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BRIDGE Maths and Science Learner Support Programmes Community for Effective Practice 

Record of the Monitoring and Evaluation Focus Group’s Colloquium 

Boardroom, JET Education Services, Braamfontein, JHB 

10 June 2014, 10h00 – 13h00 

Dear Community Member,  

The Monitoring and Evaluation colloquium focused on an evaluation on the work of the PEP Academy run 

by Social Innovations and an in depth look at Randomised Controlled Trials (RCTs) in the DBE.  

Managing Director of Social Innovations, Mr Kimon Phitidis shared the details of an evaluation conducted 

by Khulisa Management services. Dr Stephen Taylor a researcher and adviser in the officer of the Director 

General at the Department of Basic Education in Pretoria spoke about RCTs.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Zarina Khan facilitated the session with support from Carlene Gonzo and Barbara Dale-Jones of BRIDGE.  

This meeting was attended by a variety of stakeholders including:  

CDE      Kim Draper 

Department of Basic Education   Stephen Taylor 

Dr NB Ngcipe Foundation   Nomabali Mapela 

Engage/YoMobi     Jason Bygate 

ESKOM      Thembi Buthelezi  

Gate (Growing all through Education)  Ian McDougall 

ISASA      Xolani Majola 

JET Education Services    Jennifer Shindler 

JET Education Services    Patience Voller 

JET Education Services    Chim Kamanga 

JET Education Services    Thandi Lewin  

JET Education Services    Maureen Mosselson 

Khulisa Management Services    Alycia Murugesson 

MeHelpMe     Sue Heyman 

Olico Youth       Lynn Bowie  

Consultant      Colette Steeneveldt 

Protec       Fannie Matumba  

Sasol Inzalo Foundation    Cynthia Xoli Malinga 

Social Innovations    Kimon Phitidis 

Student Sponsorship Programme  Hadassah Masudi Minga 

Tomorrow Trust    Taryn Coutinho 

Tomorrow Trust    Thandi Sokujika 

Wits   (SETMU)     Rakhee Naik 

Wits   (SETMU)     Sheryl Neel 

Wits   (SETMU)     Adriaan Nel 

Wits   (SETMU)     Landi Mashiloane 

Wits   (SETMU)     Arthee Roopnarain 

Wits   (SETMU)     Stephanie Da Costa Leite 
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Wits   (SETMU)     Shannon Bell 

Zenex Foundation     Lettie Miles  

Zenex Foundation     Lauren Fok 

 

PEP Academies Evaluation – Social Innovations  

Social Innovations is a corporate social investment advisory and project management firm with a particular 

interest in the schools space. They accomplish this work for a variety of corporate entities including 

Massmart, Legal Wise and PEP Stores. This discussion focused on the PEP Academies.  

The PEP Academies were established in 2008 with 660 learners enrolled. In 2014, over 2800 learners are 

enrolled in the academies. The evaluation work was accomplished using desktop reviews, workshops, 

interviews, observations, cost analysis and comparison and a critique of the testing instruments used in the 

programme.   

Overall, the evaluators had positive findings on The PEP Academy work. They found that the programme is 

well conceived, well managed, well executed and a responsible use of PEP’s CSI funding. Khulisa 

recommended that Social Innovations pursue this programme. There are, however, a few small changes 

that were suggested to boost the effectiveness of these interventions.  

The evaluators noted that criteria for good after school programmes includes a sound strategy, good 

programming, strong leadership and management, appropriate staffing, partnerships and Monitoring & 

Evaluation. Notably, successful after hours programmes offer additional enrichment activities in addition to 

academic support. In order to deliver PEP Academies well in the future, Khulisa encouraged Social 

Innovations to think about which aspects they aim to support.  

 

Features of the PEP Academy 

Significance? 

The evaluators found validating attainment claims difficult, however, all the stakeholders reported that 

both educators and learners are experiencing gains in ability and understanding of Literacy and Numeracy.  
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The degree to which this has been achieved, and what counts as ‘significant’ is not clearly ascertainable.  

This is due to some strategic gaps in collecting supporting data.  Refining the assessment strategies and 

designing a coherent overall Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) strategy will allow this programme to more 

confidently quantify improvements as a result of its work.  

Socio Economic Outcomes  

Confidence and Positive Learning Dispositions:  

In addition to academic benefits, Academy staff most commonly cited increased confidence (both for 

learners and educators) as the primary outcome of this programme.  This outcome should not be 

underestimated as it contributes to positive learning and teaching dispositions which are precursors to any 

academic outcome.  

Educational and Social-Emotional Outcomes: 

Other educational and social-emotional outcomes of this programme (such as school-bonding, improved 

attendance, improved social skills and self-esteem) are being reported anecdotally, at present, and should 

be incorporated into the monitoring and evaluation strategy to offer a more nuanced assessment of 

programme outcomes that is based on evidence.  The programme is also effective in creating an extra circle 

of support for learners who otherwise may fall through the cracks, and while this outcome may be difficult 

to measure, it nonetheless has high social value.  

Ensuring Improvement  

Social innovations have embraced lessons from the evaluation:  

 Social Innovations has committed to make the most of the 90 minute contact time with learners. 

 Build on successful management systems that ensure compliance and curriculum coverage, while 

focusing more on outcomes. 

 Employ strategies for Differentiation. During classroom observations, it was evident that educators 

are not applying effective strategies to cater to the different ability levels of their learners. In 

discussions on the topic of differentiation, teachers communicate awareness that they should 

divide the learners into ability groups in order to give the faster learners additional work to do 

while giving more individualised attention to the slower ones. During observations it appeared that 

this is a challenge for them, particularly in maths and literacy classes, where it appeared that 

roughly half the class was bored when educators attempted to meet the needs of the slower 

learners. 

 There in inventive use of incentives for both learners and teachers, Social Innovations is 

encouraged to build on this.  

 There are good systems for internal monitoring, but move towards measuring mastery over 

compliance and building richer data to guide programme decision making. 

 Good results were noted from external monitoring and evaluation but work on systems for 

verification and for enriching data is an important consideration in the future. 
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Randomised Controlled Trials -   Department of Basic Education  

Stephen Taylor began his input by providing a context for his work. He stated that the central focus of 

impact evaluation should be to establish the causal impact of a particular programme. He quotes a World 

Bank definition of Impact Evaluation which states:  

“Simply put, an impact evaluation assesses the changes in the well-being of individuals that can be 

attributed to a particular project, program, or policy.” 

When considering impact evaluations certain questions arise. One is whether a given programme was 

effective compared to the absence of the programme. Another question that arises when there are a 

number of alternative implementation methods for a programme is which would be the most effective. 

This can be summarised in efforts to understand the counterfactual by comparing what actually happened 

and what would have happened in the absence of the intervention.  

According to Dr Taylor, one can never actually observe the counterfactual: what would have happened to 

programme beneficiaries in the absence of the programme. Therefore, it is essential to construct or identify 

a suitable “pseudo-counterfactual” which can be used as a comparison group. The challenge is then to 

ensure that the comparison group provides a valid estimate of the counterfactual, one that is not affected 

by selection bias, for example. Stephen noted teacher professional development programmes as an 

example of this where intervention participants are non-randomly drawn from the beneficiary population.  

Three potential solutions to the counterfactual problem were shared in Stephen’s input.   

1. Using pre- and post – measures which works fairly well but assumes that no other factors could 

have caused the changes noted in the time period under review. With a time series of multiple 

measurements, this method is even more credible. 

2. Noting simple difference (comparing two groups at a certain point in time). This assumes that there 

no other systemic differences between the two groups.  

3. Using difference – in – differences where pre- and post-scores for both a treatment group and a 

control group are noted.  This allows one to observe which group improved more over the period of 

the intervention. 

These three solutions are non-experimental and make use of existing data, but often do not provide a 

plausible estimate of the counterfactual due to unobserved differences between intervention and control 

groups.  An alternative approach is to conduct an experiment in which allocation to intervention and 

control group is done at random using a lottery process.  By design, then, the two groups should be similar 

on all observable and unobservable characteristics.  Therefore, if the intervention group improves on the 

outcome of interest more than the control group one can confidently attribute the difference to the causal 

impact of the programme.  

Stephen went on to share some studies that are currently underway in or have recently been completed 

noting that RCTs are rarely used in South Africa be it in education or other sectors.  

Mind the Gap  

This was an impact evaluation of the Department of Basic Education’s Mind The Gap study guide series. 

This intervention aims to improve the performance of matric candidates through orientating them to the 
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examination requirements, explaining key concepts in the curriculum and providing extensive opportunities 

for practice. 

Mind The Gap study guides were developed during 2012 and were not yet distributed at scale. The DBE 

therefore conducted a randomised controlled trial in Mpumalanga, in which 79 schools received study guides 

based on a computerised lottery, leaving a control group of 239 schools. Each intervention school received 

guides for four subjects: Accounting, Economics, Geography and Life Sciences. 

The impact of the study guides was measured using matric data from 2011 (baseline) and 2012 (end line). 

The accounting and economics guides had no statistically significant impact on performance, while 

geography and life sciences guides improved scores by roughly two percentage points. In the case of 

geography, students in better-performing schools gained more from the guides than students in low-

performing schools. This may relate to other literature suggesting that additional school resources matter 

conditionally upon overall school functionality, particularly management. A simulation indicated that 

distributing the geography and life science guides to all schools would increase the overall matric pass rate 

by roughly one percentage point. Possible reasons why the guides were effective in two subjects but not the 

other two were discussed. The cost relative to impact size was compared with other impact evaluations 

internationally.  

Reading Catch up Programme (evaluation currently being conducted) 

This project took place in Pinetown, KwaZulu Natal. This remedial programme is meant to ensure basic 

literacy and assist English transition into the language of learning at grade 4. There were 40 treatment 

schools and 60 control schools. For all 100 schools the baseline scores were almost identical. Post 

treatment data will be received by the DBE in due course. Research is also considering intermediate 

outcomes (did the intervention cause changed attitudes and behaviours amongst teachers?) and 

heterogeneous effects (was the impact of the intervention greater for some children than others, e.g. girls 

vs boys?). At the time this colloquium was held the evaluators were about to submit a pre-analysis plan.  

 Reading Project 

A third project noted was the reading project taking place in the North West province. This project included 

three different forms of treatment and a control group for a total of 230 schools. One group of schools has 

once off teacher training course carried out, another focuses on parent involvement while a third looks at 

using reading coaches, graded readers and lesson plans to make an impact. The RCTs check on the cost 

effectiveness of each option and will include 3 waves of assessment over a two year period.  

 Informed and empowered: Using ANA to improve education in South Africa 

There are three different treatments in this intervention: information provided to parents, information 

provided and a facilitated social compact and training to teachers using ANA. Evaluators are conducting 

formative research through focus groups and semi- structured interviews.  

Stephen highlighted the advantages of evaluations for government:  

 It supports departmental accountability and encourages policy makers to interact with 

research and evidence. 

 This process shifts focus from input to outcome; and from form to function. 

 These initiatives foster cooperation between government and other sector stakeholders. 
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 RCT research reduces publication bias (due to the rigorous methodology even no-impact 

findings are likely to be published). 

 Conducting an evaluation encourages end to end thinking about theories of change. 

The cost effectiveness of evaluations is a given, however, often there are no budgets set out for this work. 

It is important to have buy-in from the programme managers and decision makers. There is also the risk 

that evaluations cost time and money but may produce inconvenient outcomes, hence, some reluctance to 

lead such a process.  

All told RCTs are the best way to measure impact but they are expensive in terms of both time and money. 

To measure causal impact we need a credible estimate of the counterfactual. Desktop solutions should be 

used only as far as they advance researchers background knowledge and support creating of credible 

estimates.    

  

Community of practice outcomes  

 The Monitoring and Evaluation focus group aims to contribute to the creation of more maths, science and 

technology graduates by sharing lessons learnt in evaluations of projects and programmes. Working with 

communities for effective practice, BRIDGE has the following objectives: 

 The contribution of the community to the whole system; 

 Creating common purpose, peer support and trust among stakeholders; 

 The maximising of resources by the community; 

 The spread of effective practice within the community and its associated stakeholders 
(horizontal integration); and 

 The vertical integration of policy and practice. 

 

Common purpose is noted by the open and honest presentations shared by representatives of both the 

DBE and Social Innovations. They offered detailed information about the work carried out in a manner that 

highlights working practice for large systemic projects and after-hours programmes. BRIDGE’s 

communication channels will support the spread of this effective practice beyond the meeting participants.  

Jennifer Bisgard, director at Khulisa Management Services, met Kimon Phitidis, managing director of Social 

Innovations, at the main meeting of the Maths and Science Learner Support community in the second 

quarter of 2013. This initial contact led to subsequent meetings between the two organisations. In the third 

quarter, Social Innovations engaged Khulisa to conduct an evaluation of the PEP Academies. This work was 

successfully completed in December 2013. This collaboration is evidence of a maximising of resources 

within the community; by working through the strengths of individual organisations.  

In the long term this community and the Monitoring and Evaluation focus group are focused on the 

integration of policy and practice. Stephen gave the focus group some practical points on avenues for 

finding funding and engaging government in evaluation work.  

Best wishes,  

The BRIDGE Team  

July 2014  


