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Bridge Maths and Science Learner Support Programmes Community for Effective Practice 

Record of the Monitoring & Evaluation Focus Group’s Colloquium 

Classroom 2B, Sci-Bono Discovery Centre 

28 November 2011  

12h00 – 14h00 

 

Dear Community Member 
 
The fourth Monitoring and Evaluation Colloquium was facilitated by Linda Vilakazi with support from 
Barbara Dale-Jones, Carlene Gonzo and Lethabo-Thabo Royds. Sci-Bono Discovery Centre kindly 
provided a venue for this meeting of more than 40 innovators with a keen interest in Monitoring and 
Evaluation in Education.  
 
At the first meeting of this focus group in February 2011, members expressed a desire to learn about 
evaluation techniques applied in the education space using colloquia. On this occasion, Ms Gail 
Campbell, CEO of the Zenex Foundation, led the group through the evaluation journey her 
organisation has gone through to review progress in the School Programme.  The programme has 
been carried out in two different phases in four provinces of South Africa. In the first phase, the 
programme included 73 schools while the second phase focused on 48 schools. The target 
beneficiaries included school management teams, teachers and learners in schools with potential. 
The actual intervention is linked to Maths, Science and Language learning by providing educators 
with the following:  
 

• Structured, Scripted Programmes & Assessment; 
• Content Knowledge; and 
• Curriculum Management.  

 
This five-year programme is run in conjunction with the Department of Basic Education over a five 
year period. Gail highlighted that the programme budget was approximately ZAR65 million while 
ZAR12 million was set aside for evaluation purposes.  
 
Theory of Change 
The Zenex Foundation seeks to support learner performance by contributing to 3 areas:  
 

1. School management; 
2. Teacher training and support in Maths ,Science and Language; and  
3. Direct Learner support.  

 
To this end, the foundation makes significant contributions to helping educators manage and deliver 
the curriculum, improve their subject content knowledge and, it is anticipated, their teaching 
practice. The foundation also provides considerable school resources. However, Gail emphasised 
that certain factors on the school side support exceptional learner performance. Among such factors 
are: school functionality, learner ability and teacher pedagogical knowledge.  
 
Phase 1 - Evaluation Design 
The evaluation of this phase was quasi-experimental. A number of limitations to this approach were 
noted in the evaluation. On the evaluation side, a “black box” evaluation design had been applied in 
which only limited linkages between programme input and learner performance could be made.  The 
programme effect could not be quantified and it was difficult to attribute effects or lack thereof to 
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the programme. In addition, it could not be established in a rigorous and credible fashion whether 
the intervention had been delivered or whether the intervention results demonstrated impact. As a 
result, this initial evaluation design gave data that was of limited value for learning and 
improvement. On the programme side, it was observed that there was no programme alignment 
across the provinces and, unfortunately, some of the schools did not take the programme at all.  
With all this feedback in mind, the second phase of the programme began.  
 
Phase 2: Evaluation Design   
The second phase was the result of consultation with all stakeholders, from provincial and district 
officials to representatives of the 73 schools and 28 service providers involved in the first phase of 
the programme in early 2010. This consultative review process took six months (with evaluators 
supporting the process) to complete and resulted in revisions to both the programme and the 
evaluation framework. 
 
On the programme side, alignment was improved through the: 
 

 Development of common  logic models by providers working in each domain of the 
programme (in this context, the word domain is applied to an area of learning such as 
Foundation Literacy, FET English and FET Maths); 

 Development of common instruments for programme monitoring; and  

 Service providers used common interventions and resources for each domain. 
 
On the evaluation side, a consortium of service providers was identified. ERA was selected to lead 
the evaluation, JET provided learner testing, while Eric Schollar and Associates provided field 
workers in Gauteng and Limpopo. In the Western Cape and KwaZulu Natal, Paul Hobden and 
associates provided fieldwork resources. All the providers who contribute to the evaluation aspect of 
this programme also defined their common instruments. 
 
Once the revised programme and evaluation framework were established, the Evaluation Logic 
model could be shared. The model considers that school managers, educators and learners all 
contribute to learner performance. The delivery of the programme plays a major part in enabling 
performance; therefore, dosage (session frequency), beneficiary attendance and response are all 
monitored and evaluated. Next the evaluators consider knowledge transfer. This is achieved through 
the evaluation of teaching and classroom practice along with school management practice. The 
evaluation logic model for the second programme phase therefore assumes that learner 
performance depends on the delivery of the programme, knowledge transfer and beneficiary 
interaction with these two main factors.  
 
The analytical framework used for this evaluation operates on a number of levels:  
 

 Teacher and management level 

 School level 

 Learner level 
 
At the teacher and management level, monitoring and evaluation has been applied in a number of 
areas since 2010. Attendance at training and workshops is documented in detail, right down to the 
name of each school leader and teacher who attends. Field work service providers then step in to 
review classroom and management practices applied by the educators. Some self-evaluation work is 
carried out by principals, HODs and educators in relation to the workshops. The evaluation service 
providers then step in to assist with assessments, particularly for teacher and management 
performance.  
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In 2009, a school functionality study was carried out. This led to the exclusion of some of the initial 
73 schools involved in this programme; it was determined that the programme could not make a 
significant impact given the other challenges that existed in these schools. This is one of the school 
level analyses carried out. A second assessment at school level will be completed in 2011 and will 
include case studies for selected schools in the programme.   
 
Learner level evaluations are carried out in two ways. Standard tests are administered and the 
results reviewed. A second rich source of data is the review of learner workbooks. JET initially used 
this method to determine the quantity, quality and nature of content delivered to learners. The 
Zenex Foundation found it very useful and continues to use it in this programme. For now, the 
learner groups whose books are reviewed are in grades 3 and 6 and a cohort of learners at the FET 
level.  
 
One of the most notable outputs of the second phase was the development of a common data 
management tool. This web-based programme was designed to enable data input by the nationally-
dispersed service providers on all the areas of interest including learner assessments, learner 
workbook data, monitoring data, evaluator data and school case-study information. This is one of 
the common instruments service providers and evaluators are using. Prior to using this platform, all 
the users went through a capacity-building process to enable them to use the system and the 
information it generates. Gail hastened to add that, owing to the fact that the system was developed 
after the programme roll-out began, some challenges were experienced; however, as the issues 
have been steadily resolved, the system continues to provide valuable information and centralised 
knowledge management.  
 
Mid-Term Report April 2011 
This report seeks to highlight attendance levels at programme workshops, ascertain the relevance of 
the intervention to teachers (and learners where applicable) and provides a rating of the quality of 
the interventions. This report was not designed to adjudge programme impact.  
 
The report utilises monitoring data from each of the domains defined in the review process. Over 
5000 individual data sets were used to in the collation of the report. For Programme Delivery: 
Dosage the report noted that most of the training was delivered as planned, approximately 84%. 
However, just over half the support visits to educators which were meant to take place were actually 
conducted by service providers: 58%. For attendance, 69% of educators attended the workshops 
provided. In response to the questions of quality, the ratings ranged from 84% to 87% including 
perspectives on lesson training and trainer quality. Part of the reason for the high rating is that all 
the feedback was from beneficiaries and therefore quite positive. Here Gail highlighted that the few 
negative comments received should be the focus area for an evaluator because this is where the 
opportunity for improvement lies. 
 
The Knowledge Transfer section of this report generated a lot of discussion. Here the aim was to 
determine whether  one could now observe knowledge transfer to the learners given the workshops 
that educators and school leaders had attended given the Theory of Change noted (once school 
resources are provided, along with curriculum and management development learner performance 
can be improved). The ratings allocated for Knowledge Transfer are the result of observations made 
by the fieldwork and evaluation service providers. The providers seek to make a link between all the 
input educators receive and its application at classroom level. For example, a question for grade 3 
literacy domain could be: is there evidence of greater emphasis on homework and graded reading? 
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One section of the knowledge transfer space sought to rate teacher preparedness and teacher 
content knowledge in the FET mathematics and science domains. It was interesting to note that, 
while teachers mostly did well for preparedness (approximately 75%), the overall rating for content 
knowledge was very low (27% for FET mathematics and 45% for FET Science). Gail explained that a 
teacher may be able to organise comprehensive lesson plans and lay out the required apparatus 
prior to the lesson; however, this does not necessarily translate to quality content delivery once the 
lesson begins. All the ratings were applied after several observations of a group of teachers after the 
workshop’s completion. The aim really is to see whether any change in classroom practice is now 
beginning to take place.  
 
Key Lessons  
Gail noted the following key lessons learnt in this project: 
 

 The importance of ensuring (and “enforcing”) integrity in the programme model;  

 The need for commitment to theory-based implementation, monitoring and evaluation; 

 A centralised web-based data-management (data capturing, editing and retrieval) will add 
great value to knowledge management standardisation and sharing; 

 The need for a well-tested and innovative set of instruments; 

 The need for commitment to appropriate levels of reporting; and  

 Programme commitment to continued capacity-building amongst service providers is 
paramount.  

 
Although the Zenex Foundation is now in the process of exiting all the schools, they are engaged in a 
number of reflection sessions with stakeholders to determine lessons learnt and how the 
programme will continue going forward. 
 
Bridge Community Outcomes  
In 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. 
 
In this monitoring and evaluation colloquium, Bridge noted the fostering of peer support and trust 
among stakeholders who continue to share their challenges, learnings and successes candidly. In 
addition, the Zenex Foundation played an important part in maximising the resources of the 
community not only by sharing its evaluation journey but also by offering and sharing a service 
provider database with all the innovators present at this meeting.  
 
The content Ms Campbell shared in the colloquium presentation represents a contribution to the 
whole system as it is a rich learning journey. Furthermore, it adds to the spread of working practice 
in educational monitoring and evaluation because it chronicles an initial attempt at programme 
evaluation which was developed through extensive stakeholder engagement and evaluator expertise 
from which many smaller programme implementers will now be able to benefit.  
 
Best wishes 
 
The Bridge Team  


