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Introduction
I'm Learning in Zimbabwe applied Save the Children's Quality Learning Environment (QLE)
Framework1 to develop a programme that improves primary school learning environments and
thereby improves school enrolment, retention, and children's literacy, numeracy, and life skills.
The overall objective of the project was to ensure that all children have access to a good
quality basic education, especially those who are excluded and marginalized. The project
aimed to:
increase access for excluded and marginalized children to inclusive basic education
of good quality
Improve the quality of learning environments in 6 pilot schools providing children with
better learning and development
The pilot project started in March 2013 and ended in 2016, the pilot project sought to
establish a QLE based programming approach that could be replicated and taken to scale
within Save the Children International (SCI) and externally by national governments. Thus, the
pilot project aimed to:
(1) develop contextualized project interventions that improve learning environments, as
defined by the QLE Framework's four guiding principles.
(2) document the process, methods, and results of the QLE pilot project in order to
establish the link between improved learning environments and how they impact
children's learning outcomes.
This report describes the I’m Learning Pilot Project in Zimbabwe from start to end, the process,
the interventions, and the programme model. It reflects upon the results, experiences, and
learning of the Country Office. It is meant to provide insights in to the programme side of the
pilot, complimenting the longitudinal research which was carried out by the University of Oslo
and the University of Zimbabwe.
The I’m Learning project design was informed by the QLE Framework which has four guiding
principles as follows:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Learning environments ensure children’s emotional and psycho-social protection;
Learning environments are physically safe;
Teachers encourage an active, child-centred learning processes; and
Parents and communities actively support children’s learning processes.

Across the four principles there are twenty-eight indicators outlining what should be present in a
school or learning environment to support children’s learning and wellbeing.
Save the Child is implementing the pilot of I’m Learning in 3 countries: Cambodia, Uganda, and
Zimbabwe. The pilot project explores and tests how SCI’s Quality Learning Environment (QLE)
framework and the QLE data can be used to inform programme planning and management.
The goal of this pilot project is to improve the quality of the learning environments in target
schools and strengthen enabling factors for improving children’s learning outcomes and
development in schools. Each of the three country offices developed their own contextualized
interventions and activities to assist schools in achieving the four guiding principles and twentyeight indicators, creating a unique country-specific programming model. Simultaneously, each
country office has a research initiative to explore, monitor and document the correlation
between improvements in the learning environment and children’s improved learning and
development. This report explores Zimbabwe’s contextualized approach to I’m Learning.

1

See Annex 4 for a summary of the QLE Framework
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Zimbabwe’s I’m Learning Programme in 3 Sentences
The I'm Learning approach in Zimbabwe works hand-in-hand with children, parents, teachers,
and the School Development Committee (SDC) to holistically create a quality learning
environment in schools. All stakeholders work together to foster inclusive schools where
children are not only safe, but actively participate in their own learning. Integrating WASH,
Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR), child rights, and safety along with child-centred methodologies
ensures improved learning outcomes for all.

Project Location and Beneficiaries
From the start of the programme in 2013 to the close of the programme in 2016, the I’m
Learning Programme was implemented in a total of six schools in Mashonaland Central and
Matebeleland South provinces. The three intervention schools in Mashonaland Central are in
Rushinga District. The three intervention schools in Matebeleland South are in Matobo District.
The total number of students enrolled in the six I'm Learning intervention schools were 2318
children (girls 49.2%) in 2013, 2345 children (girls 48.8%) in 2014, 2372 children (girls
49.7%) in 2015, and 2316 children (girls 50.3%) in 2016. The total number of children who
directly benefitted from the I’m Learning programme is estimated2 to be 3591 students (1752
girls).
At any given time, around 65 - 70 teachers were teaching in the six intervention schools, with a
small satellite school like Makupa with 4 teachers and a large and better resourced school like
Chimanda with 21 teachers. Student to teacher ratios at the school level ranged from 20 – 48,
but averaging 34 students for every teacher in the final year of the project. Further details on
teacher numbers and annual changes can be found in Annex 7.

Programme Stakeholders and Partners
The I'm Learning pilot in Zimbabwe engaged many partners throughout the life of the project.
Partners' roles and engagement are outlined below.
University of Zimbabwe
The University of Zimbabwe (UZ) engaged in the project beginning in 2013 as the research
partner. The Department of Education within the University carried out a longitudinal study, in
partnership with the University of Oslo (UiO). The aim of the research component was to
systematically study how and to what extent the quality learning environments as defined by
the QLE framework noted before, contribute to improved learning outcomes and child
development. It was also the objective of the research to find evidence if the “I’m Learning”
Intervention can be a commonly accepted intervention approach to improve learning/child
development outcomes. Finally, the research component intended to support evidence-based
education policy-making and planning about the sustainability and scalability of the
intervention programme.
The University carried out life skills assessment, QLE assessments, and qualitative stakeholder
interviews in all intervention schools (6) as well as 6 comparison schools. Qualitative data
collection included lesson observation, school observation, and focus group discussions with
pupils and teachers. Save the Children carried out student literacy and numeracy assessments,
providing the data to the University of Zimbabwe for reporting purposes. The University

This estimated total number of children benefitting from the programme was calculated by adding Grade 1
enrolment for 2014-2016 to the total enrolment in 2013. Note this estimation may be conservative as it does not
account for any Grade 2-7 children that transferred in to I’m Learning schools.
2
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provided annual reports on programme impact as well as a comprehensive research report
upon programme completion.3
District Officials: School Inspection Department; Head of District Education Office
At least two district education school inspectors from each intervention district were heavily
involved in I’m Learning implementation. Money for programme implementation was
transferred from Save the Children to the schools through the district officials. The transfer was
based upon approved implementation plans and budgets, with district officials having to
acquit all expenditures with SC staff. As such, the school inspectors were responsible for
planning, budgeting, reporting, and communicating with the schools. Specifically, their roles
were to:
•
•
•

Supervise and monitor the programme
Coordinate and facilitate the programme
Provide a feedback to the Provincial Education Director on the progress of the pilot

Save the Children staff relied heavily on the district education office to coordinate programme
efforts and interventions as staff were based outside of the implementation districts.4
Additionally, as the primary parties responsible for school inspection, the district officials were
responsible for ensuring the quality of implementation and uptake of initiatives. The District
Education Office also provided some teacher training, although this was primarily carried out
by the teacher training colleges (see below).
Teacher Training Colleges
Save the Children Zimbabwe engaged UZ, Madziva Teachers College, United College of
Education (UCE), and Joshua Mqabuko Nkomo Polytechnic (JMN Polytechnic) to provide
technical training in literacy and numeracy By engaging the teacher training colleges in the
development and roll-out of literacy and numeracy training, the programme ensured that
training was effective and aligned with the curriculum. However, a new national curriculum
was introduced into schools at the start of the 2017 school year. Since the programme ended
in 2016, the teacher training has not been updated to align with this new curriculum.
Leonard Cheshire Disability
Leonard Cheshire Disability is a charity supporting disabled people in the UK and around the
world to fulfil their potential and live the lives they choose. In Zimbabwe, the charity promotes
inclusive education for disabled children. Within the I’m Learning project, Save the Children
worked with Leonard Cheshire to develop teacher training for inclusive education (training of
teachers in basic skills to handle children with disabilities in class and community sensitization)
and also monitored the construction of inclusive infrastructure (pathways, ramp, and toilets).
The charity also worked with Save the Children to assess children’s needs within the schools.
Additionally, Save the Children purchased and distributed hearing aids, spectacles, and
wheelchairs.
Other Governmental Entities
The Ministry of Health (MoH) provided technical expertise for the I’m Learning project’s health
and WASH programming. Specifically, the MoH supervised the construction of toilets, ensuring
that they met government standards. Additionally the MoH provided technical expertise for
health-related training including health clubs and psychosocial support. The Department of
The UZ reports were only shared with UiO and SC Norway, not with the country office, due to the research
design. A lesson learnt is that during a programme development phase, an action research design is better suited
to piloting interventions to first fully establish the concept.
4 Up until the May 2015, staff had thematic roles (eg ECD, Basic Education, etc) and were based in Harare. From
that point onwards, project officer roles shifted to be a geographic focus. Rushinga district had a staff based
there, allocating 25% of their time to I’m Learning. The project officer responsible for Matobo was based 400km
away, also allocating up to 25% of time to I’m Learning.
3
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Social Services provided technical expertise for the child protection component of I’m Learning.
Finally, the Ministry of Public Works inspected any construction or renovation completed
throughout the project, ensuring that it also met government standards.
At the local level, village chiefs were included in programming decisions. The programme
sought their blessings and buy-in especially for projects involving construction, community, and
resource mobilisation. As such, local leadership was critical for the success of the programme.

I’m Learning Programme Description
I’m Learning Development Process
In 2013 Save the Children held a workshop, alongside the Ministry of Education, to transform
the QLE Framework into a contextualized set of data collection tools, referred to as the QLE
Assessment. That process resulted in six tools: School Head interview, children’s survey,
classroom observation, school observation, SDC interview, and teacher interview. Questions
within each survey map were directly linked to the 28 indicators, thereby allowing
triangulation of stakeholder responses. Upon completion of the six interviews (taking
approximately 1 day of data collection per school), data collectors discuss and determine the
school’s 1-4 rating, documenting the score on the Consolidated Tool.
QLE Assessments were carried out at the start of the 3rd term of school (September/October).
Results were analysed by Save the Children and presented to local stakeholders (School
Heads, SDC members, and District Education Officials) in January of each year. For each
indicator on the QLE Assessment, the Country Office has identified activities which address the
indicator. The activity menu was developed in accordance with Zimbabwe’s context and the
parameters of the QLE Framework, consulting national (MOPSE & UZ) and district (DSI)
stakeholders6. Based on a school’s assessment results for that indicator, the school will
implement the activity to improve their score.

Key Components and Interventions7
In Zimbabwe, the I’m Learning pilot project included a mix of hardware and software
components that were implemented in a holistic, integrated manner. Project components were
linked to QLE guiding principles and specific activities were planned based on the findings of
QLE assessments.
Hardware components of the project mainly fell under Guiding Principle 2 (physical
protection). Specific activities included construction, refurbishment and improvement of
classroom blocks (repairing window panes, broken floors, mending leaking roofs, painting, for
instance), renovation of sanitation facilities (toilets); provision of furniture; school fencing to
keep animals away from disturbing learning processes as well as construction of pathways and
ramps in order to enhance accessibility of classrooms and sanitation facilities to children with
disabilities.
Moreover, implementation went beyond stakeholder coordination to stakeholder collaboration
as community leaders, community members and parents of learners actively participated in
school development through providing labour and locally available materials, demonstrating
clear integration of Guiding Principle 2 (Learning environments are physically safe) and
Guiding Principle 4 (teacher-parent collaboration) during implementation.

The December 2017 Report on Contextualization and Implementation of the ‘I’m Learning’ Project Model in
Zimbabwe mistakenly states that the Country Office did not assess all 28 indicators in the QLE Framework.
6 For further details, see pages 14-20 in the 2017 Report on Contextualization and Implementation of the ‘I’m
Learning’ Project Model in Zimbabwe.
7 Adapted from the Report on Contextualization and Implementation of I’m Learning in Zimbabwe.
5
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Hardware components of the I’m Learning pilot project were, however, not just restricted to
activities under Guiding Principles 2 and 4. Under Guiding Principle 3, substandard 3.5
(teaching and learning materials), I’m Learning included the supply of textbooks, library books,
stationery for children as well as stationery for teachers to enable active learning for the
children. These were less demanding in terms of time and financial resources than the
infrastructure refurbishment and development under Guiding Principle 2. Towards the end of
the pilot project, in most schools, there were more software than hardware components as it
had been learnt that more improvement in the learning environment could be achieved per
dollar invested in software aspects than a dollar invested in hardware components. In satellite
schools, however, hardware components were still needed, in addition to software components.
The software components of the I’m Learning project included awareness raising meetings and
training workshops for school heads, teachers, parents/ guardians and community leaders.
Under Guiding Principle 1 (emotional and psychological protection of children), a key activity
was participatory development and promotion of use of a positively worded code of conduct.
Instead of codes of conducts comprising lists of ‘don’ts’ schools produced codes of conduct
stipulating ‘dos’ e.g we greet visitors; we keep quiet in class etc. Some school heads noted that
they previously had codes of conduct but the codes of conduct had not been developed in a
participatory manner and the children did not know that such codes were in existence. Other
software components under QLE guiding principle 1 included setting up child-led child
protection committees at the schools, establishing and creating child awareness on reporting
mechanisms in case of violation of their rights, capacity building parents/ guardians and
teachers in positive parenting and alternative discipline, school based capacity building of
teachers in interactive teaching methods, district and school level psychosocial support (PSS)
training workshops for teachers as well as psychosocial support camps for vulnerable children.
Programming was continuously adjusted to respond to priorities revealed by QLE assessments.
The use of QLE assessments enabled evidence-based decision making and adaptive
programme management.
Using the QLE Assessment as a starting point, schools and communities identified gaps in
achieving a Quality Learning Environment for each school. Annual QLE assessments revealed
priorities for each school, enabling evidence-based decision-making and adaptive
programming to meet those needs. While each activity may take a slightly different form in
each school, general activities/interventions for each of the 28 indicators in the QLE
Framework are shown in Annex 5. The activities associated with I’m Learning in Zimbabwe
can be summarized as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Teacher Professional Development: child-centred teaching methodologies for
reading, mathematics, life skills, and classroom management.
Teaching and Learning Materials: stationery, readers, textbooks, and furniture.
School Infrastructure Development: classroom refurbishment, furniture, pathways.
Inclusive education Promotion: access to classrooms / toilets, teaching strategies.
Child rights and child protection: training for teachers, parents and children.
Child Participation Promotion: training, decision making forums & child clubs

Country Office staff described that the QLE Framework kept interventions focused and set
boundaries for interventions. Given the structure of the Framework, it guaranteed that all four
guiding principles were addressed each year simultaneously in programming.

8

Tools8

Additional information / documentation from the Country office should be available but was not provided for
this report.
8
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Effects and Results
Outputs9
The total number of children who directly benefited from the I'm Learning Pilot Project in the six
schools is estimated to be 3591 students (girls: 1752, boys: 1839). This estimated total number
of children enrolled in the intervention schools was obtained by adding the total enrolment in
year 2013 plus the number of children enrolled in grade 1 for each of 2014, 2015, and
2016.
The total number of teachers involved in I'm Learning in Zimbabwe was 94 (46 female). The
larger intervention schools of St Joseph and Chimhanda had 18-21 teachers, with the smaller
schools as low as 4 teachers at Makupa school. Each year the project worked with 65-70
teachers.
Through the project, I’m Learning helped the six schools repair classroom floors, doors, window
panes, and furniture. All schools were given drinking water buckets and hand-washing water
buckets, hard brooms, mops, and gum boots for cleaning toilets. Four of the six schools
completed disability-friendly pathways. Three schools constructed special toilets that promote
inclusivity.
All six schools established Junior SDCs that promote child participation and decision-making.
Additionally, all six schools provided workshops that targeted learners, staff members,
parents, SDC members, and local leadership. In 2014, most trainings were done at the district
level and each school followed up with monitoring visits from either Save the Children or
District Education Office staff. In 2015-16, the project shifted to school-based trainings, with
designs of the trainings based on identified needs noted during monitoring visits and QLE
assessment results. Within Rushinga, in 2015 alone, a total of 310 (153 female and 157 male)
people attended workshops covering i) Strengthening of school code of conduct and ensuring
ownership and behaviour change as guided by the individual school code of conduct ii) School
Disaster Management Plans (DMP) iii) Revival and formation of school child led clubs and
health clubs iv) Child rights and child protection v) Child abuse handling procedures and
alternative to physical and humiliating punishment (PHP) vi) the role of the SDC/parents and
their active participation in school governance including junior SDCs.

Outcomes
As stated previously, the project aimed to improve the learning environments of the six
implementation schools. The project examined whether doing so leads to improved school
enrolment, attendance, and retention as well as learning outcomes. Unfortunately, retention
and repetition data is not available due to a lack of data systems within the school system as
well as unclear data requirements by the project10. This section does, however, describe the
main findings associated with the quality learning environments and learning outcomes that
resulted from the pilot project.
Enrolment
While stakeholders described improvements in school enrolment because of the programme,
data does not support this claim. From 2013 to 2016 the total enrolment in the six
implementation schools only changed by a total of two students (2318 learners in 2013 to
2316 learners in 2016). Other fluctuations in the enrolment can be explained by normal
variance in the number of students in a given grade.11
Project documentation lacked detailed data regarding outputs.
The Country Office staff were not aware of the full I’m Learning database requirements until well into the
project. This has created issues for fulfilling all data requests (eg net enrolment rate).
11 Annex 6 provides a detailed outline of annual change in school enrolment across the six intervention schools. Of
note, the only significant variation in enrolment is a 2016 decline in the two satellite schools of 12% & 16%.
9
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Stakeholders believed that community awareness training as well as the construction of ECD
Play Centres increased enrolment in the early grades. Within Satellite schools, stakeholders
described that school drop-out was still an issue as parents would move children to nearby
schools that had greater number of teachers, in preparation for the Grade 7 exams.
Quality Learning Environment
Schools were assessed on the Quality Learning Environment (QLE) using the six QLE survey tools
as desribed in the section on Tools. A school achieved a given Guiding Principle (GP) if the
school achieved greater than or equal to 50% of the GP’s sub-standards. The Overall QLE
shows the proportion of schools that achieved all four GPs for that year. QLE Assessment
results by year are shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1: QLE Achievement by Principle and Year

Figure 1 shows that an increasing proportion of schools achieved 50% or more of the substandards for each Guiding Principles 1 and 3 while the proportion of comparisons schools
achieving the GPs held steady. This is an encouraging finding and shows that I’m Learning is
positively contributing to the schools’ learning environments in terms of psychological and
emotional well-being of learners as well as child-centred teaching practice. Scores were more
sporadic for GPs 2 and 4. The proportion of schools achieving Guiding Principle 2 (Physical
Protection) dropped from 2013 to 2014 because, at this time, the Country Office further
refined and contextualized the requirements needed to meet each sub-standard. The
proportion of schools achieving GP2 increased then from 2015 to 2016, which corresponds to
an increased emphasis on construction and renovation for school grounds during this year (also
represented in the budget).12 While this is a very encouraging finding, the long-term
The opposite is true for comparison schools, none of which achieved GP 2 in 2016. While two comparison
schools had achieved GP2 in 2015, they had only just done so, meeting the minimum requirements of achieving 4
of 8 GP2 indicators. Both school backtracked on one indicator in 2016.
12
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sustainability of some of the construction that was carried out still needs to be examined as
2017 school visits showed that several ECD play centres were destroyed by termites.
Guiding Principle 4 also showed some interesting findings as all schools achieved the GP from
2013 to 2015. In 2016, however, one of the six intervention schools didn’t achieve the
standard. Guiding Principle 4 only has three sub-standards, so it is quite easy for a school to
fall above/below achievement. It is recommended that the long-term sustainability of activities
associated with GP4 are examined as the scores suggest there may be some struggle in
maintaining strong community and school relations.
It is important to note that in 2013 comparison schools significantly under-performed
intervention schools on each Guiding Principle. As 2013 served as a baseline, this raises into
question the comparability of the intervention and comparison schools, which is further
explored in the Lessons Learned Section. The significant difference between comparison and
intervention schools in each Guiding Principle in 2016 needs to be considered in this light.
Nevertheless, the increase in proportion of schools meeting each GP, regardless of comparison
scores, is still an encouraging finding for the project.
Figure 2: Overall QLE by Year

Figure 2 shows the proportion of schools achieving all 4 Guiding Principles by year. Only onethird of intervention schools achieved overall QLE in 2013, 2014, and 2015. However, in
2016, two-thirds of the schools achieved overall QLE. This is driven by the improvements in
GPs 1, 2, and 3 from 2015 to 2016, as shown in Figure 1. While the intervention and
comparison schools were not comparable at baseline, it is worth noting that the comparison
schools did not improve from 2013 to 2016, but rather fewer achieved overall QLE in 2015
and 2016 compared to 2014. Further investigation is needed in to the cause of this, but one
possible conclusion is that school infrastructure deteriorated without the support of Save the
Children because Figure 1 shows the Guiding Principle 2 drove the decrease in performance
for comparison schools in 2016. This is an important consideration for the long-term
sustainability of the I’m Learning programme in Zimbabwe.
Learning Outcomes
Students were assessed annually on literacy (English and Vernacular), numeracy, and life skills.
The programme began tracking cohorts of children in 2014 and thus assessment results from
2013 were omitted from this analysis. Figure 3 shows the proportion of students in each
cohort which passed a given assessment. Note in 2014, Cohort 1 was in Grade 3 and Cohort

12

2 was in Grade 5. This cohort was then followed in 2015 and 2016, thereby being in Grade
5 and Grade 7 in 2016.
Figure 3: Proportion of Students Passing Literacy, Numeracy, and Life Skills by Year and Cohort

Figure 3 shows that comparison schools out-performed intervention schools in most assessments.
It’s difficult to draw conclusions from the graphs, as there were questions raised about the
comparability of intervention and comparison schools.13 These concerns are evident in the
2014 data (baseline) which show that comparison schools were out-performing intervention
schools even at the start of the programme. Further complicating the interpretation of these
results is the difficulty the team had following children throughout the programme. Sample
sizes fluctuated from 21 students to 178 students, depending upon the year. Finally, creating
valid and reliable assessment tools each year, for different grades is extremely challenging.
UZ was not engaged in this process and therefore the assessment tools should be examined for
validity and reliability across grades to ensure year-to-year comparisons.

Main Achievements according to Stakeholders
Programme participants and stakeholders, including School Heads, teachers, learners, school
inspectors, SDC members, and community members described several improvements in their
schools and communities because of the programme. These stakeholders identified the
following main achievements of the project and the effects on intervention schools and
communities, organized by QLE Principle.
Guiding Principle 1
School Heads, parents, SC staff, and DEO officials agree that there is improved behaviour
among learners, teachers, and parents. This improved behaviour has decreased bullying and
increased confidence, assertiveness, tolerance, and acceptance of all learners, regardless of
Refer to the section on Lessons Learned for a detailed explanation of the difference between intervention and
comparison schools.
13
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socio-economic status or abilities.
Stakeholders believe that the code of
conduct has led to increased respect for
resources and equipment by teachers and
learners. Additionally, the complaints
mechanism that was established ensures
quick responses to complaints by community
members and teachers. Of note is how the
complaints mechanism has provided a safe
place for the reporting of abuse cases within
the community or school.
Guiding Principle 2
Stakeholders feel that improvements in
Figure 4 Child Rights and Responsibilities at Mbembeswana
security that resulted from fencing, latrines,
Primary School
hand-washing, and DRR programming has
led to improved enrolment and attendance by learners. Unfortunately, school catchment area
data is not available for the programme, so it is impossible to know whether the programme is
increasing net enrolment.14 While the schools
have been renovated to provide access for
children with disabilities, enrolment of children
with disabilities remains very low.15 An
enrolment campaign as well as community
mapping is recommended to further examine
the impact of the programme on school
enrolment.
Figure 5 Inclusive Toilet Design at St Joseph's Primary School

Guiding Principle 3
Stakeholders report that the creation of child-led groups, especially the Junior SDC, in the
schools has caused children to take more responsibility for their own learning as well as
motivation because of their participation in decision-making. Each child is required to be in at
least one child-led group, doing so has helped learners make informed decisions through
democratic means. When learners are in their groups, they discuss and come up with their own
solutions. Children are now holding teachers responsible for timeliness in the classroom as well
as cleanliness within the school grounds.
Among programme stakeholders, there is
a perceived improvement in learning
outcomes that resulted from teacher
capacity building and child participation.
Although the programme outcome data
(presented above) does not show
significant gains in learning outcomes,
stakeholders report improvements in
Grade 7 pass rates from 7% to 31% over
the life of the programme. However,
comparison schools show a higher Grade 7

Figure 6 Child-Centered Teaching at Mbembeswana Primary School

Change in annual school enrolment data is detailed in Annex 6.
During school visits, St Joseph’s recounted that although they have facilities for children with disability, they do
not have any enrolled. Without community mapping, it’s impossible to know whether or not children with disability
are accessing the school.
14
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pass rate than the intervention schools, so further investigation is needed in to the
comparability of comparison school and thus the impact of the programme on learning
outcomes.
Guiding Principle 4
Parents, community members, teachers,
and DEO officials report increased
participation by parents in school
programmes. This is evidenced in the
voluntary labour to build pathways and
ramps that parents are providing the
schools. Furthermore, stakeholders
report that there is clear segregation of
duties within the school among parents,
teachers, and learners, with each group
being accountable, which makes for
effective school improvement and
management.

Figure 7 Parents and Community Members at Makupa Primary School

Sustainability
The Country Office expressed a desire to strengthen their partnership with national
stakeholders. While little engagement has taken place nationally, the district education
officials have shown thorough buy-in of the programme. These officials held regular meetings
with the 110 primary schools in Matobo and 74 primary school in Rushinga and, as such, I’m
Learning best practices were often shared to other non-implementation schools.16 One
potential avenue for national-level advocacy is thru the consortium of NGOs working in the
education space, the Education Coalition of Zimbabwe (ECOZI), of which Save the Children
Zimbabwe is a member.
Stakeholders reflected that some change is possible as a result of the project at the district but
to achieve the potential impact of I’m Learning, national engagement is essential. It was noted
from different stakeholders that national engagement isn’t easy, particularly as national level
government staff are suspicious of NGOs and don’t want to adopt their foreign generated
ideas/programmes. Thus, national engagement needs to be done from the beginning, building
an authentic local programme design, while also walking the fine line of ensuring the design
sits within the parameters of QLE framework
Regarding the sustainability of programme components within the implementation schools, the
programme has shown to strengthen the relationship between the school and community, which
is the first step in creating a sustainable programme. Programme stakeholders mapped the
sustainability of programme interventions, as shown in Annex 5. The most sustainable and
impactful components were believed to be the Junior SDC, the strengthened SDC and parental
collaboration, as well as other child-led groups. Interventions such as ECD Play Centres,
WASH, construction/renovation will be a challenge for sustainability given a lack of funding
and resources within the communities. However, the communities continue to struggle with very
limited resources.
It is important to note that while stakeholders identified teacher training as a very impactful
intervention there are challenges for its sustainability. Firstly, the programme only trained 1-2
teachers per school, relying on a cascade training model for other teachers within the schools.
Due to high teacher turnover, however, not all teachers felt adequately trained. Additionally,
There is no formal plan of District Education Offices to scale up I’m Learning methodologies or integrate best
practices within support structures for schools in their district. There are a few reasons for this, but a key one is the
lack of budget for the district to provide the level of support needed to scale up I’m Learning’s best practices.
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the teacher training aligned to a previous version of the curriculum and was not updated with
the new curriculum that was released in 2017. As such, much of the teacher training component
is already outdated.

Lessons Learned
Country Programme Level Learnings
The I’m Learning programme has been an important apparatus for Save the Children
Zimbabwe in its endeavor to improve the six interventions schools in Matobo and Rushinga.
Reflecting on the life of the programme, staff and DEO officials described their key lesson
learned is the importance of active participation of policy makers (government officials),
educators, school community (including SDC), and learners. Fostering this collaboration and
engagement from the beginning of the programme – and in all aspects of the programme
(planning, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation) - is essential for the success of the
programme.
Engaging the DEO was helpful for broader buy-in of the programme as these officials were
visiting numerous schools throughout the districts and sharing best practices. Additionally, as
Save the Children Zimbabwe did not have any staff focusing full-time on I’m Learning, nor
were the staff working on I’m Learning located in the districts of implementation, a majority of
the responsibility for implementation remained with DEO. While this ensured that DEO fully
understood the programme and that there was Ministry of Primary and Secondary Education
(MoPSE) support of the programme, staff described difficulties following up on the initiative
with such intermittent time in the field.
Perhaps the most important reflection from the Country Office perspective is around allocation
of limited resources in a country whose MoPSE does not provide any financial support other
than teacher salaries.17 Schools rely heavily on learner levies, of which most schools only have
10-20% payment rates. This puts schools in a uniquely challenging situation, with an incredibly
small budget, as illustrated in the side pane.18
External factors, including funding limitations,
teacher turnover, and periods of drought within
the target areas challenged the programme’s
implementation, especially the sustainability of
programming. In 2015 the government
changed its rules about teacher qualification
which caused high teacher turnover. Further
compounding funding limitations, SIDA support
(school improvement grants) to the schools
ended partway through the programme (2015).
The programme did not seek sustainable
solutions to the funding challenges as all
stakeholders assume that the per capita funding
from the government will return at some point in
the future although the government has not
made any such commitment to date.
All six schools in the I’m Learning pilot received
the same amount of financial support from the

School’s in Zimbabwe charge a levy per
student of $12/term or $36/year, of which
the school retains $7/term or $21/year per
child ($5/child/term is sent to the
district/province to fund school monitoring,
sports, and exams). Taking the example
Makupa, a satellite school in Matobo district,
it averages a 15% payment rate of school
levies. Using 2016 enrolment data, the
school had $252 to fund operational
expenses, teacher training, teaching
materials, and improvements to
facilities/infrastructure. With such a low
budget availability, all stakeholders
acknowledged that many I’m Learning
activities would be impossible without the
funding support from Save the Children.

The Zimbabwe government ceased funding school operational budgets in 1999 when it abandoned the per
capita fund
18 It is common for parents to contribute non-monetary payments of school levies, including through provision of
their labour for various school projects and with livestock (eg government policy allows parents to pay school
levies with goats).
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project, regardless of their starting position. Staff and DEO said that the impact of the limited
resources went further in a very low-resourced school, like Makupa or Ganganyama, than in a
higher-resourced school, like St. Joseph’s or Chimhanda. While the impact was significant in
the satellite schools like Makupa, resources were still so limited that students still do not have
standard classrooms, nor was the project able to fund a water source for the school. Without
these foundational elements in place, Makupa will remain a satellite school despite community
motivation and ambition. During the school visit, community members were active and
expressed the desire to establish a secondary school nearby, but the school is plagued by low
enrolment (110 students in 2018). Consequently, the school will not receive an adequate
allocation of teachers from MoPSE, a situation that perpetuates struggle with enrolment,
especially with grades 5-7 as parents prefer to send their children to a registered school with
a teacher per grade in preparation for end of primary school examinations.
By focusing limited resources on the satellite schools, it would have been possible to raise these
Satellite schools to a level that would be registered by the government.19 The project
achieved this with Ganganyama but it did not invest sufficiently in Makupa to do so. The
Country Office is engaging in a philosophical debate as to whether it should have focused only
on these satellite schools. While this means programming would be in fewer schools, the
impact within the schools would be greater and more sustainable, by being recognized by the
government. Furthermore, it would be aligned with Save the Children’s mandate of working
for the ‘most deprived’.
Finally, the Country Office reflected on the difference in programme implementation between
the two districts. While the programme requires active engagement of parents and
stakeholders, this was easier in Rushinga than Matobo. Men in Matobo often travel to South
Africa for work and were therefore unable to provide labour within the schools.
Moving forward it may be more effective to fund the schools differentially, based on need,
considering contextual factors in the districts as well as school type.

Most Important and Effective Activities
Planning
The most important activity for planning project interventions was to involve all stakeholders in
the process of planning. Doing so helped build ownership and identify roles and
responsibilities for accomplishing the interventions.
Implementing
When stakeholders were asked what the most effective activities of the pilot project were they
all referred to the training associated with building and empowering the learners and SDC.
For the learners, the establishment of the Junior SDC ensured that students could actively
participate in their own learning and school environment. In many schools there are now childled projects to support other students and improve their school environment. Similarly, when
SDC members understood their roles and responsibilities within the school, they became
actively engaged.
The SDCs that led by example were the most successful in the pilot project. When the SDC
took initiative to build ECD play centres, sign posts, toilets, then it was more likely that other

19

MOPSE requirements for school registration include availability of basic classroom blocks, toilets, teachers’
accommodation, water source, and playgrounds. To achieve the registration status, Save the Children contributed
immensely through supporting school structural refurbishment and learning equipment and through the I’m learning
approach that ensured a learning environment that was school friendly, protective of the children, promoting child
rights and allowed active participation of parents, the community, other stakeholders and learners themselves.
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community members would also become engaged. The exchange visits helped to encourage,
motivate, and empower SDCs.
Monitoring
The QLE Assessment was well supported by district education officials who said that the
framework aligns very well with ministry standards. The government’s new curriculum aligns
even better with the QLE Framework than the previous curriculum as it incorporates inclusive
education and life skills. In this light, I’m Learning schools were ahead of other schools that are
now transitioning to the new curriculum. While the schools were ahead in these areas, as stated
previously, the teacher training component still needs updating to align with the new
curriculum.20
Encouragingly, Save the Children’s MEAL team and the ministry worked side-by-side to
regularly monitor the project, thus ensuring that multiple stakeholders were engaged.

Least Successful Components or Activities
Planning
The selection of schools at the start of the pilot project was unclear. Some schools were
originally chosen but later dropped due to budget constraints. This caused a lot of confusion
during the initial phase of the project (2013 and early 2014) and led to some confusion
among community members.
SDC members also expressed that they were expecting cross-district exchange visits. They
were disappointed this did not happen. However, these SDC members did complete two
exchange visits within each district. Expectations should be managed among the SDC to ensure
that plans are carried through throughout the project.
Implementing
All stakeholders agreed that while the project was successful and helped schools improve
greatly, there is still a lot of ground to cover in the schools to strengthen them sufficiently.
Many of the interventions that were initially planned were not completed because a shortage
of resources. For example:
•
•
•

Pathways. Many of the schools have partially completed pathways.
ECD Play Centres. Play Centres have been destroyed by termites and require
rebuilding. This time they will be built using metal, rather than wood, but this requires
more funding and resources.
Water Sources. While the project carried out training on WASH, some schools did not
have adequate funding for the creation of a safe water source.

In many of the schools, infrastructure remains partially completed and while the SDC is
strengthened and empowered to provide some support for completing these items, the
communities are very poor, with the majority of parents unable to pay school levies. This
further disadvantages Satellite schools, which are in poorer communities.
Regarding teacher training, teachers expressed that the training was very good. They felt
that they had mastered the topics, which aligned well with government standards. However,
only 1 or 2 teachers were trained in each topic and due to high teacher turnover, the cascade
model for the trainings were not effective. As described earlier, the teacher training also
needs to be re-worked given the government’s new curriculum. None of the schools visited in

While District Education Office supported QLE assessment, including utilising abridged monitoring templates for
the intervention schools, there was no commitment made to adopting QLE assessment components as a standard
for monitoring all schools in the district. Additionally, it is district officers indicated the irregular school visits they
made unless a project budget was supporting such work.
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Matobo District had textbooks associated with the new curriculum, which will also need to be
addressed as the programme moves forward.
Monitoring
While Save the Children staff felt confident in the QLE Framework, School Heads and SDC
members expressed confusion over the tool. Dissemination of assessment results targeted
School Heads but often were not shared more broadly with teachers. As these stakeholders
were not engaged in the QLE Assessment data collection or analysis process, it is unlikely that
they will continue to use the framework without Save the Children support.
Annual literacy and numeracy assessments were carried out but School Heads were unaware
of the findings. It is unclear whether or not this was because results were not disseminated to
the schools or if it is due to a lack of understanding/interpretation of the results by the School
Heads. Another factor that might have influenced School Heads’ understanding of assessment
data is that data was collected in September/October with results being finalized in January.
School designs, however, were completed in November, so often results were not feeding in to
the school plans.
As discussed in the Results Section, the project was unable to track the impact of inclusive
education on improving access because there was no community mapping. Partnering with
Leonard Cheshire ensured that interventions working to improve access to education for
children with a disability met government standards. It should be noted, however, that very
few disabled children were enrolled in the intervention schools. Now that the schools are
accessible for children with disabilities, an awareness campaign or community mapping
initiative would encourage disabled children to attend the schools. Anecdotal evidence
suggests that there are not many children benefitting from the inclusive education programming
but the programme would benefit from further investigation in to this.
Finally, the project struggled to track important indicators such as teacher participation in the
programme, attendance, and retention because of unclear monitoring and evaluation needs at
the beginning of the project.
Research
Roles and responsibilities of UZ have changed over the life of the programme due to changing
expectations, understanding, and staff. In the first year of programme implementation (2013)
UZ visited and assessed intervention and comparison schools twice a year. In the second year
(2014), the team decided to visit comparison schools only once a year to prevent stakeholders
from growing tired of research from which they weren't benefitting. In 2015 the UZ team
added a quantitative researcher to a predominately qualitative team to further support QLE,
Life Skills, Literacy, and Numeracy data analysis.
Research expectations became clearer in the second year of implementation (2014) and, as
such, UZ began tracking students longitudinally from 2014-2016. Data in 2013 and 2014 is
taken from the same grade of students (Grade 3 and Grade 5) and, as such, assessment
results in 2013 should be presented in this light. An additional expectation expressed to UZ in
2014 was that research and implementation should be explicitly separated and, as such, UZ
operated independently of Save the Children. This caused some discontinuity as described in
the lessons learned below.
Reflecting upon the pilot project, UZ point persons expressed the following challenges and
lessons learned:
•

Discontinuity in data collection teams. UZ carried out the stakeholder interviews and
the life skills assessment while Save the Children carried out literacy and numeracy
assessments. As such, there was some discontinuity in research methodology and
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•

•
•

•
•

analysis. There was a missed opportunity to use UZ staff to test validity of literacy and
numeracy assessments.
Selection of Comparison Schools. Comparison schools were selected in districts other
than those of the implementation schools. Since the DEOs were heavily involved in
programme implementation, selecting schools outside of implementation districts
ensured that comparison schools were not exposed to the intervention through the
district education officers. However, school performance is significantly different in
each district that comparability of schools is questionable. UZ expressed that a first
ranked school in one district may be ranked 17th in another. This confounds and
complicates research results. For instance, by the end of the pilot project (2017), the
comparison schools were outperforming intervention schools, as measured by the
national Grade 7 exams. However, due to the issues of comparability between schools,
it's impossible to draw a conclusion from this finding.
Expectations of Comparison Schools. Stakeholders at comparison schools expected to
benefit from the programme upon completion of the pilot. UZ was unable to respond to
these requests, thus putting the research team in an uncomfortable position.
Separation of Research and Programming. As a pilot project, the project would have
benefited from more engagement with the data that was being collected along the
way. While separating programme staff from research helps with the objectivity of
the research, the project had an opportunity to learn and adapt from research as the
programme was implemented.
QLE Assessment Tool. QLE Assessment Framework and associated tools need to be
re-examined as it may not have holistically captured the QLE components associated
with learning outcomes.
Numeracy Interventions. The numeracy component of I’m Learning should be
strengthened as children were performing below 50% on the assessment at both
baseline and evaluation.

Future Programme Development
Stakeholders all felt that the project was strong and needed to continue. While progress has
been made, there is much work still to carry out. Continued support of the existing project
would allow completion of some of the interventions that were started. In doing so, impact
should be examined again, to see whether learning outcomes improve given completion of
initiatives. Continuing the programme would also allow for it to adjust to the new curriculum.
Questions remain regarding the best target schools for Save the Children Zimbabwe. Focusing
on Satellite schools would enable the Country Office to deliver much-needed limited resources
to the most deprived populations within the country. Doing so would also help raise these
schools to the level required for recognition by the government.
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Budget
Table 2 displays the breakdown in I’m Learning project costs into four components of Thematic,
Cross-Thematic, Non-Thematic and research costs. Thematic costs are those directly linked to
the implementation of the model. Cross-thematic costs are those for broader programme
management costs and monitoring and evaluation. This includes support of Country Office
education staff. Non-thematic costs during development included country overhead costs and
supports of finance and HR departments. Research costs were independent of any
programming, being allocated to the UZ & UiO to undertake the longitudinal study.
Budget expenditure21 for the three years of 2014 – 2016 totalled $619,433. Annually,
budget expenditure grew over the life of project, starting at $172,033, increasing by 16% in
2015 and another 23% in 2016 to a third-year total of $246,747. The growth in budget
expenditure over time is largely explained by the increased costs of the longitudinal study,
which totalled 25% of project expenditures over the three years.
I’m Learning programmatic costs amounted to $463,038. For each intervention school,
programmatic expenditure totalled $77,175 or an average annual per school expenditure of
$25,725 for the life of project. Breaking this down to an annual cost per child beneficiary, this
ranged from $63.19 to $69.20. By way of comparison, school’s request parents to pay a per
child levy of $36/year to fund like that covered by I’m Learning.
The largest expenditure area for project activities was construction, amounting to 12% of
programme expenses. However, cost of project staff was a very high 28% of project
expenditure, with this figure not including M&E staff or the project contribution to office
support staff.
Table 2. I'm Learning Project - Zimbabwe Expense Report Summary 2014-2016 (USD)
Programme Expenditure
Total
Research
Programme
Year
Cross
Non
Expenditure
Costs
Cost Per School
Thematic
Thematic Thematic
2014
$172,033
$129,211
$23,353
$19,469
$25,427
2015
$200,653
$113,475
$14,786
$35,872
$36,521
$27,355
2016
$246,747
$109,903
$7,658
$28,790
$100,396
$24,392
Total

Year
2014
2015
2016
Total

$619,433

$352,589

$22,444

$88,015

$156,386

$77,175

I'm Learning Project - Zimbabwe Expense Report Summary 2014-2016 (NOK)
Programme Expenditure
Total
Research
Programme
Cross
Non
Expenditure
Costs
Cost Per School
Thematic
Thematic Thematic
1,081,260
812,115
146,779
122,366
159,816
1,641,597
919,962
122,294
296,535
302,805
223,132
2,077,170
923,989
64,349
243,781
845,052
205,353
4,800,027

2,656,066

186,643

687,095

1,270,223

588,301

.

I’m Learning budget was embedded in the larger Norad programme design. As such, specific details for
planned budget information was not available for this report. Furthermore, the SCZ finance department had
difficulties extracting specific expense details for I’m Learning. Integrated activity reporting, shared overhead
costs and common staffing created difficulties for delineating an exhaustive expense report for I’m Learning.
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Annex 1. Intervention School Profiles
Table 1: School Enrolment for Intervention Schools in 2016
P1
Province/Region

District

Mashonaland
Central

Rushinga

Matabeleland
South

Matobo

Total

School
Chimhanda
Ganganyama
Mbuvundudzi
Sub-Total
Makupa
Mbembesanwa
St Josephs
Sub-Total

Girls
59
53
39
151
1
17
50
68
219

P2
Boys
74
44
33
151
2
17
51
70
221

Girls
60
20
25
105
6
24
56
86
191

P3
Boys
64
18
31
113
5
11
38
54
167

Girls
41
18
27
86
8
21
45
74
160

P4
Boys
50
16
21
87
6
15
41
62
149

Girls
34
30
23
87
6
20
37
63
150

P5
Boys
45
21
20
86
5
17
31
53
139

Girls
43
22
22
87
4
22
47
73
160

P6
Boys
51
23
23
97
5
16
36
57
154

Girls
42
21
26
89
6
14
38
58
147

P7
Boys
57
15
23
95
10
16
40
66
161

Girls
36
22
13
71
12
22
34
68
139

Boys
58
15
27
100
3
14
42
59
159

Girls
315
186
175
676
43
140
307
490
1166

Total
Boys
399
152
178
729
36
106
279
421
1150

All
714
338
353
1405
79
246
586
911
2316
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Annex 2. Tools
Document Title

Date

Reading Assessments

2016

QLE Assessment Tools

2016

Documentation Description
Assessments for literacy in English and Ndebele are included, but the list of files are incomplete. The project
completed assessments with children from grade 3 – 7, using different tests for each grade. Files in the
folder are samples only.
Six tools supporting data collection for school level QLE assessment. Tools include Teacher Questionnaire,
PTA/SDC Questionnaire, Learner Questionnaire, Headmaster Questionnaire, Classroom Observation, and
School Observation.
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Annex 3. Programme Documentation
Document Title
I’m Learning Baseline Report

Date
2013

Documentation Description
The baseline report presents school and district-level QLE and learning outcome data. The report
conducts cross analysis comparison for the control and implementation to identify benchmarks which
will be used for comparison at end line.

I’m Learning! Annual Report 2013

2013

I’m Learning! Annual Report 2015

2015

I’m Learning Project Case Study:
Christian Kuratidza
I’m Learning! Annual Report 2016

2015

Report on Contextualisation and
Implementation of the ‘I’m
Learning’ Project Model in
Zimbabwe

2017

Quality of Education:
Interrelationships between
Learning Environments and
Learning Outcomes and Child
Development in Basic Education in
Zimbabwe
Zimbabwe I’m Learning Database

2018

The annual report describes the key interventions and achievements of the I’m Learning project in
Zimbabwe during 2013. It also describes additional funding awarded to the CO.
The annual report describes the key interventions and achievements of the I’m Learning project in
Zimbabwe during 2015. It presents progress toward targets and indicators (QLE, Enrolment and
Retention).
The case study recounts the story of a struggling learner named Christian. It recounts his
challenging times in ECD and early primary school to becoming a head pupil by Grade 6.
The annual report describes the key interventions and achievements of the I’m Learning project in
Zimbabwe during 2016. It presents progress toward targets and indicators (QLE, Enrolment and
Retention).
This report documents the development and contextualisation of the I’m learning pilot project in
Zimbabwe. It describes the I’m learning project model, the QLE framework on which it is based,
maps the activities done under the I’m learning project in Zimbabwe against the four principles of
the QLE-framework, outlines how the I’m learning project model was tweaked to suit the Zimbabwe
context, describes how the project was implemented, identifies gaps and challenges encountered
and lessons learnt, discusses results of implementing the project and finally discusses the
sustainability and replicability prospects for the project.
Written by the University of Zimbabwe, the report presents the findings from the longitudinal study
carried out from 2014-2016. This report explains the research and fieldwork activities that took
place in the two provinces of Matabeleland South and Mashonaland Central from 2014 to end of
2016 in the “I’m Learning!” intervention and comparison schools. The focus of this report is to explicate
the background methodology of the study, research results, lessons learnt and recommendations.

2018

The database tracks QLE assessment results at school-level for every year of the programme.
Student enrolment and repetition rates are also tracked for every year of the programme.

Zimbabwe Table of Results

2018

Consolidates the QLE, literacy, numeracy, and life skills results (by intervention and comparison
schools)

2016

Comments

Note: Missing Annual
Report from 2014

Report contains some
inaccuracies, especially
concerning QLE
Framework and
Assessment design (as
described in this
report, footnote 4).
Quantitative analysis
presented in the report
is needing clarify

Attendance and
retention rates are
missing.
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Annex 4. Quality Learning Environment Framework
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Annex 5. Sustainability and Impact Mapping by Stakeholders
Objective
To examine all the activities associated with I’m Learning in Zimbabwe and identify which are the most
sustainable and impactful.
Activity
Prior to the reflection workshop a list of activities associated with I’m Learning in Zimbabwe was
compiled. This list of activities was shortened to identify the top 20.
To kick off the activity, the workshop participants jointly discussed criteria that make a program
sustainable. Groups wrote their reflections on the activity card and then taped the activity on the
wall; thus ‘graphing’ the activity based upon sustainability and impact. The y-axis represented
‘impact’, and to facilitate placement of activities, we used the logical framework that high-impact
activities improved learning outcomes; mid-impact activities only improved attendance; and lowimpact activities only improve enrolment.
Results
Sustainability Factors
•
•
•
•
•
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Availability of financial resources.
Knowledgeable/skilled human resources
Favorability (or not) of governmental policy
Community/parental attitudes to supporting education/schools
Availability of other players (partners)

Annex 6. Change in School Enrolment 2013 - 2016
Student Enrolment
School Name
Chimhanda Primary School
Chimhanda Primary School
Chimhanda Primary School
Chimhanda Primary School
Ganganyama Primary School
Ganganyama Primary School
Ganganyama Primary School
Ganganyama Primary School
Makupa Primary School
Makupa Primary School
Makupa Primary School
Makupa Primary School
Mbembesanwa Primary School
Mbembesanwa Primary School
Mbembesanwa Primary School
Mbembesanwa Primary School
Mubvundudzi Primary School
Mubvundudzi Primary School
Mubvundudzi Primary School
Mubvundudzi Primary School
St Jospehs Primary School
St Jospehs Primary School
St Jospehs Primary School
St Jospehs Primary School

Year

Girls

Boys

Total

2013
2014
2015
2016
2013
2014
2015
2016
2013
2014
2015
2016
2013
2014
2015
2016
2013
2014
2015
2016
2013
2014
2015
2016

345
377
370
315
148
140
186
186
41
50
49
43
135
126
115
140
176
162
175
175
295
290
283
307

329
316
318
399
149
180
201
152
46
49
45
36
144
154
140
106
200
189
184
178
310
312
306
279

674
693
688
714
297
320
387
338
87
99
94
79
279
280
255
246
376
351
359
353
605
602
589
586

Change

%
Change

19
-5
26

2.82%
-0.72%
3.78%

23
67
-49

7.74%
9.38%
-12.66%

12
-5
-15

13.79%
-5.05%
-15.96%

1
-25
-9

0.36%
-8.93%
-3.53%

-25
8
-6

-6.65%
2.28%
-1.67%

-3
-13
-3

-0.50%
-2.16%
-0.51%

27

Annex 7: I’m Learning Teacher Beneficiaries 2014 - 2016
Figure 8: Teachers in I'm Learning Intervention Schools 2014 - 2016

Schools
Makupa
Mbembeswana
St Joseph
Chimhanda
Mubvundudzi
Ganganyama

2014

2015

2016

Teachers

Teachers

Teachers

Male Female
2
2
2
7
7
12
13
7
5
5
8
1

Total Teachers

37

34

Average
Teacher
beneficiaries

Male
1
2
5
12
5
4

Female
3
5
13
9
4
4

Male
1
2
5
13
5
4

Female
3
5
13
8
4
3

Male
1
2
6
13
5
5

Female
3
6
13
8
4
3

29

38

30

36

32

36

Figure 9: Total Teacher Beneficiaries I'm Learning Intervention Schools
2014
Schools

2015

Teachers
Total

Female

Makupa
Mbembeswana
St Joseph
Chimhanda
Mubvundudzi
Ganganyama

4
9
19
20
10
9

2
7
12
7
5
1

Total Teachers

71

34

2016

New Teacher
transfers
Total
Female
2
1
0
0
4
3
1
0
4
3
5
2
16

9

Total

New teacher
transfers
Total
Female
0
0
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
5
1
7

3

Teacher
beneficiaries
Total
6
10
24
21
14
19

Female
3
8
16
7
8
4

94

46
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