades over baseline, with the exception of Form 2, which experienced a decline in
scores of 5.2 points. We observe the largest increases for S7 (+10.1) and Form 4 (+7.3).

3.3 Analysis of Foundational Skills Gaps

This section analyses gaps in foundation skills for both literacy and numeracy. Tables below present the
foundational skills that girls in the KEEP Il cohort have achieved and/or may still be missing,
disaggregated by grade. This section then analyses at what general grade level the sample of girls tested
at midline are seen to be operating, as mapped against the Kenya education system, and compares
midline results to baseline.

Findings on Foundational Skills Gaps — Comparing Midline with Baseline

The conclusion on foundational skills gaps remains similar at midline to baseline: At least half of the girls
in the KEEP Il cohort are performing at or below a grade 4/5 level of proficiency as mapped against the
Kenya education system. The proportion of non and emergent learners is higher for numeracy than for
literacy across the cohort while positive change from baseline to midline is more evident for literacy. The
lack of significant progress between baseline and midline is unsurprising given the timeline (15 months)

23 These girls were excluded from the aggregate analysis, based on agreement with the EM, and the EGRA/MA test
will be dropped for endline.
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and the likely influence of outliers, given high standard deviations in test scores. It is worth exploring
baseline to midline differences by learning test:

EGRA/EGMA: EGRA/MA tests at the equivalent of a grade 2/3 level of primary school, and were
administered Standard 7 girls only at midline. The vast majority of learners are rated proficient
at midline and there was a significant increase in their numbers, for both numeracy and literacy,
at midline. The proportion of non-learners generally decreased while established learners also
decreased or remained relatively unchanged. The proportion of proficient learners generally
increased at midline.

SeGRA/MA 1: SeGRA/MA 1 tests learning proficiency at the equivalent of grades 4/5 of primary
school in the Kenya education system. There was a significant increase in the number of
proficient learners in literacy at midline (from approximately half at baseline to two-thirds at
midline). There was little change for numeracy between midline and baseline, with two-thirds of
girls rated as non or emergent learners.

SeGRA/MA 2: In literacy, the proportion of non-learners decreased from baseline to midline while
emergent and established learners increased. In numeracy, the proportion of non-learners
increased significantly with associated reductions in emergent, established and proficient
learners. There is a perceived floor effect for SeGMA 2 at midline.

Learning tests were administered at the beginning of Term 2 or half way through the academic year. It
is unlikely that this timing had any significant effect on test scores. If girls across all grades of upper
primary and secondary school are struggling with a test that is mapped at a grade 4 or 5 level of
proficiency, it is more likely that contextual factors (girls’ characteristics and barriers associated with
region and community type) are influencing learning outcomes, more than the timing or method of testing.
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Table 5: Mapping Learning Tests to Grades in Kenya

Relevant subtasks

Grade Mapping to Kenya

National Curriculum

KEEP Il Cohorts
Tested at Midline

Subtask 4 (EGRA)

Oral Reading Fluency (WpM)

Standard 2

Standard 7

Subtask 6 (SeGRA
1)

Comprehension using simple
inferences

Standard 4 & 5

Standard 7, 8 through
Secondary 1-4

Subtask 7 (SeGRA
2)

Comprehension using complex
inferences

Standard 6 & 7

Standard 7, 8 through
Secondary 1-4

Subtask 4 (EGMA) Additions Standard 2 Standard 7
Subtask 5 (EGMA) Subtraction Il Standard 2 &3 Standard 7
Subtask 6 (EGMA) Words Problem Standard 2&3 Standard 7

Subtask 7 (SeGMA
1)

Advanced multi and division etc.

Standard 4 & 5

Standard 7, 8 through
Secondary 1-4

Subtask 8 (SeGMA
2)

Algebra

Standard 6 & 7

Standard 7, 8 through
Secondary 1-4

Table 6: Foundational literacy skills gaps?*

Categories

Subtask 4

Oral Reading Fluency

Subtask 6

SeGRA 1

Subtask 7

SeGRA 2

Non-learner 0%

6% (-12%)

4% (-1%)

16% (-8%)

Emergent
learner 1%-40%

8% (-7%)

29% (-13%)

51% (+3%)

Established

learner 41%-80% 22% (-13%) 54% (+7%) 31% (+5%)
Proficient

learner 81%- 65% (+33%) 13% (+7%) 2% (no change)
100%

Total 100% 100% 100%

24 Changes from baseline values are presented in parentheses for comparison purposes with midline values.
Foundational skill gaps have been calculated as per GEC guidance.
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Table 7: Foundational numeracy skills gaps

Categories Subtask 2 Subtask 4 Subtask 5 Subtask 6 Subtask 7
Addition Subtraction Word SeGMA1 SeGMA 2
Problems

Non-learner 0% 1% (-14%) 9% (-8%) 6% (-8%) 6% (-4%) 40% (+16%)
Emergent learner | so/ (109, 13% (-3%) 11% (-10%) 60% (+2%) 46% (-4%)
1%-40%
Established o/ (.10 o o 35% (no o o o/ (.0
learner 41%-80% | 527 (-1%) 39% (+3%) change) 31% (+2%) 13% (-8%)
Proficient learner
81%-100% 61% (+23%) 39% (+8%) 49% (+18%) 3% (no change) | 1% (-3%)
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

3.4 Analysis of Learning Outcomes by Sub-Group

This section presents learning outcomes by sub-group and analyses any identified trends in order to
understand the characteristics and barriers associated with the lowest levels of learning (see graphs below).

Findings on Learning Outcomes by Region and Community Type

Analysis by Region: Midline literacy scores are consistently and considerably higher for Turkana than
for Garissa in terms of the KEEP Il cohort of girls at all grade levels, with much larger differences in the
secondary grades (mean scores in Turkana are up to 28 points higher than Garissa). Midline numeracy
scores are much closer between regions at midline; mean scores by grade are generally higher for
Turkana except in F1 and F4 where Garissa scores slightly higher. The range of mean scores is large
for both regions, although slightly larger for Garissa, suggesting a larger gap in proficiency between the
lowest and highest grade cohort.

Analysis by Community Type: Learning scores are consistently higher for girls in host communities
than for girls in refugee communities at all grade levels. This is also consistent with KEEP Il baseline
results and education management information system (EMIS) data. The most pronounced differences
in mean scores by community type are evident for F2 and F4 grade cohorts, for both literacy and
numeracy. It is unclear why this trend is apparent in the midline learning data. Refugee schools are
characterised by large class size and untrained teachers so the data trends by community type are not
surprising.
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3.5 Learning Outcome Analysis by Characteristics and Barriers

There is no control group for KEEP |l so there is no difference-in-difference analysis. Instead, we have
applied an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model to support the inferences that we are able to
draw from our data about the connection between literacy and numeracy scores and key
characteristics/barriers that might influence low learning test scores. Using the SeGRA and SeGMA scores
(0 to 100) as our dependent variable, we estimate a model that looked at the potential effects of known
factors that may dampen test scores. These include: a female head of household, speaking a language at
home other than English or Swahili, a high chore burden, a disability, a lack of family support for schooling,
and corporal punishment reported at school (see Tables 8 and 9 below).

Findings on the Analysis of Learning Outcomes by Characteristics/Barriers

For literacy outcomes: There is some evidence that speaking a language other than English or Swahili
at home reduces literacy scores by 3-4 points (significant at the .01 level). Most of the explanatory value
of the model (R? .19) appears to come from the effects of the region where the girl lives and whether the
girl is in a host community or a refugee camp. These are already known factors limiting learning
outcomes.

For numeracy outcomes: The use of physical punishment is seen to reduce scores by 3-4 points
(p<.01). Counterintuitively, strong life skills (as measured through an additive scale of twelve life skills
questions) and a lack of support within the school appear to have slight positive effects on scores
(significant at the .01 level). As with literacy, the strongest effects appear to be region and community
type. It is also worth noting that the explanatory value of this model is far lower than the model for literacy
scores (R? .06), suggesting that the driving factors behind numeracy results may be attributed more to
structural factors (grade, school) than known barriers.
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Table 8: Effects of Characteristics & Barriers on Literacy

DV Literacy Score (0-100)

Characteristics & Barriers

b (s/e)
Living in Female HoH 1.15 (1.72)
Language at home not English or Swahili -3.53 (1.82)*
Life Skills Scale® -.020 (.044)
Chore Burden 181 (1.43)
Disability 1.09 (2.72)
Doesn’'t Feel Supported by Family .115 (.359)
Doesn'’t Feel Supported by School 2.30 (2.23)
Teachers Use Physical Punishment -2.03 (1.25)
Region 18.89 (1.29)***
Refugee -11.46 (1.36)***
Constant 27.04 (3.31)***
N=1468; ; R .18; p< *.05, **. 01, ***.001
ALife skills scale is a 12-point additive scale that incorporates twelve separate indicators rating the student’s skills
(e.g. self-assessments of reading ability, math ability, whether the student has a trusted peer group, has
confidence to organise their peers, etc.)

Table 9: Effects of Characteristics and Barriers on Numeracy

DV Numeracy Score (0-100)

Characteristics & Barriers

b (sle)
Living in Female HoH .812 (1.65)
Language at home not English or Swahili -1.84 (1.74)
Life Skills Scale® -.118 (.042)**
Chore Burden -.845 (1.37)
Disability 1.58 (2.61)
Doesn’t Feel Supported by Family -.046 (.344)
Doesn’'t Feel Supported by School 5.08 (2.14)*
Teachers Use Physical Punishment -3.52 (1.20)**
Region 1.83 (1.24)
Refugee -10.06 (1.30)***
Constant 35.52 (3.17)***
N=1468; R? .06; p< .05, **. 01, ***.001
ALife skills scale is a 12-point additive scale that incorporates twelve separate indicators rating the student’s skills
(e.g. self-assessments of reading ability, math ability, whether the student has a trusted peer group, has
confidence to organise their peers, etc.)
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3.6 Analysis of the Effects of Project Inputs on Learning Outcomes

This section examines the effects of different KEEP Il inputs on learning outcomes (see Table 11 below).
Using the SeGRA and SeGMA scores (0 to 100) as our dependent variable, we estimate a model that
looked at the potential effects of participating in KEEP remedial training, life skills camp or conditional cash
transfer (CCT) programs. Region, host/refugee community and grade were controlled for, to keep the model
parsimonious (other controls were included related to attitudes and decision-making capacity; however,
these did not add to the model and were therefore removed to prevent over-specification).

Findings on the Analysis of the effects of KEEP Il Inputs

Literacy outcomes: There were no significant effects for any of the KEEP inputs (remedial training, life
skills camp or CCT) on literacy performance, although the coefficient and p-value on remedial training
appears to be approaching statistical significance. It is worth noting that removing region from the model
increases the coefficient from 2.27 to 6.80 and makes the coefficient statistically significant (p<.000).
Region, once again, appears to be an important factor in determining literacy scores.

Numeracy Outcomes: There is a stronger effect for KEEP remedial training on numeracy scores. The
model suggests that by participating in the remedial training, girls receive a boost of nearly 6 points on
their numeracy scores (p<.000). Considering that numeracy scores are generally lower overall for girls
in the KEEP cohort, this type of intervention may deserve further consideration.

In terms of remedial training and its effect on learning outcomes, it should be noted that there are
discrepancies between the EE survey data reported in this section and results of a special study
commissioned by the Project. In terms of the midline external evaluation, both qualitative and quantitative
data pointed towards a potentially positive effect of the remedial training on girls’ learning. However, an
external study commissioned by the project reveals that remedial classes had minimal impact on girls'
learning®®. Given that the WUSC study was rigourous in its design and solely focused on the impact of
remedial training, EE results should likely be approached with some caution and further monitoring of
the issue should be undertaken by the project.

Table 10: Effects of Project Inputs on Literacy and Numeracy

Result Remedial Education Life Skills Cash Transfer
Numeracy Beta =5.73 Beta =-2.29 Beta =-2.07
Baseline — Midline | |, \ ;) e = (two tailed) .000 | p-value = (two tailed) .164 | p-value = (two tailed) .293
(statistically significant) (not significant) (not significant)
Literacy Baseline Beta = 2.16 Beta =.247 Beta = .092

— Midline p-value = (two tailed) .146 | p-value = (two tailed) .883 | p-value = (two tailed) .963

(approaching statistical (not significant) (not significant)
significance)

3.7 Analysis of High and Low Learning Achievement

This section examines the profile of girls with the highest and lowest learning achievements in order to
determine what factors may be influencing their differing performance levels. Table 12 below presents a
series of logit analyses of high and low performing learners. The dependent variable consists of those who
scored 80% or above on literacy or numeracy (“high performers”) and 20% or below (“low performers”).

25 AIR (November 2019) Scaling Education Innovations in Complex Emergencies — HEA Evaluation Summary of WUSC
Remedial Programmes.
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Findings on the Analysis by Level of Learning Achievement

There appear to be few factors that contribute to our understanding of who falls in the group of high or
low performers. Most of the explanatory value from the models appears to come from contextual factors
such as region and type of community. Grade-level also drives performance but was excluded from the
model because there is an expectation that higher grades will perform better. There is some evidence
that a lack of support at school has a negative impact on low performers numeracy scores, but the effect
(min-max value of 1% change) is small.

Table 11: Explanatory Factors for High and Low Learning Achievement

High & Low Performing Student Analysis

Living in Female HoH -0.042 0.462 -0.223 0.155
(0.26) (0.75) (0.20) (0.16)
Language at home not English or Swahili -0.359 -0.473 0.216 -0.060
(0.25) (0.60) (0.26) (0.17)
Life Skills Scale” 0.016* -0.001 0.011* 0.007
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Chore Burden -0.035 -0.463 0.258 0.078
(0.25) (0.57) (0.16) (0.14)
Disability 0.087 0.876 0.007 -0.143
(0.39) (0.77) (0.33) (0.26)
Doesn’t Feel Supported by Family 0.020 -0.152 0.001 0.012
(0.05) (0.28) (0.04) (0.03)
Doesn'’t Feel Supported by School 0.015 0.238 -0.131 -0.498*
(0.32) (0.76) (0.28) (0.21)
Teachers Use Physical Punishment -0.342 -0.218 0.096 0.215
(0.21) (0.42) (0.14) (0.12)
Region 1.910** -0.820 -1.282*+* -0.354*
(0.29) (0.47) (0.15) (0.12)
Refugee -0.700*** -0.390 1.072% 0.803***
(0.22) (0.41) (0.19) (0.13)
Constant -4.885*** -2.301* -0.553 -0.296
(0.64) (1.20) (0.41) (0.31)
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High & Low Performing Student Analysis

N=1468; R? .06; p< .05, **. 01, ***.001

ALife skills scale is a 12-point additive scale that incorporates twelve separate indicators rating the student’s skills
(e.g. self-assessments of reading ability, math ability, whether the student has a trusted peer group, has
confidence to organise their peers, etc.)

Learning Outcomes and Disability: In terms of mean learning scores and girls with disability, for those
girls reporting severe disability, the mean learning scores diminish as the test increases in difficulty across
all types of disability. Mean learning scores are also generally higher for literacy than numeracy across all
types of disability (see Volume Il, Annex 19 on GWD for data). While GEC requested this data analysis in
its feedback on the draft Midline Evaluation Report of KEEP I, it is actually not very useful analysis
because there are so few individuals who identify as having a severe disability in the learning cohort that
some of the tests have only one or two girls. This limits the validity of comparison with overall learning
score means and does not allow for any generalization or inference beyond this data set.
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4 Transition Outcomes

4.1 Transition Pathways and Limitations

This section presents the key findings on transition outcomes at midline. Transition pathways were revisited
after baseline. Baseline data revealed that certain transition pathways had been overlooked (religious and
other community training) and/or the importance of existing pathways had been overemphasized (TVET).
The process for revising the transition pathways by the project included qualitative data collection and
analysis in the KEEP Il intervention zones to test the validity of existing pathways,?® with new transition
pathways finalised in February 2019. Unfortunately, the finalisation of the new transition pathways by KEEP
Il took place after the household survey instrument had been revised and approved by GEC,?’ so not all
the new transition pathways could be fully reflected in the midline HH survey. The new transition pathways
are presented in Table 12 below.

Table 12: KEEP Il Transition Pathways

Positive Transitions Negative Transitions

A girl successfully progresses from one class to A girl drops out of school due to financial constraints
another, from one level of education to another until she

A girl completes her college or university education and
completes her college/ university education d b d y

fails to secure employment.

A girl completes college/university education and A girl is forced into early marriage or willingly drops out
secures a job of school to get married
A girl completes secondary education and secures a Early pregnancy forcing the girl to drop out of school

scholarship to university either in Kenya or abroad

A girl completes her secondary education and enrols in | A girl drops out of school out of free will to stay at home
a college course e.g. CPA, Nursing, etc.

A girl completes secondary or primary education and Traditionalists (esp. Turkana community) send girls to
enrols for TVET course, e.g. tailoring, catering, beauty the reserve to rear livestock and force girls to get
courses (salon) married

A girl completes either primary or secondary education A girl dropping out of school to get married to a rich
and ventures into business e.g. setting up a salon, man in order to help alleviate her family’s living
running a shop, etc. standards, either through the dowry or supporting her
siblings to go to school

A girl completes her primary or secondary education
and secures employment, for instance in the
humanitarian agencies

A girl who completes her primary or secondary
education in Kenya, goes back to her country of origin,
and secures a well-paying job there.

26 Draft Transition Pathways Analysis prepared by WUSC in October 2018.

27 HH survey instrument had to be finalised in January 2019 as preparation for HH data collection in February 2019 at
the time when WUSC was finalising its transition pathways. In order for the HH survey and in-school girl survey
transition data be comparable, similar questions were maintained in both baseline and midline instruments.
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Transition Data and Limitations

At baseline, the household survey was the only source of transition outcome data, and all girls surveyed at
the household level at baseline were in school (including N=724 from the transition cohort and N=157 from
the joint sample). At midline, in addition to the transition cohort (N=800), questions on transition were added
to the in-school girl survey (N=1473), to enlarge the sample and be able to relate transition and learning
outcome data.?®

At baseline, 100% of the transition cohort was enrolled in school. At midline, 100% of girls in the learning
cohort (school survey) and 96% of girls in the transition cohort (household survey)?® were enrolled in school.
At baseline, there is one transition outcome data set, while at midline two data sets on transition (household
survey and in-school girl survey) are used to populate the tables presented below, with clear indications as
to which data set is used where. Because different transition questions were asked of girls on different
surveys at baseline and midline, it is necessary in most tables below to separate the data sets.

The transition data set from baseline was incomplete3® which limits some areas of comparability between
baseline and midline transition outcomes. However, the more important limitation with regard to tracking
transition relates to the approved evaluation methodology at baseline and midline, which does not
adequately capture quantitative data on girls pursuing transition pathways after they have left school.3! The
transition cohort at midline is made up almost exclusively of girls enrolled in school (96%) whereas there
are several KEEP Il transition pathways related to non-academic transition. There is some data available
at midline on girls who were not enrolled in school in the previous year but are currently enrolled in school
this year (this is considered a positive transition outcome) but there is data on only 4% of the transition
cohort who left school between baseline and midline.

Due to a problem with benchmark transition sampling at baseline, the benchmark transition sample was
repeated at midline, using a similar sampling strategy and methodology. The benchmark transition cohort
at midline (N=162) was randomly selected at the household level, with both girls in or out of school, from
11-20 years. Benchmark transition results are compared to project transition outcomes in the tables below.

28 The transition data in the Outcome Spreadsheet (Annex 6, Volume Il see 0SS entitled SeGMA 1 only) was revised for the
recontacted sample by GEC during the second round of revisions on this midline report. Whereas this secton of the midline
evaluation report (Volume |) reflects on the total transition outcome sample at midline, GEC has drawn up a table (see Annex 21,
Volume Il) similar to the one in the report to analyse if the trend for the transition outcome cohort is different at midline in the
recontacted sample vs. the entire transition outcome sample. The trends calculated reflect no difference between recontacted
and total transition outcome midline sample.

2% The methodology for selecting households, girls for the HH survey includes only ISG from 11-20 years old. At midline,
4% of those girls (N=36) were not enrolled in school (28 of these girls were re-contacted at midline and their out of
school activities at midline are presented in a table representing transition from school to other activities).

30 This limitation was clearly documented in the baseline evaluation report for KEEP |l. Some questions related to what
girl was doing in previous year were not asked.

31 This issue was discussed by the EE, EM and the KEEP Il project managers in January 2019 before baseline data
was collected. It is not possible for the EE to track the transition of individual girls into alternative education and
employment given the current parameters (time, resources) and proscribed methodology related to the EE’s mandate.
If these transition pathways beyond school are to be tracked, an alternative at endline will need to be found. For the
HH survey, this could mean including replacement girls who are out of school or who have graduated primary or
secondary. For the school survey, this could mean tracking girls (particularly those graduated secondary) into the
community, workplace or, if married, to their husbands’ homes. This will require time and resources not currently
foreseen in the current M/E Framework for KEEP II.
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4.2 Analysis of Transition Outcomes Against Midline Targets

Findings on Transition - Achieving Midline Targets (see Table 13)

The transition rate at baseline and the midline transition target were calculated based on two values
which were added together to arrive at one ftotal transition rate: in-school progression (fo the grade
ahead) plus transition from primary to secondary (S8 to F1).

The in-school transition rate at baseline was 89% and it remains unchanged at midline. Therefore,
the midline target of +5% was not met. The overall transition rate of 89% at baseline was already
high, so a +5% increase is necessarily challenging to demonstrate in 15 months of project
implementation.

For the transition cohort of girls, the transition rate is 88% which is very similar to baseline and overall
midline transition outcome values. While the rate of in-school progression for the learning outcome cohort
is lower at midline than baseline (77% at midline compared to 84% at baseline) and the transition from
primary to secondary school more than doubled at midline (12% versus 5% at baseline), this is due to
the method of calculating transition rates and sample composition rather than any change in transition
rates between cohorts (see footnote 26).

Table 13: Performance against Midline Transition Outcome Target®?

In-school UEEEE) Vsl Midline = % of target
Transition Outcome roqression Primary to Transition Target achieved
prog Secondary Outcome?? 9
Baseline:
Transition Cohort + Joint 84% 5% 89% } )

Sample cohort based on HH
survey data only (N=881)34

Midline: +5%
Transition cohort based on HH 77% 12% 89% from 0%
survey data only (N=800) baseline

Midline: Learning cohort3®

[0) 0, 0,
based on ISG survey (N=1473) 0% 18% 88% N/A N/A

32 This table includes data derived from both HH survey at baseline and midline and ISG Survey at midline only. At
baseline, the transition rate was calculated as follows: The proportion of girls in the transition cohort reporting that they
were in school this year and in school the previous year but did not repeat a grade, plus the proportion of girls who
reported transitioning from primary school the year before in S8 to secondary school this year in F1 (5%). These two
values were added together to determine the transition rate of 87% at baseline. The same method was used at midline,
separately for the transition and learning cohorts, to enable comparison. No baseline transition data was collected for
the learning cohort through the in-school girl (ISG) survey.

33 At baseline, the transition outcome in the Outcome Spreadsheet was expressed as the addition of the in-school
progression value and the transition from primary to secondary value. The midline target was set on this basis. The
midline target has not been applied to the ISG Learning Cohort of girls as transition data for this cohort was not collected
at baseline.

34 |t is important to note at baseline that the transition cohort was composed of N=724 girls from HH survey plus N=157
girls of joint sample (N=881)

35 Note that in-school progression for the learning outcome sample is “low” in relation to the baseline or transition
samples because of the composition of the sample — where in-school progression represents the number of girls
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Findings on In-school Transition (see Table 14)

Generally, rates of in-school progression to the grade ahead, for both primary and secondary school,
were already relatively high at baseline and have not changed markedly at midline. There is a slightly
higher rate of in-school progression in secondary school at midline over baseline (+4 percentage points)
whereas in-school progression in primary has decreased slightly (-2 percentage points).In-school
progression rates are considerably lower in the benchmark transition sample, particularly for secondary
school, reflecting well on the value of KEEP Il inputs.

The learning outcome cohort of girls had a lower level of in-school progression at secondary school than
either baseline or midline values for the transition cohort. It is unclear why, given that transition rates
from primary to secondary (S8 to F1) were almost identical between baseline and midline across all
KEEP Il cohorts of girls (93-94%). Transition rates from primary to secondary for the benchmark transition
sample were exactly the same as those of the KEEP Il cohort.

The percentage of girls repeating a grade within the transition cohort overall remained unchanged
between baseline and midline (11%) and this is comparable to the learning outcome cohort sample at
midline (12%).Repetition rates in primary school have increased slightly at midline (+3% points) while
decreasing slightly for secondary school (-2% points). The rate of repetition is much higher in the
benchmark transition sample, particularly at secondary school, which reflects positively on the KEEP Il
cohort. Given the stability in the rate of repetition across the transition and learning cohorts since
baseline, repeating a grade does not appear to be a factor influencing rates of in-school progression at
midline.

Rates of transition back into school (from work or from other training during the previous year) are
negligible (less than 1%) across all KEEP Il cohorts. This is different from the benchmark transition
sample where the rate of girls training or working last year and returning to school this year is 14%. This
could simply be due to the fact that this is the only sample targeting both in and out of school girls.

While in-school transition rates have not changed significantly at midline, they have been
maintained and are generally much higher than benchmark transition sample rates. Qualitative
data confirms that, as girls are more confident and perform better academically, their families are
more supportive of keeping them in school.

“After finishing my primary education, then my father asked me, my daughter will you proceed your

learning to Secondary School or | marry you off. | told him that | wanted to continue with my education in
Secondary School. Now that my performance is improving every time, father’s attitude towards my
education has changed and is willing to educate me up to the University. | am willing to proceed to
University.” Girl, Dertu Secondary School

“The girls’ attitude towards education has changed, they are motivated to do more. Right now they have
careers, they know what they want to be after school. They have understood that they can even be better
than boys. They have also learnt to manage their time.” School counsellor, Garissa County.

(1031/1473) who progressed in-school but who are not transitioning from primary to secondary or S8 to F1. The number
who are transitioning from S8 to F1 is 261/1473. So, in total, they give the true picture of how many are transitioning
from one grade to the next (88%). At midline the learning outcome sample was increased to mitigate against attrition
at endline, largely in grades S7, S8, F1. This accounts for a lower in-school progression but a higher primary to
secondary transition rate for the learning outcome sample.

KEEP Il Midline Report - February 2020 |29



Table 14: In-school Transition — Comparison Baseline to Midline 3¢

Transition . . .
Outcome In-school In-school Transition Repeating Repeating Transition | Transition
Cohort - - from from from
progression progression . Grade Grade -
Primary3”  Secondary3? AR Primary4® Seconda WL UL )
ry ry Secondary3® ry Y school to School
(ﬁgssﬂ'r:‘/‘z 89% 87% 93% 1% 1% No obs 1%
N= 881) y (582) (77) (41) (70)* (15) ' (10)
Midline
(HH 87% 91% 94% 14% 9% No obs <1%
survey) (448) (138) (90) (73) 42 (14) : (1)
(N=800)
Midline
(School 91% 83% 91% 9% 15% <1% <1%
Survey) (520) (511) (261) (49) (132)%3 (4) (13)
(N=1473)
Midline
Benchmark 85% 68% 94% 16% 32% <1% 12%
Transition (82) (15) (15) (16) (7) (1) (19)
(N=162)

Findings on Transition — Out of School Transition (see Table 15)

There is no out-of-school transition data at baseline because all girls selected for the transition sample
(household survey) were in-school. There were 34 girls or 4% of the transition cohort at midline who
report they are not currently in school. Of these, 28 girls were re-contacted from baseline and six were
replacement girls for those who could not be traced from baseline.

36 This transition outcome data includes only household survey responses from baseline and midline with comparison
against benchmark transition sample collected at midline. For all transition data with the exception of the two columns
on the right (transition from work to school a